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INTRODUCTION

Bill Pitkin, Ph.D.

United Way of Greater Los Angeles



BACKGROUND

This report is a follow-up to Latino Scorecard 2003: Grading the American Dream, which
was guided by the Latino Scorecard Committee and brought together five academic research
teams to study conditions of Latinos in Los Angeles if five key areas: Education, Economic
Development, Health, Housing and Public Safety.* In the 2003 report, researchers found
Latinos lagging significantly behind other race and ethnic groups on many fronts, with overall
grades for the five areas consisting of Cs and Ds. The Scorecard Committee worked with an
Advisory Committee and action teams to develop an action agenda to address the disparities
highlighted by the researchers. Working with action agenda partner Alliance for a Better
Community, the Scorecard project has resulted in several important policy and program
innovations, especially in the areas of education and health (see a listing of action agenda

results in Appendix A at the end of this chapter).

THE EMERGING LATINO MAJORITY

Los Angeles is well known as a racially and culturally diverse metropolis, a harbinger of
the 21 century, globalized city. Los Angeles grew astronomically in population during the first
half of the 20" century due largely to migration by whites from other parts of the U.S. The Los
Angeles of today has been transformed by international immigration and demographic changes
to become one of the most ethnically diverse areas in the world. Today, whites comprise under
a third of Los Angeles County’s residents, followed by Asian/Pacific Islanders at 13% and
African Americans at 9%.

Latinos are the largest race/ethnic group, currently 47% of the population, up slightly
from 45% in 2000 (see Figure 1). Los Angeles is home to more than 4.5 million Latinos,
according to the 2004 American Community Survey, a population greater than the population of
nearly 30 states. The vast majority of Latinos in Los Angeles are of Mexican descent or
nationality, though there are significant numbers of people from throughout Central and South
America (Table 1). The significance of recent immigration from Latin America is evident in two
findings from the 2004 American Community Survey: (1) more than one in every five residents
of Los Angeles County was born in Latin America and (2) Spanish is the primarily language

spoken in the homes of 41% of Los Angeles residents over four years of age.

! The 2003 report is available to download for free at http://www.unitedwayla.org.




increasingly make up the workforce of the state.? For example, the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education predicts that if current demographic trends continue over the next
two decades, per capita personal income in California will decline 11% from 2000 to 2020. At
the same time, there is clear evidence that the children of Latino immigrants in the state do
better on socioeconomic measures than do their parents, so there should be some improvement
among Latinos as the rate of immigration is predicted to decline over the next decades and
recent immigrants become more settled. Even with this progress, however, it is likely that
disparities between Latinos and other race and ethnic groups will remain.®

Making investments in preparing the Latino youth of today for the workforce of tomorrow
will be critical to ensuring the social and economic health of California. If this reality is true for
California, it is certainly even truer for Los Angeles, where Latinos will be a majority of the
working-age population by 2020. The future of Los Angeles clearly depends on how Latinos
fare today and over the coming decades. It is the charge of the Latino Scorecard partnership to
address the disparities outlined in this report so that Los Angeles will be the venue of

opportunity for all.

2 For example, see California Budget Project’s Planning for California’s Future: The State’s Population is
Growing, Aging, and Becoming More Diverse (http://www.cbp.org); Campaign for College Opportunity’s
Return on Investment: Educational Choices and Demographic Change in California’s Future
(http://www.collegecampaign.org/); and The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education’s As
America Becomes More Diverse: The Impact of State Higher Education Inequality
(http://www.higheredinfo.org/raceethnicity/).

® See "Second-Generation Immigrants in California” by S. Karthick Ramakrishnan and Hans P. Johnson,
California Counts: Population Trends and Profiles, Vol. 6, No. 4. Public Policy Institute of California, 2005
(http://www.ppic.org) ; and “California Demographic Futures: Projections to 2030, by Immigrant
Generations, Nativity, and Time of Arrival in U.S.” by Dowell Myers, John Pitkin, and Julie Park, USC
School of Policy, Planning, and Development (http://www.usc.edu/schools/sppd/futures/cdfindex.htm).




APPENDIX A — LATINO SCORECARD ACTION AGENDA RESULTS, 2003-2005

Below are highlights of accomplishments and activities that have resulted from the action

agenda laid out in the Latino Scorecard 2003 report.

Health

Partnered with Latino Coalition for a Healthy California to establish the L.A. Regional
Network, a public-private coalition, to focus on access to care, obesity and chronic
conditions, and health education.

Promoted resolutions adopted by LAUSD (October 2003) to ban soda and junk food sales at
schools to improve student health; worked with School Board President’s Obesity
Prevention Task Force which pushed for the first ever Healthy beverage Contract with
Pepsi.

Reviewed two medical magnet schools to identify successful programs to expose students
to health professions, for use in developing LAUSD small learning academies.

Partnered with the Coordinated School Health Council (CHSHC), working with five pilot
schools in East Los Angeles to complete the School Health Index, a self assessment tool
leading to action plans to improve student health and well-being; CSHC also coordinated a
summit for over 600 individuals linking student health to academic achievement.

Education

Initiated and completed a best practices study of LAUSD elementary schools; received
funding to expand the study to high schools.

Launched High School Dropout Prevention, Intervention and Recovery Initiative; advocated
for LAUSD resolution to address dropout crisis and improve tracking of dropouts (adopted
April 2005).

Organized parent and student advocacy for academic reform requiring college (A-G)
preparatory course of study for all LAUSD students (adopted June 2005).

Formed partnership for high school education reform with Montebello school district to
increase graduation and college preparation rates.

Launched public awareness campaign to increase enrollment for tutoring in under-utilized
Supplementary Education Services program.

Economic Development

Co-hosted forum on State of School Finance in California with Committee for Economic
Development and LA Chamber of Commerce.

Housing

Partnered with LAUSD to advocate for outreach and homeownership education for
households displaced due to new school construction resulting in an enhanced District
policy to contract with a service organization to coordinate resources available to displaced
residents



APPENDIX B — SCORECARD AND METRICS FOR 2003 AND 2006

Health
Indicator Year Latino White Asian Black Grade
No health insurance 2003 38% 9% 16% 18% D
2005 34% 9% 15% 14% D
Adult healthy behavior (exercise, 58% 2% 76% 61%
) 2003 D
weight, tobacco use)
2005 61% 71% 76% 59% D
Youth with healthy behavior 2003 78% 87% 88% 82% c
(exercise, weight)
2005 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Latino Non-Latino
1* year medical school enrollment | 2003 12% 88% F
2005 n.a. n.a. F
Health outcomes:
Low birth weight 5.8% 7.0%
Lr::a}nst death rate per 1,000 5.2 5.7
Heart disease death rate 2003 154.9 2434 A
Cancer death rate 1171 190.4
Stroke death rate 44 63.7
Life expectancy 82.5 77.3
2005 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Educatio
Indicator Year Latino White Asian Black Grade
Preschool Enrollment — L.A. 2003 42% 74% 63% 63% C-
County
2005 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. C-
4" Grade Math sgores above 50™ 2003 36% 67% 80% 30% D
National Percentile Rank
(“national average”) 2005 37% 67% 7% 30% C-
4thmGrad.e Language scores above | 2003 20% 64% 68% 28% D
50" National Percentile Rank
(“national average”) 2005 31% 65% 66% 30% D
4ththGrad_e Reading scores above 2003 19% 55% 56% 2204 =
50" National Percentile Rank
(“national average”) 2005 20% 56% 55% 23% F
9"-12" grade enrollment loss 2003 -41% -18% 2% -33% D
2005 -39% -15% -4% -32% F
High school grads with UC/CSU 2003 26% 44% 69% 31% C-
classes
2005 26% 43% 57% 31% C-




Economic Development

Indicator Year Latino White Asian Black Grade
Unemployment rate 2003 9.90% 5.50% 8.00% 11.50% B
2005 9.50% 7.70% 6.10% 15.20% C
0, 0,
Labor force participation (males) 2003 68% 2% 65% 60% B
2005 78% 72% 66% 67% C
$37,332 | $59,583 | $52,577 | $35,218 C
Median income (in constant $) 2003
2005 | $36,272 | $57,497 | $50,381 | $34,994 D
$12,253 $39,501 $22,733 $19,142 C
Per Capita income (in constant $) | 2003
2005 | $12,464 | $38,001 | $24,046 20,099 D
Poverty Rate 2003 24% 9% 14% 24% n.a.
2005 22% 8% 14% 20% D
Minority business owners 3,000 na.| 10,800 1800 C
2003
Employees of minority 43,600 83,100 20,300
businesses
2005 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. D
Public Safety
Indicator Year Latino White Asian Black Grade
Victims of violent crimes (rate - 2003 1148.9 596.7 167 2525.5 D
LAPD) 2005 899.7 433.4 165.9 1837
Victims of property crimes (rate - 2003 804.1 1816.3 313.4 2066.6 C
LAPD) 2005 | 7099 | 15242| 3694 1658 | g
Youth arrests —all types (rate — 2003 4502.8 3571.1 2477.6 11559 C
L.A. County)
2005 4398.4 3210.1 n.a. 10696.7 B
Hate crime victims (L.A. County) 2003 22% 18% 9% 47% B
2005 16% 12% 6% 55% B
Police officer/population disparity 2003 -13% 20% -7% 3% D
2005 -15% 24% -8% 0.50% C




Housing

Indicator Year Latino White Asian Black Grade
Accessibility:
Percent of home loans 17% 72% n.a. 5%
Percent of population 45% 31% 12% 10%
Home loan rejection rate 2003 25% 16% n.a. 32% C
Sub-prime purchase loans 15% 11% n.a. 27%
Sub-prime refinance loans 26% 17% n.a. 42%
25% 39% n.a. 5%
47% 30% 13% 9%
21% 13% n.a. 24%
2005 29% 17% n.a. 42% c
18% 9% n.a. 31%
Availability:
Homeownership 37% 58% 51% 7%
2003 D
Ratio of population growth to new 31:1 23 : 1 Non-Latino
homes
39% 59% 52% 38%
2005 D
19:1 10:1
Affordability:
Percent of income for rent 29% 27% 28% 31%
Percent paying 30% or more for | 2003 47% 43% 45% 52% D
rent 27% 21% 24% 26%
Percent of income for mortgage
27% 22% 22% 30%
2005 n.a. n.a. n.a n.a E
60% 47% 51% 64%
Quality: 50% 5% 27% 13%
Crowded (more than one 2003 C
person per room) 30% 3% 16% 7%
2005 C

Note: “n.a.” = not available
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Center for the Study of Latino Health and Culture
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Introduction

As noted in the last report, the demographics of Los Angeles County have changed
rapidly over the last 15 to 20 years. Currently, Latinos comprise nearly half of the county’s
population (46.0%).* Overall, as stated in the Latino Scorecard 2003, Latinos are experiencing
relatively good health in chronic conditions, despite high rates of poverty, lack of health
insurance and low education, a phenomenon known as the Latino Epidemiological Paradox.
Latinos have lower rates of heart disease, cancer, and stroke. These lower rates, however, will
not necessarily remain permanent. The positive health outcomes that Latinos do exhibit are not
a part of this year’s scorecard in order to focus attention on the troubling trends that, if allowed
to continue, may likely erode the healthy profile. These trends must be reversed if these positive
health outcomes are to continue. These trends include increases in weight and a low score on
the aggregated health behaviors index. On the positive trend side, Latinos show decreases in
physical inactivity and tobacco use. An overarching, and alarming trend in the Latino
community is access. Access to health care in the Latino community is not just a matter of not
having health insurance, but also a matter of not having culturally competent physicians willing
to serve in shortage areas. Over a third of Latinos in L.A. County do not have health insurance.
Many Latino communities suffer from severe shortage of physicians of any kind, and an
exceptional shortage of physicians who speak Spanish and are culturally competent. These
provider shortages are a direct result of low Latino enrollments in medical schools. While we do
not know yet the best way to deal with these increasing trends in unhealthy behaviors in the
Latino community, increasing access to health care and increasing the numbers of culturally
competent physicians can be undertaken immediately. It is imperative that we focus efforts on
increasing the supply of culturally competent physicians, and solve the problems of unhealthy
behaviors and access to health care in order to ensure a healthy and productive county and a

healthy California.

! State of California, Department of Finance, Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 2000—
2050. Sacramento, CA, May 2004.



Indicators and Grading

The health of Latinos in Los Angeles County was measured using five indicators and one
aggregate measure. The five indicators are:

e Health Insurance

e Tobacco Use

e Overweight or Obesity

e Physical Inactivity

e First-Year Medical School Enroliments

The adult aggregate measure is the sum of the average percentages (2002-2003) of
tobacco use, overweight or obesity, and physical inactivity. The aggregate measure for adults is
termed a “health-promoting behavior’ measure. The aggregate measure was calculated by
allocating a score of 100 for each of the health indicators (tobacco use, overweight or obesity,
and physical inactivity), to a total of 300 possible points. Percent ‘good’ or ‘bad’ behavior was
calculated by dividing the total points of ‘good’ or ‘bad’ by 300.

Data pertaining to adult tobacco use, overweight or obesity, and physical inactivity came
from the Centers for Disease Control, Selected Metropolitcan/Micropolitan Area Risk Trends
(SMART), from 2002-2003. Data pertaining to adult health insurance, youth overweight or
obesity and current smoking status came from the California Health Interview Survey (CHIS),
2003. The fifth variable, First-Year Medical School Enrollment, was examined as a means of
representing the current physician shortage that exists in the Latino community statewide and
locally in Los Angeles County. Data regarding first-year enroliments was taken from the medical
schools in Los Angeles County: UCLA, USC, and Drew Medical.

Latino performance on the indicators is based on a straight scale of 10 percent increments
assessing how Latinos did on a particular indicator. Therefore, according to this formula, if 90%
of adults or youth had health insurance, then they would get an ‘A’; if only 80% of adults or
youth had health insurance, they would get a ‘B’, and so on. In the present report, grading was
done only on certain variables, including:

e Health Insurance (adults)

e Health-Promoting Behavior Measure

o First-Year Medical School Enrollments
Even though some progress has been made since the last scorecard, the grades are

independent of the progress. They are indicative of the status of the variable at this time point.



Grades have to do with the current status of the measure, and not the percent change from the
2003 Scorecard.

Results
Overall Grade: C

Health Insurance

Figure 1: Adults (18+) Percent with No Health Insurance, LA County 2003
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Source: California Health Interview Survey (CHIS), 2003

Data from the California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) indicate that Latino adults in
Los Angeles County have the highest percentage of uninsured persons, 34.1%. The data also

indicate that non-Hispanic whites had the lowest percentage of uninsured adults, 8.5%.
GRADE: D
Key Concept: People with health insurance are far more likely to receive preventive health

services, to diagnose and treat ilinesses before they become more serious, and are encouraged

to engage in health-promoting behaviors. Health insurance is one key to a healthy population.



Recommendations to Improve Access to Health Care:

® Promote moderate employer coverage plans for small businesses so that the
businesses that are most likely to employ Latinos (who will not qualify for state programs)
and those that are most unlikely to provide health insurance can afford to offer health care
coverage for their workers.

e Advocate for maintenance of state funded health insurance (Medi-Cal, healthy families)

that cover the poorest families who do not have health insurance through any other source.

e Create a program to pick up those that fall in the gap that is often cited as the “working
poor”. Many Latinos work multiple part time jobs that do not offer health insurance or work
for companies that do not offer insurance to their low-income employees yet they do not
qualify for state funded programs. These are very hard working people who do not have

another way to obtain health insurance unless it is bought out of pocket.

Health-Promoting Behavior

Figure 2: Adults (ages 18+) Percent Who Smoke
Los Angeles County, 2002-2003
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Source: CDC, SMART, 2002-2003

In Los Angeles, in 2002-2003, on average, 15.3% of Latino adults indicated that they
were current smokers with a decreasing percent smoking over time. Non-Hispanic African-

Americans and non-Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islanders had higher percentages of current



smokers. Data from the Latino Scorecard 2003?, indicated that on average 17.6% of Latino
adults indicated that they were current smokers. Despite the fact that there are different data
sources and definitive decreases cannot be assessed, there seems to be a visible decreasing

trend in the percentage of smokers over time between 2001 through 2003.

Figure 3: Adults (ages 18+), Percent Overweight or Obese
Los Angeles County, 2002-2003
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Source: CDC, SMART, 2002-2003

Data from 2002-2003 show that Latino adults consistently had a very high percentage of
persons who were overweight or obese. In Los Angeles, on average, 67.5% of Latino adults
were overweight or obese with an increase in percent obese from 2002 to 2003. Data from the
Latino Scorecard 2003° indicated that on average 68.0% of Latino adults were overweight or
obese. The trend from 2001 to 2003 shows that there has been an increase in the percent of

Latinos that are obese.

2 Data for the Latino Scorecard 2003 came from the CDC, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey
SBRFSS), 1999-2001.

Data for the Latino Scorecard 2003 came from the CDC, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey
(BRFSS), 1999-2001.



Figure 4: Adults (ages 18+), Percent Physically Inactive
Los Angeles County, 2002-2003
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Source: CDC, SMART, 2002-2003

Data for Los Angeles in 2002-2003 show that, on average, 34.4% of Latino adults in
were physically inactive. Importantly, while most groups had increases in physical inactivity or
very small decreases, there was a positive trend for Latinos with a large decrease in the percent
that were physically inactive between 2002 and 2003. Data from the Latino Scorecard 2003,*
indicated that on average 42.0% of Latino adults indicated that they were physically inactive.
Again, the trend in physical inactivity is a positive one; over time fewer and fewer Latinos are
physically inactive. The health behaviors learned in adolescence are often carried well into
adult years. Latino youth present behaviors that could compromise the health of tomorrow’s
adults.

* Data for the Latino Scorecard 2003 came from the CDC, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey
(BRFSS), 1999-2001.



Figure 5: Youth (ages 12-17), Percent Overweight and Obese
Los Angeles County, 2003
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Source: California Health Interview Survey, CHIS, 2003

Among youth (ages 12-17) in Los Angeles County in 2003, Latinos had the highest
percentage of overweight or obese youth, at 18.4%. Data from CHIS 2001 indicated 16.5% of
Latino youth indicating that they were overweight or obese. The trend in obesity is a negative

one with an increase in the percent obese over time.

Figure 6: Youth (ages 12-17), Percent Current Smokers
Los Angeles County, 2003
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Among youth (ages 12-17) in Los Angeles County in 2003, Latinos had slightly lower
percentage of current smokers compared to non-Hispanic whites, 5.9% and 6.1%, respectively.

While the disparity is not great, having fewer youth smokers is always a primary goal.

Figure 7: Adults (18+) Health Promoting Behaviors
Los Angeles County 2002-2003
[

O bad behavior
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On the health behavior index (tobacco use, physical inactivity, overweight/obese) 60% of
health behaviors in the Latino community in Los Angeles County fall in the category of 'good'
health promoting behaviors, indicating no tobacco use, not overweight/obese and not physically
inactive. There was less than a five percent increase in the overall ‘good’ health promoting
behaviors from the Latino Scorecard 2003 report. While the trend is positive in that there is a
greater percentage of good health promoting behaviors over time, the percentage is still far too
low with approximately 40% of health behaviors still falling into the bad health behaviors bucket.

GRADE: D

Key Concept: Healthy behaviors are necessary in order to lead a productive and fulfilling life in

all areas including both at home and at work.

Recommendations to Improve Health Behaviors:

e Children need to be taught from the very youngest ages that nutrition is important and
good health is somewhat related to nutrition and obesity prevention. Encourage school-
based programs promoting and teaching the importance of good nutrition and healthy food

choices.



e Teaching children about nutrition and healthy eating habits should be reinforced by
providing healthy food in schools and eliminating the school-based access points for sodas
and junk food. Advocate and support current policy changes within LAUSD to provide

better nutrition for students.

e Community Recreation should be lobbied for in the form of neighborhood parks and
recreation centers, community athletic leagues, neighborhood exercise clubs for both
adults and children, and health-based neighborhood activities including health fairs and

instructional courses.

Medical School Enroliment

The most direct route to increasing the number of linguistically and culturally competent
physicians in medically underserved areas is to increase the enrollment of the medical students
most likely to do so: Latino medical students. Latino physicians are far more likely to serve in
shortage and medically underserved areas, to speak Spanish, and to be culturally competent,
than non-Latino physicians.® Increasing the number of Latino medical students is the quickest
way to increase both the supply and the competency of the region’s physician force.

Figure 8: First-Year Medical School Class Enroliments,
L.A. County, 2000-2003
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Source: University of California, Office of the President (UCOP). 2002.
http://www.ucop.edu/acadadv/datamgmt/lawmed/med-enrolls.pdf

® Hayes-Bautista, David E.; Hsu, Paul; Hayes-Bautista, Maria; Stein, Robert M.; Dowling, Patrick; Beltran,
Robert; Villagomez, Juan. 2000. Latino physician supply in California: sources, locations and projections.
Academic Medicine, 75(7): 727-736.



In Los Angeles County, of the possible 306 open seats in the medical schools (UCLA, USC,
Drew), 42 Latinos were enrolled in the Fall 2003 semester. This is a 10% increase in the
number of students enrolled from Fall 2002. Nonetheless, the data indicate few Spanish-
speaking physicians coming out of our medical schools, which could jeopardize the future

access to culturally competent physicians that can provide quality health care.

GRADE: F

Key Concept: Many Latino communities suffer from a severe physician shortage, compounded

by the need for linguistic and cultural competency. Increasing the number of physicians in these

areas is important; increasing the number of culturally competent, Spanish-speaking physicians

is imperative.

Recommendations to Increase Matriculation:

e Use Med PEP (Medicos Para El Pueblo/ Medical Professional Education Preparations)
and programs designed to encourage Latinos to go into the health professions as a vehicle
to improve the number of students in health occupations. Students at all levels of the
educational system should be targeted in an effort to encourage the possibility of entering

into a health profession and to show that these are realistic and attainable goals.

e Approach deans of Medical Schools (USC,UCLA,Drew) in an effort to reform the current
system of admission. Admission requirements should be more tailored to the fact that
there are multiple levels of consideration that should be examined. The unique experience
of applicants should be considered rather than a formulaic and continually discriminatory

system of admission requirements.

® Systemic changes at the local level and at the Federal level with repayment programs

for low income students.

® | oan forgiveness programs to incentivize students to practice in shortage areas once
they are finished with school while removing the daunting task of paying back medical
school loans for those who may not go to school due to the inability to finance the

education.

10



Discussion

In L.A. County, many unhealthy behaviors are increasing among Latino adults and
Latino youths. While the percent that is physically inactive or smoking has decreased, Latinos
are still not getting enough exercise and are more often overweight and obese. Unhealthy
behaviors are alarming especially because 34.1% of Latinos do not have health insurance. In
addition, while many speak Spanish and prefer Spanish-speaking physicians who are more
culturally approachable and more sensitive to their life experiences there are still too few Latino
physicians today and fewer than just a few years ago. Latinos make up nearly 50% of the
population of Los Angeles County; as a community they work hard and contribute to our
economy. As the Latino population grows and as these unhealthy behaviors in the adult and
youth populations increase, it becomes more and more important to do something to change the
lifestyles and habits of Latinos that support unhealthy behaviors in order to promote healthy
behaviors in a culturally appropriate, realistic, and viable way. Effective policy, programs, and
additional research must be undertaken in an attempt to redress the market failures that drive
up the numbers of uninsured Latinos and address the unhealthy behaviors that further
disadvantage this community before the positive outcomes that currently exist among Latinos

disappear.
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Introduction

Los Angeles County continues to attract a diverse array of immigrants and U.S. born
residents from all over the world and the country. The county is arguably one of the most
diverse in the U.S. Specifically, California has historically attracted Latino immigrants from
Mexico, Central America, and South America and continues to be a destination point for current
waves of Latino immigrants. Since our last Scorecard report, about 47% of the people living in
the county are of Hispanic descent (American Community Survey, 2003).* More importantly,
Hispanic youth account for over 58% of the K-12 school population (5 — 19 year-olds) and 62%
of L.A. County’s public school student population®. These population trends indicate that Latino
youth will become the most important source of the state’s workforce and leadership.

Latinos’ visible integration into California’s political and social institutions is significant.
Yet challenges remain as more Latino immigrants arrive and settle in California. These
challenges are magnified considering that 89% of all English-Language Learners in L.A. County
are native Spanish speakers.® The educational challenges of Latino students must be
addressed accordingly. It is imperative that the county’s future workforce be adequately

prepared for skilled, competitive, and increasingly-globalized employment opportunities.

Objective

The objective of the scorecard is to identify the most up-to-date measures that
collectively illustrate the condition of Latino educational status in Los Angeles County. These
measurements were first introduced in a 2003 scorecard and will continue to be tracked
biannually for a period of up to five years to determine the extent or lack of progress. The

results will be shared in public forums.

Key Concepts
There are several key points that should be noted from this “scorecard”:
e The status of educational outcomes for Latino/a students remains largely unchanged

from 2003 levels when the first Latino Scorecard was released.

! The terms Hispanic and Latino are used interchangeably throughout this report to refer to individuals
who trace their ancestry or origin to the Spanish-speaking parts of Latin America or the Caribbean. We
also use the terms Anglo and White non-Hispanic, non-Hispanic interchangeably. The category of Asian
American includes Filipino and Pacific Islander groups.

2 American Community Survey, 2003; California Department of Education, 2005

% See California Department of Education, http:/datal.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/



e Educational outcomes reflect cumulative schooling experiences. Early school
experiences, such as enrolling in pre-school, influence later school performance.
Hence, there are different opportunities for intervention addressing the relatively low
educational outcomes of Latinos.

o Despite the county’s overall shortcomings, some school districts and individual schools
have demonstrated success in educating Latino children, according to the
measurements used in this report.

e Educational outcomes need to be considered in context. There are different
measurements that are relevant in primary grades versus high school.

e Itis important to understand why some schools’ Latino students perform in certain

districts and schools relatively well so that similar practices can be replicated.

Grading Methodology

Latino performance was assessed relative to the performance of the second largest
student group in the county, White non-Hispanic. Letter grades were assigned according to
15% increments of the White non-Hispanic outcome (W). According to this formula:

“A” = Top of “A” range was the White non-Hispanic outcome (W)

Bottom of “A” range was [W — (15%W)] or 85%W

“B” = 84%W to 70% W

“C"= 69%W to 55%W

“D” = 54%W to 40%W

“F"= Below 40%W

For example, The University of California (UC) and California State University (CSU)
eligibility grade was developed as follows:
Forty-three percent of White non-Hispanic students are UC/CSU eligible. In order for Latino
students to receive an “A” in this category at least 37.4% (85% of 44%) would need to be
UC/CSU eligible. Instead, only 26% are eligible. This represents three increments of 15% away

from the White non-Hispanic outcome, or a grade of “C”.

Results

Preparing for College



We examined the percentage of Latino students who graduated from high school in Los
Angeles County having completed the requirements for admission to the California State
University (CSU) or the University of California (UC) system. This is an important benchmark
because graduating from high school is not sufficient to gain admission to a 4-year state-funded
college or university; students must also complete certain courses to meet eligibility
requirements. Likewise, completion of eligibility requirements only indicates that a student has
taken the correct coursework to apply to a public 4-year college or university in California. Even
so, the actual percentage of Latino high school graduates who have completed UC/CSU
eligibility requirements is much lower than that of any other group (See Figure 1). These results

mirror the results of the 2003 Latino Scorecard.

GRADE: C-
Figure 1
Percent of L.A. County High School Graduates who are
UC/CSU Eligible (2003-04)
60% 57%
50% 43%
30% 26%
20%
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0% ‘ ‘
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Source: Compiled by TRPI from California Department of Education; http://datal.cde.ca.gov/;
retrieved July 7, 2005




Completing High School

Besides going to college, a high school degree is increasingly necessary to obtain a
living-wage job*. In this category, the performance of Latino students in Los Angeles County is
also low. Nearly 40% of all Latino 9" graders in the fall of 2001 were not enrolled in L.A. County
schools four years later. Clearly, Latinos students are completing high school at a lower rate
than other groups (See Figure 2). Approximately 33,000 Hispanic youth somehow disappear
from the Los Angeles County high school system over a four year period. Although some of
these students may have transferred to schools in other counties, a similar pattern is visible for
state enrollment figures.®> The absolute magnitude of this figure in terms of unrealized potential

and lost productivity cannot be measured, but is likely to be substantial®.

Compared to 2003, Los Angeles County enrolled more Latino students in 2005 but lost
similar proportions of students. The 1% decrease in Latino enrollment drop is significant but
leaves the steep decline of Latino high school student enrollment in a 4-year period unchanged.

GRADE: F

* The living wage in the city of Los Angeles is $10.33/hour as of June 2005. City of Los Angeles, Mayor’s
Office http://www.lacity.org/BCA/lw_pdf files/wage rates 2005.pdf. Retrieved August 31, 2005. This
approximates an annual salary of $20,000 per year. However, for a family of four, the living-wage
household income would need to be over $48,000 in Los Angles for basic subsistence. Economic Policy
Institute. (2004). http://www.epi.org/content.cfm/datazone _fambud budget. Retrieved August 31, 2005.
®> See California Department of Education, http:/datal.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/

® See “The Condition of Education”, National Center for Education Statistics Report No. 2005-094;
“Education Pays Update”, The College Board Trends in Higher Education Series 2005




Figure 2

L.A. County Enrollment Trends
Grades 9th - 12th
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Source: Compiled by TRPI from California Department of Education; http://datal.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/;
retrieved July 7, 2005

Getting Started: Preschool’

Some of the most important schooling happens before kindergarten, as children are
exposed to an intellectually enriching preschool experience.® At its best, this means a focus on
literacy and language skills (ABCs and early phonics), learning to work in groups, early work
with numbers, access to books and other educational materials, and the benefit of well-trained,
qualified teachers.® It may also mean that the health and nutrition needs are met for children
participating in publicly-funded programs like Head Start, thus allowing them to focus on the fun

and challenge of learning.

What is the preschool experience for Hispanic students in Los Angeles County? One
way of answering that question is to look at what percentage of eligible children in Los Angeles
County participates in early childhood education. In Los Angeles County, the participation rate is

considerably lower for Hispanic children relative to other groups. Thus, Hispanic children,

" Pre-school enrollment status could not be updated because more updated information from the
American Community Surveys does not differentiate between pre-school and kindergarten enroliment.
® National Research Council. Eager to Learn: Educating Our Preschoolers. Washington, D.C.:
Commission on Behavioral and Social Science and Education, National Academy Press, 2000.

® National Research Council. Eager to Learn: Educating Our Preschoolers. Washington, D.C.:
Commission on Behavioral and Social Science and Education, National Academy Press, 2000.



again, are losing out in this important educational experience (See Figure 3). Due to a lack of
available updated data, we cannot analyze the impact of First 5 and other recent pre-k
enrollment efforts to increase pre-school enroliment for all children. GRADE: C-

Figure 3

Percent of 3 & 4 Year Olds Enrolled in Nursery/Preschool,
Los Angeles, County, 2000
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Source: US Census Bureau, 2000

The Years Between Kindergarten and High School Graduation.

Ideally, by the time a student reaches high school, he or she is adequately prepared for
more challenging material. For some Latino students, this includes mastering speaking, writing,
and problem-solving skills in a language other than their primary language. It has often been

argued that grade schools lay a “foundation” for later education.

During a students’ thirteen-year journey in school, there are hundreds of measurements
that can be used to capture students’ progress in California public schools. For this study, we
report the percentage of fourth graders who performed above the 50" National Percentile Rank
(NPR)™ on the California Achievement Test (CAT/6)'* in Reading, Math and Language.

Typically, the majority of directed reading instruction takes place from K-3, and by the fourth

1% According to the California Department of Education, % Scoring At or Above the 50" NPR is the
percent of students that scored at or above where 50% of the students in the national sample scored. The
50" NPR is the percentage of students considered as scoring at or above their grade level on this test.

* According to the California Department of Education, the purpose of administering the CAT/6 is to
determine how well each California student is achieving academically compared to a national sample of
students tested in the same grade at the same time of the school year.



grade, students are expected to be reading and writing at grade level. Thus, in order to be
prepared to learn fourth grade subject content, students must have already mastered basic
reading and writing skills. If children have not mastered these skills, it is very likely that they will
fall behind in the years to come.

This measurement yields another discouraging picture of Hispanic student academic
performance (See Figure 4). Hispanic children score lower than all other groups in reading and
are on par with the lowest scoring group in Language. Only on math tests do Latino students
close the gap with White non-Hispanics students.

Figure 4.
Percent of Fourth Grade Students in L.A. County Scoring
Above the 50th NPR on the 2003 CAT/6 Test - 2004
100
77
60 56 55
40 30 31 30 37
23 4
0
Reading Language Math
O African American B Latino O White B Asian

Source: Compiled by TRPI from California Department of Education; http://www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 7, 2005.

A percentage of Latino students scoring at or above NPR did increase by 1-2 % for each
of the subjects compared to 2003 scores. However, the comparison group, White non-Hispanic
fourth grade students, also increased their performance in language and reading by a similar

percentage, and leaving the academic performance gap between White non-Hispanics and
Latinos unchanged.

Reading GRADE: F
Math GRADE: C-
Language GRADE: D

Overall Grade: D



Higher Performing Schools that Challenge the Trends

The county-wide trends reported above are discouraging. However, closer inspection of
individual school performance across reading, mathematics, and language tests demonstrates
that some schools are at variance with the county trend. The Tomas Rivera Policy Institute
conducted additional analyses of data at the district and school levels to identify individual
schools and districts where Latino students seem to be performing higher in tests. Although
there are limitations to using test score indicators, these schools may offer opportunities to

begin analyzing effective educational practices.

We first identified school districts in the County with the highest Hispanic enrollment.*?
We then compared overall district rates of Latino students meeting the 50" national percentile
test scores (Tables 1 & 2).

Table 1 Higher Performing*, Latino** School Districts in Los Angeles County
(2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

% at or above the 50" NPR

S Latino .
District Enroliment Reading Math Language
West Covina Unified 68% 38 53 48
Monrovia Unified 53% 33 47 46
Bellflower Unified 49% 27 44 41
Covina-Valley Unified 63% 34 49 40
Little Lake City Elementary 83% 28 43 39
East Whittier City Elementary 71% 30 42 38
Norwalk-La Mirada Unified 72% 26 40 38
Table 2 L.A. County Average
Student Group % at or above the 50" NPR
Reading Math Language

All 4™ Grade White non-Hispanic 56% 67% 65%
All 4™ Grade Latino 20% 37% 31%
Source: California Department of Education; www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved
July 7, 2005
* Districts in the top-half of all subject NPR rankings
**Percent of students in the district that are Latino is = 50 % (median) and = 3400
(median) students in the district are Latino.

'2 These districts were drawn from the 32 districts that were above the median in the percent of Latino
students enrolled (>50%) and in the total number of Latino students enrolled in the district (>3400 total
Latino). A list of these districts is available from TRPI.



Table 2 compares the proportion of 4™ grade Latino students who score above the 50"
NPR in Reading, Math and Language to the proportion of all White non-Hispanic 4™ graders in
the County. Table 1 lists the high-Latino enrollment school districts that were in the top third in
the proportion of Latino students scoring above the 50" percentile in all three subject tests.*
Three school districts appear in these rankings that were not identified in the 2003 Latino

Scorecard: Little Lake City Elementary, Bellflower Unified, and Monrovia Unified.

These seven districts appear to be relatively more effective at meeting the educational
needs of Latino children, at least in comparison to the percentage in the county of Latinos
scoring above the national percentile scores. However, even the top performing school
districts fall below the county-wide percentage of White non-Hispanic students scoring

above the national percentile scores.

The analysis at the individual school level offers a precise identification of the higher
performing schools. In this case, we examined the performance of fourth grade students among
the 901 elementary schools within the Los Angeles County school districts that were above
median in Latino enroliment. We first selected those schools that were both above the median
in percentage of Latino enrollment among the 901 schools.** Then we selected schools that
were in the top quarter (top quintile for Reading) of the 901 schools in terms of percentage of
students scoring above the 50th NPR in Reading, Math and Language. Using this approach, we
identified a number of schools with high percentages of Latino students that are performing
higher than other schools in Reading, Math and Language. In total, we identified 35 higher
performing schools in Reading, 69 higher performing schools in Math, and 63 higher performing
schools in Language. Compared to 2003, more schools were ranked in this phase of the

analysis because more school districts qualified as having high-Latino enrollment (Tables 3 — 8).

It is important to note that in examining Reading percentile scores, we highlighted the
top quintile of higher performing schools because the top quartile yielded percent scoring at or

above national percentile scores that were as dismally low as the county average.

'3 Higher performing Latino schools districts are districts that were in the top third in all three subject tests.
% For the 901 schools, above the median is = 75.8% Latino total enrollment.



The percentage of students scoring at or above the 50" NPR in these schools were then
compared to all White non-Hispanic fourth grade students county-wide and all Latino fourth
grade students county-wide. Schools listed in tables 3, 5, and 7 have a greater proportion of
their students scoring above the national percentile compared to county-wide figures.

However, in reading and language, these schools still remain below the county-wide
percentage of White non-Hispanic students scoring higher than the 50™ national
percentile. In mathematics, the schools identified approximate the county-wide figures
for White non-Hispanic students.
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Table 3 Higher Performing* Latino** Los Angeles County Schools: READING

(2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

%

% at or above

School Latino 50th NPR District
Lakeview Elementary 80.2 41 Little Lake City Elementary
Johnston (D. D.) Elementary 81.5 40 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified
Obregon (Eugene A.) Elementary 91.9 39 El Rancho Unified

Price Elementary 79.6 39 Downey Unified

Merlinda Elementary 76.6 38 West Covina Unified

Lewis (Ed C.)Elementary 78.4 37 Downey Unified

Cresson Elementary 87.6 36 Little Lake City Elementary
Second Street Elementary 96.2 36 Los Angeles Unified
Durfee Elementary 92.4 36 El Rancho Unified
Addams (Jane) Elementary 76.1 35 Lawndale Elementary
Edgewood Academy (Elem) 84.2 35 Bassett Unified

Jersey Avenue Elementary 89.3 35 Little Lake City Elementary
Glenfeliz Boulevard Elementary 77.2 34 Los Angeles Unified
Mayberry Street Elementary 82.1 34 Los Angeles Unified
Merwin Elementary 86.3 34 Covina-Valley Unified
Elysian Heights Elementary 89 33 Los Angeles Unified

Rio Hondo Elementary 82.1 33 Downey Unified

Morrison (Julia B.) Elementary 85.6 33 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified
Grandview Elementary 90.6 33 Hacienda La Puente Unified
Foshay Learning Center (K-12) 76 33 Los Angeles Unified
Andrews (Wallen L.) N.W. Eleme 81.2 33 Whittier City Elementary
Washington Elementary 90.6 33 Lynwood Unified

Lincoln (Abraham) Elementary 86.8 33 Whittier City Elementary
Santa Fe Elementary 84 32 Baldwin Park Unified

King Elementary 79.8 32 Long Beach Unified
Hodge (Victor F.) Elementary 79.1 32 Azusa Unified

Fairgrove Academy (K-8) 87 32 Hacienda La Puente Unified
Mckibben (Howard J.) Elementary 82.6 31 South Whittier Elementary
Lane (Robert Hill) Elementary 94.2 31 Los Angeles Unified
Rorimer Elementary 85.9 31 Rowland Unified

Lake Marie Elementary 85.5 31 South Whittier Elementary
Unsworth Elementary 81.6 30 Downey Unified

La Colima Elementary 78.7 30 East Whittier City Elementary
Meller (Mary E.) Elementary 96.8 30 El Rancho Unified

Lemay Street Elementary 76.1 30 Los Angeles Unified
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Table 4 L.A. County Average: READING

% at or above 50th NPR

All 4" Grade White non-Hispanic

56%

All 4" Grade Latino

20%

Source: California Department of Education; www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 7, 2005
*In the top quintile of percent of students scoring above the 50th NPR from 901 schools in Reading

(230%)

**Percent of students who are enrolled in the school that are Latino is at or above 75.8%, for all

grades.

Table 5 Higher Performing* Latino** Los Angeles County Schools: MATHEMATICS

(2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

% at or above 50th
School %L atino NPR District
Foshay Learning Center (K-12) 76 67 Los Angeles Unified
Clifford Street Elementary 77.3 65 Los Angeles Unified
Hudnall (Claude) Elementary 77.5 62 Inglewood Unified
Merwin Elementary 86.3 62 Covina-Valley Unified
Merlinda Elementary 76.6 62 West Covina Unified
Mckibben (Howard J.) Elementary 82.6 61 South Whittier Elementary
Meller (Mary E.) Elementary 96.8 59 El Rancho Unified
Washington Elementary 90.6 59 Lynwood Unified
Mayberry Street Elementary 82.1 59 Los Angeles Unified
Bandini Elementary 98.7 59 Montebello Unified
Price Elementary 79.6 58 Downey Unified
Voorhis (Jerry) Elementary 92.9 57 Mountain View Elementary
Glenfeliz Boulevard Elementary 77.2 57 Los Angeles Unified
Montague Street Elem. (Char) 96.2 57 Los Angeles Unified
Lincoln Elementary 96.8 56 Lynwood Unified
Santa Fe Elementary 84 56 Baldwin Park Unified
Lakeview Elementary 80.2 56 Little Lake City Elementary
Jersey Avenue Elementary 89.3 56 Little Lake City Elementary
Broadway Elementary 81 56 Los Angeles Unified
Shirley Avenue Elementary 79.1 55 Los Angeles Unified
Lemay Street Elementary 76.1 55 Los Angeles Unified
Magnolia Elementary 82.5 54 Azusa Unified
Foster Elementary 90.7 54 Baldwin Park Unified
Payne (Buelah) Elementary 92.3 54 Inglewood Unified
Addams (Jane) Elementary 76.1 54 Lawndale Elementary
Garvanza Elementary 88.9 54 Los Angeles Unified
Roosevelt Elementary 81.7 53 Long Beach Unified
Sixty-First Street Elementary 79.9 53 Los Angeles Unified
Vanwig (J. E.) Elementary 94.7 53 Bassett Unified
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Cherrylee Elementary 76.7 53 El Monte City Elementary
Reseda Elementary 80.1 53 Los Angeles Unified
Harding Street Elementary 78.1 53 Los Angeles Unified
Hodge (Victor F.) Elementary 79.1 52 Azusa Unified

Edgewood Academy (Elem) 84.2 52 Bassett Unified

Belvedere Elementary 99.6 52 Los Angeles Unified
Arroyo Seco 85.8 52 Los Angeles Unified
Greenwood Elementary 97.4 51 Montebello Unified
Yorbita Elementary 81.5 51 Rowland Unified

Valencia Elementary 96.3 51 El Rancho Unified
Commonwealth Avenue 80.3 51 Los Angeles Unified
Elementary

Cresson Elementary 87.6 50 Little Lake City Elementary
Lake Marie Elementary 85.5 50 South Whittier Elementary
Second Street Elementary 96.2 50 Los Angeles Unified
Sunkist Elementary 96 50 Bassett Unified

Morrison (Julia B.) Elementary 85.6 50 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified
Vineland Elementary 89.7 50 Baldwin Park Unified

Las Flores Elementary 87.9 50 Bellflower Unified
Fairgrove Academy (K-8) 87 49 Hacienda La Puente Unified
Unsworth Elementary 81.6 49 Downey Unified

Walgrove Avenue Elementary 82.2 49 Los Angeles Unified
Westminster Avenue Elementary 76.7 49 Los Angeles Unified
Dolland (John) Elementary 84.5 49 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified
Villacorta Elementary 87.7 49 Rowland Unified

La Seda Elementary 92.3 49 Rowland Unified

Rorimer Elementary 85.9 49 Rowland Unified

Baldwin Academy (Elem) 91.6 49 Hacienda La Puente Unified
Jefferson Elementary 77.5 49 Pasadena Unified

San Pedro Street Elementary 98.8 48 Los Angeles Unified
Ramona Elementary 80.7 48 Los Angeles Unified
Worthington Elementary 87.6 48 Inglewood Unified

Tracy Elementary 85.8 48 Baldwin Park Unified
Fletcher Drive Elementary 94.3 48 Los Angeles Unified
Allison Elementary 82 48 Pomona Unified

San Pascual Avenue Elementary 84.4 48 Los Angeles Unified
Broad Avenue Elementary 86.3 48 Los Angeles Unified
Keppel (Mark) Elementary 97.6 47 Paramount Unified
Andrews (Wallen L.) N.W. Eleme 81.2 47 Whittier City Elementary
Elysian Heights Elementary 89 a7 Los Angeles Unified
Gladstone Street Elementary 84.8 47 Azusa Unified
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Table 6 L.A. County Average: MATHEMATICS

Student Group

% at or above the 50" NPR

All 4™ Grade White non-Hispanic

65%

All 4" Grade Latino

31%

Source: California Department of Education; www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 7, 2005
*In the top quartile of percent of students scoring above the 50th NPR from 901 schools in Reading

(247%)

**Percent of students who are enrolled in the school that are Latino is at or above 75.8%, for all grades.

Table 7 Higher Performing* Latino** Los Angeles County Schools: LANGUAGE

(2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

% at or above 50th

School % Latino NPR District
Foshay Learning Center (K-12) 76 56 Los Angeles Unified

Lake Marie Elementary 85.5 54 South Whittier Elementary
Addams (Jane) Elementary 76.1 53 Lawndale Elementary
Lakeview Elementary 80.2 52 Little Lake City Elementary
Edgewood Academy (Elem) 84.2 52 Bassett Unified

Elysian Heights Elementary 89 52 Los Angeles Unified
Mckibben (Howard J.) Elementar 82.6 51 South Whittier Elementary
Lane (Robert Hill) Elementary 94.2 51 Los Angeles Unified
Washington Elementary 90.6 51 Lynwood Unified
Johnston (D. D.) Elementary 81.5 51 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified
Sunkist Elementary 96 50 Bassett Unified

Jersey Avenue Elementary 89.3 48 Little Lake City Elementary
Mayberry Street Elementary 82.1 48 Los Angeles Unified
Harding Street Elementary 78.1 48 Los Angeles Unified

San Jose Street Elementary 77 47 Los Angeles Unified
Commonwealth Avenue Elementary 80.3 47 Los Angeles Unified
Cantara Street Elementary 82.5 47 Los Angeles Unified
Merlinda Elementary 76.6 a7 West Covina Unified
Shirley Avenue Elementary 79.1 46 Los Angeles Unified
Meller (Mary E.) Elementary 96.8 46 El Rancho Unified

King Elementary 79.8 46 Long Beach Unified
Lemay Street Elementary 76.1 45 Los Angeles Unified
Cresson Elementary 87.6 45 Little Lake City Elementary
Lincoln Elementary 96.8 45 Lynwood Unified

Glenfeliz Boulevard Elementary 77.2 44 Los Angeles Unified
Merwin Elementary 86.3 44 Covina-Valley Unified
Walgrove Avenue Elementary 82.2 44 Los Angeles Unified
Unsworth Elementary 81.6 44 Downey Unified

Second Street Elementary 96.2 44 Los Angeles Unified
Belvedere Elementary 99.6 44 Los Angeles Unified
Obregon (Eugene A.) Elementary 91.9 44 El Rancho Unified

Durfee Elementary 92.4 44 El Rancho Unified
Morrison (Julia B.) Elementary 85.6 44 Norwalk-La Mirada Unified

14




Hudnall (Claude) Elementary 77.5 43 Inglewood Unified
Greenwood Elementary 97.4 43 Montebello Unified

Santa Fe Elementary 84 42 Baldwin Park Unified
Worthington Elementary 87.6 42 Inglewood Unified
Shadybend Elementary 91.1 42 Hacienda La Puente Unified
San Miguel Elementary 98.9 42 Los Angeles Unified

Wilcox Elementary 88.9 42 Montebello Unified

Price Elementary 79.6 42 Downey Unified

Newcastle Elementary 80.1 42 Los Angeles Unified
Reseda Elementary 80.1 42 Los Angeles Unified

La Colima Elementary 78.7 41 East Whittier City Elementary
Payne (Buelah) Elementary 92.3 41 Inglewood Unified

Las Flores Elementary 87.9 41 Bellflower Unified

Laurel Elementary 80.6 41 East Whittier City Elementary
City Terrace Elementary 95.6 41 Los Angeles Unified

San Pedro Street Elementary 98.8 41 Los Angeles Unified
Roosevelt Elementary 81.7 41 Long Beach Unified

Cabrillo Avenue Elementary 80.8 41 Los Angeles Unified

Lincoln Elementary 93.2 41 Paramount Unified
International Elementary 79.7 41 Long Beach Unified
Jefferson Elementary 77.5 41 Pasadena Unified
Sixty-First Street Elementary 79.9 40 Los Angeles Unified

Sterry (Nora) Elementary 77.8 40 Los Angeles Unified

Nueva Vista Elementary 96.7 40 Los Angeles Unified

Rio Hondo Elementary 82.1 40 Downey Unified

Grand View Boulevard Elementary 87.3 40 Los Angeles Unified
Baldwin Academy (Elem) 91.6 40 Hacienda La Puente Unified
Broadway Elementary 81 40 Los Angeles Unified
Montague Street Elem. (Char) 96.2 40 Los Angeles Unified
Fremont Elementary 95.9 40 Montebello Unified

Table 8 L.A. County Average: LANGUAGE

Student Group

% at or above the 50 NPR

All 4th Grade White non-Hispanic

64%

All 4th Grade Latino

29%

Source: California Department of Education; www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 7, 2005
*In the top quartile of percent of students scoring above the 50th NPR from 901 schools in Reading

(240%)

**Percent of students who are enrolled in the school that are Latino is at or above 75.8%, for all grades.
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The Latino population in Los Angeles County is very diverse in terms of social economic

status and therefore, it is important to examine the role economic standing plays in educational

outcomes of Latinos. We scrutinized the high performing schools further to identify those with

the most economically disadvantaged students who were doing well in relationship to the

norm.*®

Using the 901 schools in the 32 districts with the highest percentage of Latinos, we

ranked them according to percentage Latino enroliment, percent economically disadvantaged

students enrolled in the school, and percentage of economically disadvantaged students scoring

above the 50" national percentile. We selected the schools that were: 1) above the median

(84%) in percent of economically disadvantaged students, 2) above the median (75%) in Latino

enrollment, and 3) in the top quarter (top quintile in Reading) in percentage of students scoring

above the 50" national percentile in Reading, Math, and Language (Tables 3-8). The results of

this analysis are depicted in Tables 9-14. Again, it is important to point out that even these

higher performing schools fall below the county mean for White non-Hispanic students.

Table 9 Higher Performing* Economically Disadvantaged** Los Angeles County Schools with
High Latino*** Populations: READING (2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

% at
or
above %

50" Economically %
School NPR Disadvantaged | Latino District
Mayberry Street Elementary 39 94 82.1 Los Angeles Unified
Second Street Elementary 37 97 96.2 Los Angeles Unified
Clifford Street Elementary 35 88 77.3 Los Angeles Unified
Elysian Heights Elementary 35 93 89 Los Angeles Unified
King Elementary 33 100 79.8 Long Beach Unified
Roosevelt Elementary 32 100 81.7 Long Beach Unified
Commonwealth Avenue
Elementary 31 99 80.3 Los Angeles Unified
Glenfeliz Boulevard Elementary 31 87 77.2 Los Angeles Unified
Reseda Elementary 31 86 80.1 Los Angeles Unified

5 Economically disadvantaged captures students participate in the National School Lunch Program (NLP) or whose

parents do not complete high school.
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Table 10 L.A. County Average: READING

Student Group

% at or above the 50" NPR

All 4™ Grade White non-Hispanic 56%
All 4" Grade Economically Disadvantaged 20%
All 4" Grade Latino 20%

Source: California Department of Education: http://www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 2005

*Top quintile of economically disadvantaged schools with largest percent of students scoring at or above
50 NPR from 834 school in Reading (>= 30%)
**Percent of students who participate in the National School Lunch Program (NLP) or whose parents did
not complete high school is at or above 84% (median NLP outcome from 875 schools)
***Pearcent of students who are enrolled in the school that are Latino is at or above 75.8%, for all grades.

Table 11 Higher Performing* Economically Disadvantaged** Los Angeles County Schools with

High Latino*** Populations: MATHEMATICS (2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

% at or %

above Economically %
School 50" NPR | Disadvantaged | Latino District
Clifford Street Elementary 69 88 77.3 Los Angeles Unified
Mayberry Street Elementary 64 94 82.1 Los Angeles Unified
Bandini Elementary 59 100 98.7 Montebello Unified

Mountain View

Voorhis (Jerry) Elementary 59 100 92.9 Elementary
Montague Street Elem. (Char) 57 98 96.2 Los Angeles Unified
Reseda Elementary 57 86 80.1 Los Angeles Unified
Garvanza Elementary 55 100 88.9 Los Angeles Unified
Commonwealth Avenue Elem. 54 99 80.3 Los Angeles Unified
Glenfeliz Boulevard Elementary 54 87 77.2 Los Angeles Unified
Arroyo Seco 53 87 85.8 Los Angeles Unified
Las Flores Elementary 52 85 87.9 Bellflower Unified
Payne (Buelah) Elementary 52 98 92.3 Inglewood Unified
Belvedere Elementary 52 99 99.6 Los Angeles Unified
Walgrove Avenue Elementary 52 91 82.2 Los Angeles Unified
Roosevelt Elementary 51 100 81.7 Long Beach Unified
Second Street Elementary 51 97 96.2 Los Angeles Unified
Greenwood Elementary 51 99 97.4 Montebello Unified
Vineland Elementary 50 98 89.7 Baldwin Park Unified
Tracy Elementary 49 85 85.8 Baldwin Park Unified
Broad Avenue Elementary 49 85 86.3 Los Angeles Unified
Ramona Elementary 49 99 80.7 Los Angeles Unified
Potrero Elementary 48 94 90.4 El Monte City Elementary
Broadway Elementary 48 99 81 Los Angeles Unified
Fletcher Drive Elementary 48 99 94.3 Los Angeles Unified
San Pedro Street Elementary 48 100 98.8 Los Angeles Unified
La Seda Elementary 48 87 92.3 Rowland Unified
King Elementary 47 100 79.8 Long Beach Unified
Elysian Heights Elementary 47 93 89 Los Angeles Unified
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Table 12 L.A. County Average: MATHEMATICS

Student Group

% at or above the 50" NPR

All 4th Grade White non-Hispanic 65%
All 4th Grade Economically Disadvantaged 36%
All 4th Grade Latino 31%

Source: California Department of Education: http://www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 2005
*Top quartile of economically disadvantaged schools with largest percent of students scoring at or above

50 NPR from 834 school in Reading (>= 47%)

**Percent of students who participate in the National School Lunch Program (NLP) or whose parents did
not complete high school is at or above 84% (median NLP outcome from 875 schools)

***Pearcent of students who are enrolled in the school that are Latino is at or above 75.8%, for all grades.

Table 13 Higher Performing* Economically Disadvantaged** Los Angeles County Schools with

High Latino** Populations: LANGUAGE (2004, CAT/6, Grade 4)

% at or
above 50" | % Economically
School NPR Disadvantaged | % Latino | District
Mayberry Street Elementary 51 94 82.1 Los Angeles Unified
Commonwealth Avenue
Elementary 49 99 80.3 Los Angeles Unified
Elysian Heights Elementary 49 93 89 Los Angeles Unified
King Elementary 48 100 79.8 Long Beach Unified
Lane (Robert Hill) Elementary 48 88 94.2 Los Angeles Unified
Walgrove Avenue Elementary 48 91 82.2 Los Angeles Unified
Cantara Street Elementary 46 85 82.5 Los Angeles Unified
Clifford Street Elementary 46 88 77.3 Los Angeles Unified
Roosevelt Elementary 45 100 81.7 Long Beach Unified
Belvedere Elementary 44 99 99.6 Los Angeles Unified
Glenfeliz Boulevard Elementary 44 87 77.2 Los Angeles Unified
Second Street Elementary 44 97 96.2 Los Angeles Unified
Greenwood Elementary 44 99 97.4 Montebello Unified
Newcastle Elementary 43 88 80.1 Los Angeles Unified
International Elementary 42 99 79.7 Long Beach Unified
City Terrace Elementary 42 95 95.6 Los Angeles Unified
Worthington Elementary 41 99 87.6 Inglewood Unified
Braddock Drive Elementary 41 91 86 Los Angeles Unified
Cabrillo Avenue Elementary 41 91 80.8 Los Angeles Unified
Reseda Elementary 41 86 80.1 Los Angeles Unified
San Miguel Elementary 41 99 98.9 Los Angeles Unified
San Pedro Street Elementary 41 100 98.8 Los Angeles Unified
Hacienda La Puente
Shadybend Elementary 40 88 91.1 Unified
Payne (Buelah) Elementary 40 98 92.3 Inglewood Unified
Latona Avenue Elementary 40 90 88.4 Los Angeles Unified
Montague Street Elem. (Char) 40 98 96.2 Los Angeles Unified
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Table 14 L.A. County Average: LANGUAGE

Student Group % at or above the 50" NPR
All 4th Grade White non-Hispanic 64%
All 4th Grade Economically Disadvantaged 30%
All 4th Grade Latino 29%

Source: California Department of Education: http://www.star.cde.ca.gov/star2004; retrieved July 2005
*Top quartile of economically disadvantaged schools with largest percent of students scoring at or above
50 NPR from 834 school in Reading (>= 40%)

**Percent of students who participate in the National School Lunch Program (NLP) or whose parents did
not complete high school is at or above 84% (median NLP outcome from 875 schools)

***Percent of students who are enrolled in the school that are Latino is at or above 75.8%, for all grades.

The higher performing schools identified above are cause for encouragement. While
there is room for improvement in Reading, Mathematics, And Language test performance, these
school challenge the negative perceptions of the educability of students at high-Latino
enrollment and economically disadvantaged schools. Future studies of “best practices” must
also identify the factors that determine the academic performance of fourth graders. For
example, school size, instructional settings and practices, school management practices, and
funding are other important areas of inquiry. We must better understand how and/or why some
schools are achieving the better results (“best practices”) and replicate them widely across the

region, state, and country.

Conclusion

In summary:

e The educational performance of Hispanic students in Los Angeles County remains
distressingly low, especially when compared to White non-Hispanic students in Los
Angeles County.

e The low academic trajectory of Latino students begins early in their educational
experience and impedes successful completion of high school and college enrollment.

e There is great disparity across school districts in the performance and achievement of
Hispanic students and how well they are served by their school experience.

e There is great variation of success across individual schools, and it is clear that there are

some schools that are serving Latino students at a higher level while others are not.

Admittedly there are no significant improvements or declines to report since the release of

the first Latino Scorecard in 2003. Thus, the indicators addressed remain largely unchanged
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and the grades remain the same. However, legal and policy initiatives in the past two years
point to potential advances in the educational experiences of Latino students. Namely, the
recent LAUSD resolution requiring all high school students to complete UC/CSU eligibility
requirements’® and the legal cases addressing equitable access to AP classes'’ portend
positive changes in schools serving primarily Latino students. While these developments
address eligibility requirements for colleges and universities, there are still other issues, e.g.,
increasing pre-school enrollment, that are equally important and urgent. The implementation of
federal initiatives such as the No Child Left Behind Act are also intended to address the
standardized test performance gaps, provide school choice for parents, and hold states
accountable for standardized test performance. The results of this initiative are still being
examined but several studies have yielded evidence that high-stakes accountability measures

are not necessarily benefiting underprivileged students.*®

Recommendations

This raises several important issues for further debate and immediate action. The following
are recommendations that reiterate our recommendations from the 2003 Latino Scorecard.

o |dentify effective practices from the higher-performing schools identified in the report and
research the viability in replicating these practices at other schools.

o Design and implement a statewide database that captures annual, state-wide pre-school
enrollment, disaggregated by different demographic criteria.

o Promote more aggressive action in the schools systems by adopting effective dropout
intervention strategies.

¢ Demand that school districts implement a shared tracking system to accurately report
high school enroliment and high school outcomes.

¢ Increase access to quality college preparation courses in all of Los Angeles County,
including mandatory completion of A-G requirements and access to a variety of AP

courses.

'® See Los Angeles Unified School District for requirements,
http://www.lausd.k12.ca.us/lausd/offices/senior_high_programs/colladmiss.html

" For legal precedence regarding AP courses, refer to Castefieda v. Regents of the University of
California (No. C99-050525 N.D. Cal.); Daniel v. California (No. B C214156 L.A. Super. Ct.); Williams v.
California (No. 312236 Sup. Ct. Cal.); Seamons v. Snow (84 F.3d at 1234 — 35).

% “High Stakes Testing and Student Achievement: Problems for the No Child Left Behind Act” by S.L.
Nichols, G.V. Glass, and D.C. Berliner (2005). Also see a series of NCLB reports from the Harvard Civil
Rights Project, written by Jimmy Kim and Gail Sunderman (2004) www.civilrightsproject.harvard.edu
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e Ensure that parents and students are better informed about how to prepare for a college
education and available financial resources for college.

o Encourage all school administrators, including those at elementary schools, to present or
emphasize college as the desirable educational outcome for all students.

e Encourage parents, community, and school leadership to work together for the common
goal of school improvement.

¢ Initiate an effective practical plan of action that is research-based to target issues of

literacy and academic achievement.

Whatever actions are prompted as a result of this and other reports,® the goal should be
to increase educational outcomes for Hispanic children. The social and economic success of

the region, state, and society depend upon it.

% For a more expansive discussion of the general issues of Hispanic K-12 education, the reader is
referred to: Tornatzky, Louis G., Pachon, Harry P. and Torres, Celina. (2003) Closing Achievement
Gaps. Improving Educational Outcomes for Hispanic Children. Washington, DC and Los Angeles, CA:
The National Hispanic Caucus of State Legislators, and the Tomas Rivera Policy Institute.

21



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Mary Lopez, Ph.D.

Dolores Trevizo, Ph.D.

Occidental College



I. Introduction
Overall Economic Development Grade: D

The economic development indicators clearly demonstrate the integral link between
educational attainment and the position of Latinos on the economic ladder. While Latinos have a
strong work ethic and a thriving entrepreneurial spirit, their income levels, employment
opportunities, and business development reveal the extent to which limited educational
attainment can hinder their success. Concretely, we rated the economic position that Latinos
occupy in Los Angeles County a D because their high rate of poverty and lack of representation
in business are not satisfactory.

Latino performance was assessed relative to the performance of the second largest
group in the County, non-Hispanic whites. Letter grades were assigned along 10 percent

increments of the non-Hispanic white outcome. According to this formula:

e “A” =100 to 90 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “B” = 89.9to 80 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “C” = 79.9to 70 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “D” = 69.9 to 60 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “F” = Below 60 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome

We thus propose that to move Latinos up the economic ladder requires government
leadership in, and direct involvement with, various forms of educational and skills building
programs. These might include not only public-private programs linking state and municipal
level governments to the private sector, but also linking California’s public school system (from

K-through College) with local businesses.

Il. Baseline economic Indicators

The following section discusses the current economic position of Latinos relative to other
racial/ethnic groups in Los Angeles County. The analysis focuses on a set of economic
indicators, such as median household income, poverty rates, labor force participation,

unemployment, occupational category, and self-employment rates.



A. Income and Poverty Grade D

The median income for Latino households was $36,272, compared to $44,674 for the
County as a whole in 2003 (see Table 1). While Latinos are slightly better off than African
American households ($34,994), they are outperformed by non-Hispanic white and Asian
households who realized average household incomes of more than 100 percent of the County
median. Specifically, Latino households earned, on average, 40 percent less than non-Hispanic
white households and 28 percent less than Asian households. Since 2000, partly as a result of
the economic downturn, all ethnic groups have experienced a decline in inflation-adjusted
median household income, with the smallest decline occurring among African Americans,

followed by Latino households.

Table 1. Median household income by race/ethnic group
Los Angeles County 2000-2003

2000 2003 2000-2003
Percent Percent  Percentage
of of changein
Median county Median county median
Race/Ethnic Group income** median income** median income
Latino $37,332 80.2 $36,272 81.2 -2.8
White* $59,583 127.9 $57,497 128.7 -3.5
African American $35,218 75.6 $34,994 78.3 -0.6
Asian $52,577 112.9 $50,381 112.8 -4.2
Los Angeles County $46,570 $44,674 -4.1

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 and 2003 American Community Survey
*White, non-Hispanic
** inflation-adjusted dollars

A more striking display of racial/ethnic income disparities is differences in per capita
income. Since average household size is larger for Latinos, and the Latino workforce is younger
relative to other groups, per capita income is lower compared to all other race/ethnic groups.
Latino per capita income is $12,464. This is in sharp contrast to per capita income of $20,099
for African Americans, $24,046 for Asians, $38,001 for non-Hispanic whites, and $22,379 for the
County as a whole (see Table 2). Since 2000, per capita income has increased for Latinos,

African Americans, and Asians, but has declined for non-Hispanic whites.



Table 2. Per capita Income by Race/Ethnic group
Los Angeles County, 2000-2003
2000 2003 2000-2003
Percent Percentage
of county Percent of changein

Per capita per Per capita county per  per capita
Race/Ethnic Group income ** capita income ** capita income
Latino $12,253 53.7 $12,464 55.7 1.7
White* $39,501 173.0 $38,001 169.8 -3.8
African American $19,142 83.8 $20,099 89.8 5.0
Asian $22,733 99.6 $24,046 107.4 5.8
Los Angeles County $22,831 $22,379 -2.0

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 and 2003 American Community Survey
*White, Non-Hispanic
** inflation-adjusted dollars

The income position of Latinos is mostly explained by low levels of human capital,
particularly, low levels of educational attainment. For example, in a 1997 study on the earnings
of third- and higher-generation Mexican American men, economist Stephen Trejo finds that
lower educational attainment and English-language deficiencies contribute significantly to the
Mexican-white wage gap. He also finds that the Mexican-white wage gap is also partly
explained by a younger relative age (and thus fewer years of labor market experience). Table 3
reports educational attainment by race/ethnicity for Los Angeles County in 2003 and illustrates
the low-levels of educational attainment among Latinos relative to other groups. Approximately
50 percent of Latinos aged 25 years and over have less than a high school diploma compared
to just 8 percent for non-Hispanic whites, 14.6 percent for African Americans, and 14.3 percent
for Asians. In addition, in 2003, 32.4 percent of the Latino population in Los Angeles County
who speak Spanish at home do not speak English well or do not speak English at all. In terms of
the impact of English-language proficiency on earnings, economists Barry Chiswick and Paul
Miller in a 1999 study of legalized immigrants, find that immigrant earnings are higher by
approximately 8 percent for males and 17 percent for females who are proficient in both
speaking and reading English. The authors also find that English-language proficiency
increases with educational attainment and duration of residence, and is lower for immigrants

who live in ethnic enclaves in which English does not predominate.



Table 3. Educational Attainment by Race/Ethnic group (persons aged 25 and over)
Los Angeles County,

2003
African-

Latinos White* American Asian
Educational attainment Number % Number % Number % Number %
Less than 9th grade 732,933 30.5 57,925 2.6 18,814 34 82,047 9.6
9th to 12 grade, no
diploma 472,169 19.7 118,068 5.4 61,544 11.2 40,534 4.7
High school graduate
(includes equivalency) 562,445 23.4 422,312 19.3 135560 24.6 129,494 15.1
Some college, no degree 327,529 13.6 506,905 23.2 169,268 30.7 135,028 15.7
Associate degree 91,855 3.8 152,447 7.0 47,811 8.7 64,535 7.5
Bachelor's degree 148,457 6.2 562,800 25.7 75,477 13.7 301,922 35.2
Graduate degree 64,851 2.7 365,984 16.7 42,408 7.7 104,893 12.2
Total 2,400,239 100 2,186,441 100 550,882 100 858,453 100

Source: 2003 American Community Survey
*White, Non-Hispanic

Latinos and African Americans are also more than twice as likely as non-Hispanic whites
to be poor. While 22 percent of the Latino population lives in poverty, Latinos represent 62.1
percent of the poor in Los Angeles County (see Table 4). Non-Hispanic whites have the lowest
rate of poverty. The situation for Latino immigrants is worse. While Latino immigrant men have a
labor force participation rate that exceeds U.S.-born Latino men, Latino immigrants are more
likely to live in poverty and least likely to use public assistance compared to U.S.-born Latinos

and other race/ethnic groups.

Table 4. Poverty status by race/ethnic group
Los Angeles County, 2003

Race/Ethnicity Persons below poverty level
% of total poor
% of group in L.A. county
Latino 21.8% 62.1%
White 7.9% 14.4%
African-American 20.3% 11.3%
Asian 14.3% 11.1%

Source:2003 American Community Survey
*White, Non-Hispanic



Table 5 provides a more detailed picture of Latinos living in poverty in L.A. County based
on 2000 Census data. The data show that the overwhelming majority of such Latinos are among
the County’s working poor. While almost 90 percent of Latinos living in poverty reported that
they are employed, their mean income was only $8,065. Given that the average hours worked
per week for this group was 35 hours and the average weeks worked per year is 36 weeks,
suggests that Latinos living in poverty earn on average $6.40 per hour. This is below the State

minimum wage of $6.75.

Table 5. Characteristics of Latinos Living in Poverty in Los
Angeles County (persons aged 19-64%)

Percent

Educational Attainment

Less than a high school diploma 68

High school graduate 16.4

Some College or more 15.6
English Langauge Proficiency

Do not speak English well or at all 56.8
Citizenship Status

U.S. Citizens 20.3

Naturalized Citizens 12.1

Non-U.S. Citizens 67.9
Employment

Employed 87.6

Unemployed 12.4
Average hours worked per week 35
Average weeks worked per year 36
Average wage and salary income $8,065

Source: 2000 Census, PUMS (5-percent data set)

*Data refer to individuals who reported they were members of the labor
force and reported positive earnings.

Almost 70 percent of Latinos with incomes below the poverty level have less than a high
school diploma and are non-U.S. citizens. In addition, over 50 percent reported that they do not
speak English well or at all. In terms of citizenship status, the foreign-born represent 80 percent
of Latinos living in poverty with foreign-born non-U.S. citizens five times more likely than foreign-
born naturalized citizens to be poor. Benner et al. (2005) identify the obstacles that prevent

immigrants from achieving economic and labor market success to include: 1) language barriers;



2) low levels of education; 3) lack of documentation; 4) exposure to discrimination, exploitation
and intimidation in the workplace; 5) difficulty in accessing many government services, and
workforce development programs; and 6) vulnerability to ineffective labor laws, and spread of
low-wage jobs. These barriers are particularly significant for foreign-born, non-U.S. citizens.
Benner et al. (2005) argue that immigrants are more likely to hold temporary or seasonal jobs

that are not adequately protected under current labor laws.

B. Employment Status and Occupation: Grade C

Latinos have the greatest labor force participation rate among all race/ethnic groups. In
2003, Latinos showed a labor force participation rate of 66.5 percent compared to 64 percent for
non-Hispanic whites, 62.4 percent for African Americans, and 60.8 percent for Asians (see
Table 6). While over the past two decades Latinas have experienced an increase in labor force
participation greater than other race/ethnic groups, they continue to display the lowest labor
force participation rate among all race/ethnic groups (54.5 percent compared to 56.5 percent of
non-Hispanic white females, 58.8 percent of African American women, and 55.9 percent of
Asian females). In contrast to Latinas, Latino men have an exceptionally high labor force
participation rate relative to men in other race/ethnic groups (see Table 7). Since 2000, Latinos
as a group have witnessed the largest increase in labor force participation among all race/ethnic

groups (13.5 percent).

Table 6. Employment Status and Labor Force Participation by Race/Ethnic Group
Los Angeles County, 2000-2003
(Persons age 16 and Over)

Labor force
participation rate 58.6 66.5 63.6 64.0 58.8 62.4 59.1

Unemployment rate 9.9 9.5 5.8 7.7 13.8 15.2 5.8

African-
Latinos Whites* Americans Asians
Civilian labor force
status 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2003
In labor force 1,671,179 2,049,023 1,573,539 1,555,865 396,017 411,065 543,317 610,135
Employed 1,505,127 1,853,660 1,482,444 1,436,833 341,465 348,638 511,843 572,970
Unemployed 166,052 195,363 91,095 119,032 54552 62,427 31,474 37,165

Not in labor force 1,178,545 1,033,435 901,857 873,954 277,099 248,175 375,943 393,938

60.8
6.1

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 and 2003 American Community Survey
*White, Non-Hispanic




Table 7. Employment status and labor force participation by race/ethnic group and sex
Los Angeles County, 2000-2003

(Persons age 16 and Over)

Men
African-
Latinos Whites* Americans Asians

Civilian labor force
status 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2003
In labor force 960,784 1,212,400 868,200 860,283 180,884 194,606 278,328 309,575

Employed 877,052 1,109,013 817,328 794,973 152,728 166,526 261,298 286,948

Unemployed 83,732 103,387 50,872 65,310 28,156 28,080 17,030 22,627
Not in labor force 460,511 336,034 345,789 338,438 120,498 96,297 148,309 156,396
Labor force
participation rate 67.6 78.3 71.5 71.8 60.0 66.9 65.2 66.4
Unemployment rate 8.7 8.5 5.9 7.6 15.6 14.4 6.1 7.3

Women
African-
Latinas Whites* Americans Asians

Civilian labor force
status 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2003
In labor force 710,395 836,623 705,339 695,582 215,133 216,459 264,989 300,560

Employed 628,075 744,647 665,116 641,860 188,737 182,112 250,545 286,022

Unemployed 82,320 91,976 40,223 53,722 26,396 34,347 14,444 14,538
Not in labor force 718,034 697,401 556,068 535,516 156,601 151,878 227,634 237,542
Labor force
participation rate 49.7 545 55.9 56.5 57.9 58.8 53.8 55.9
Unemployment rate 11.6 11.0 5.7 7.7 12.3 15.9 5.5 4.8

Source: Census 2000 Summary File 3 and 2003 American Community Survey
*White, Non-Hispanic

In spite of the high level of labor force participation, the Latino unemployment rate (9.5
percent) is higher than the unemployment rates for non-Hispanic whites and Asians (see Table
6). The high unemployment rate is partly attributed to race/ethnic differences in human capital
and occupational and industry categories. One of the primary causes of unemployment for
Latinos is job loss or completion of temporary work (Chapa and Wacker 2000). Moving Latinos
out of unstable occupations and industries will improve their position in the labor market. Since
2000, Latino unemployment rates have remained unchanged while the unemployment rates of

other race/ethnic groups have risen.

Striking race/ethnic disparities can also be found among occupations. In 2003, 37.9

percent of employed Latinos (aged 16 and over) were concentrated in low-wage, blue-collar



positions compared to 11.4 percent of non-Hispanic, whites, 15.3 percent of African Americans,
and 11.9 percent of Asians (see Table 8). In addition, Latinos had the smallest concentration of
workers employed in high-paying, managerial and professional occupations relative to other
ethnic/race groups. In 2003, non-Hispanic whites were more than three times as likely as
Latinos to be employed in managerial and professional occupations. The employment
opportunities available to Latino workers also contribute to their low levels of income and high

poverty rate.

Table 8. Occupational Categories by Race/Ethnic Group for Employed Civilian Labor force
Persons ages 16 and Over
African-
Latino White American Asian

Occupation Number % Number % Number % Number %
Managerial, professional

and related 290,354 15.7% 739,218 51.4% 138,935 39.9% 261,495 45.6%
Service 424,099 22.9% 126,893 8.8% 61,997 178% 69,806 12.2%
Sales and Office 436,690 23.6% 407,247 28.3% 94,344 27.1% 173511 30.3%
Blue collar occupations* 702,517  37.9% 163,475 11.4% 53,362 15.3% 68,158 11.9%
Total 1,853,660 100.0% 1,436,833 100.0% 348,638 100.0% 572,970 100.0%

Source: 2003 American Community Survey
*Blue collar occuaptions include Farming, Fishing, Forestry and Construction, Extraction, and Maintenance, and

Production, Transportation, and material

Holzer (2000) argues that while low levels of educational attainment are a significant
barrier to the economic upward mobility of low-wage workers or workers living in poverty,
regardless of race/ethnicity, other factors such as residential segregation and racial
discrimination in hiring and advancement are also serious barriers facing low-wage African
American and Hispanic workers. Holzer stresses the importance of improving early work
experience; improving physical access to jobs and to safer, more integrated neighborhoods;
reducing employment discrimination; and providing employment and training programs for the

out-of-school population such as ex-offenders.



C. Business Ownership: Grade D

Latinos are underrepresented in the world of business despite their strong markets,
measured in the billions of dollars in Los Angeles County alone (Hispanic 1997 Economic
Census 2001:9). While Hispanics own well over 100,000 firms in Los Angeles County, the
largest number owned by Hispanics anywhere in the United States, Latino entrepreneurship still
lags considerably behind that of other groups in terms of the rate of firm-ownership, sales

receipts, and in generating employment.

Whether measured as firm ownership or as self-employment, Latino entrepreneurship lags
behind the entrepreneurial rates of non-Hispanic whites, Asians, and African Americans. Table
9 illustrates the gap with information from the Economic Census, the last publicly available
information for which was taken in 1997 (see Appendix A for the absolute values). The table
clearly shows that Hispanics lag behind Asians in their rates of firm ownership, sales and
receipts, employment opportunities, and annual payroll. These data are consistent with the
more recent 2000 census data on individual, rather than firm, characteristics. As Table 10
clearly shows, Latinos generally lag behind all groups--Non-Hispanic whites, Blacks, and

Asians--in their rates of self-employment in entrepreneurial trades.

Table 9: Percentage of Firms in Los Angeles County, by Minority Group, 1997°

Group All Firms Firms with Paid Employees
All Firms Firm Sales and Firm Sales and  Employees Annual
Number Receipts Number Receipts Payroll
Total 778,577 $666,791,111 | 185,438 $637,215,689 3,520,692 $111,003,884
Cuban® 0.70% 0.19% 0.83% 0.18% 0.26% 0.16%
Mexican 9% 1.50% 5% 1% 2.49% 2%
Other 8% 0.75% 3% 0.60% 1% 0.68%
Hispanic®
Asian © 15% 8% 20% 8% 9% 5%
Black 5% 0.50% 2% 0.38% 0.92% 0.51%
Native 1% 0.43% 1% 0.42% 0.67% 1%
American'

Sources: Adapted from the 1997 Economic Census and Hispanic Report (2001).

a. The 2002 Economic Census has not published on Minority-owned Businesses

b. The numbers for the ethnic groups listed in note c. (below) may not total to 100 per cent because some
Hispanics may be Black.

c. The Census report does not distinguish between foreign and non-foreign born.

d. Includes Spaniards, Puerto Ricans and other Latin Americans and Latino Americans.

e. Asian here includes Pacific Islander, foreign and non-foreign born.

f. Native American includes Alaska’s natives.



Table 10: Percentage of People Reporting Self Employment in the Los Angeles/Long
Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area, by Citizenship Status, Racial/Ethnic Group,* 2000
United States Census, 433,764 unweighted cases

U.S. Citizenship

Racial/Ethnic

Self-Employed”

Status Group Incorporated
and
Unincorporated®
Total N
U.S Born Whites 7.50% 100% 165,532
Blacks 2.90% 100% 40,324
Asians 2.70% 100% 16,997
Latinos 1.30% 100% 55,290
Pearson X? 14949** (d.f. = 30)
Naturalized Citizens Whites 11.50% 100% 23,237
Blacks 7.30% 100% 1,025
Asians 10.40% 100% 21,307
Latinos 6.60% 100% 14,537
Pearson X? 951** (d.f.=30)
Non Citizen Whites 6.50% 100% 34,243
Immigrants
Blacks 5.10% 100% 1,316
Asians 7.90% 100% 17,875
Latinos 5.70% 100% 42,081
Pearson X* 639** (d.f.=30)

**p <.00 (two-tailed tests)
Notes:

Source: 2000 Decennial Census
a. Latinos are those the Census defined as “some other race” who are also Hispanic. U.S. Citizens born abroad in

U.S. Territories (Puerto Rico/Guam etc.) or to American parents were excluded from the analysis. Native
Alaskans/Americans, Pacific Islanders and people reporting a bi-racial identities are also excluded.

b. Self-employment here excludes maids and housekeeping cleaners because such domestic workers sell their labor
power to multiple home-owners.

c. The self-employed of incorporated businesses are paid employees of their own companies. Self-employed people
of non-incorporated businesses work for profit, but they do not define themselves as paid employees of their own
companies. Instead, they derive income from net business profit.
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Significantly, the gap between Latinos and other groups is greatest among U.S.-born
citizens, with all groups being at least twice as likely as U.S.-born Latinos in reporting self-
employment. As Table 10 shows, U.S.-born Non-Hispanic whites are 5.77 times more likely
than U.S. born Latinos to report being self-employed in (either an unincorporated or
incorporated) business. Likewise, both U.S.-born Asians and Blacks are more than twice as

likely as U.S.-born Latinos to report such self-employment.

It is important to point out that Latino immigrants narrow the gap between their self-
employment rates and that of others, and this is true whether they become naturalized citizens
and especially among those non-citizen resident immigrants. This fact, however, is well-
established in the literature on entrepreneurship which shows that immigrants are more likely

than their U.S.-born co-ethnics to become entrepreneurs.

Despite noting that Latino immigrants are comparable to other immigrants with respect to a
tendency to higher rates of entrepreneurship as compared to their U.S.-born brethren, Latinos
are nevertheless under-represented among Los Angeles’ businesspeople; this is so both

relative to other groups and especially given the size of their population.

Their lack of representation in business is explained by their low levels of education and
high levels of poverty, both among the U.S. born as well as among the migrants. The low levels
of education among many Latinos in U.S. schools is documented in this report. What is not
documented here is that the majority of migrants from Mexico and Central America are
displaced peasants and rural dwellers with low levels of educational attainment upon migration
(Durand et. al 2001). (See Appendix B)

As we know, low-levels of educational achievement translate into low-paying jobs.
Consequently, Latinos have little disposable income, and virtually no access to sufficient credit,

either formal or informal, for their start-up capital (Raijman and Tienda 2003:795).

But all levels and types of human capital skills matter, and do so not only across generations
but also geo-political borders. Business “know-how,” for example, has effects across countries
and sometimes generations as peoples’ prior experiences with and competence for business
determines their economic strategy in their host city. The literature shows, for example, that the

most entrepreneurial immigrants in the U.S. are not only highly-educated of middle-class
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origins, but that a large percentage among them had prior business experience before migrating
to the United States. Examples include East and South Asians, pre-Mariel Cubans and Iranians
(Min and Bozorgmehr 2003:26). In contrast, most migrants from Mexico and Central America
(excluding Cubans) are extremely poor, have low levels of education, and do not have prior

business experience before migration (see Appendix B).

Thus, for many Mexican and Central American (not Cuban) migrants and their second
generation children who enter business do so from a position of disadvantage. As indicated in
Table 11, they concentrate in lower-end services (47%), retail (12%) and construction (9%),
business sectors which are less profitable than manufacturing (see also Raijman and Tienda
2003; Levitt 1995). The low profit margins of many Hispanic-owned businesses is evident in
census data showing that Mexican-owned firms employ only 2.5 per cent of all private sector
employees in Los Angeles County (3,520,692). In contrast, Asian-owned firms employ nearly 9
per cent of such employees, or simply three times as many people as are employed by
Hispanic-owned firms. Clearly their sales receipts and employment opportunities lag behind

other groups.
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Table 11. Statistics by Industry Division for Hispanic-Owned Firms Los Angeles-

Long Beach, PMSA

Industry Division All Firms Sales and Firms Sales and
Receipts w/paid Receipts
($1,000) | Employees ($1,000)
All Industries 100% 100% 100% 100%
(136, 678) (16,245,931) (16,757) | (13,152,601)
Agricultural services, 5% 1.30%
Forestry, Fishing and (7,102) 222
mining
Construction 9% 7% 13% 7%
(12,157) (1,100,323) (2,139) (884,487)
Manufacturing 3% 31% 11% 36%
(3,807) (4,964,071) (1,761) 4,731,982
Transportation, 7% 6% 8% 5%
Communications, and (8,886) (1,043,044) (1,309) 617,742
Utilities
Wholesale Trade 2% 15% 7% 18%
(2,831) (2,509,747) (1,236) 2,414,637
Retail Trade 12% 15% 17% 14%
(16,654) (2,362,194) (2,912) | (1,865,877)
Finance, Insurance, 4% 4% 4% | --
and real Estate 5,560 615,983 643
Services 47% 20% 39% 16%
(64,262) (3,191,213) (6,546) | (2,147,722)
Industries non 11% 1] -
classified (15,432)

Sources: Adapted from the 1997 Economic Census and Hispanic Report (2001). Absolute number

in parantheses.

13



In sum, Latinos are underrepresented in the world of business in Los Angeles County
relative to the size of their population and relative to other ethnic groups. With appropriate policy
intervention, Latinos and their communities could stand to benefit from strong co-ethnic as well

as the non-ethnic markets of Los Angeles County

lll. Recommendations for actions and policy
A. Income and Poverty

Latinos help constitute Los Angeles County’s working poor given their low level of
income and high rate of poverty and despite their strong labor force participation. We argue
here that they are constrained by their human capital characteristics, such as educational
attainment and labor market experience. In 2003, Latinos in Los Angeles County (persons aged
25 and over) were more than six times as likely as non-Hispanic whites to have less than a
high-school diploma. Increasing the educational attainment of Latinos at all levels not only
directly benefits Latino households in the form of higher wages, but in the long-term, it indirectly
benefits L.A. County through greater consumption spending, higher tax revenues, and reduced
expenditures on public programs (Lopez et al. 1999). Policy aimed at increasing the
educational attainment of Latinos from kindergarten to college will contribute greatly to moving

Latinos to a higher economic position.

e Improvements in early childhood development can translate into an upward trend in
educational attainment. Researchers (Currie and Thomas 1996) have found that
participation in the Head Start closes 25 percent of the gap in test scores and 66 percent
of the gap in the probability of grade repetition between Latino and non-Hispanic white
children. In addition, the greatest gains occur among children of Mexican-origin. Efforts
should be made to increase the participation of Latino children in the Head Start
program. LA County’s Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP) program is a step in the
right direction. The LAUP is:

“a dynamic new public benefit corporation created in 2004 and funded by First 5 LA- the
commission established by Proposition 10. LAUP’s goal is to make voluntary, high-
quality preschool available to every four-year-old child in Los Angeles County,
regardless of their family’s income, by 2014.”
(http://www.laup.net/index.php?page=about)
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Reduce the number of high-school dropouts by offering more community-based after
school programs that enhance learning, as well as prepare high-school graduates with
the vocational skills needed for the changing workforce, such as computer literacy.
Create more school-to-work programs that help Latinos who are not college-bound find
well-paying jobs. Youth Jobs provides CalWORK youth an opportunity to transition into
the workforce through paid work-based learning through summer employment
opportunities coupled with basic skills remediation, career planning, and employment
readiness skills. In addition, the Southeast Los Angeles County Workforce Investment
Board has a Community Youth Corps program that:

“Provides services to both youth that have a high school diploma or equivalent and to
youth who would like to obtain their General Education Development Certificate (GED).
The program is designed to assist young adults, 17 to 21 years of age who are
interested in completing their high school diploma and are no longer eligible to attend
their local high school. CYC is a six-month intensive program that offers participants the
opportunity to earn their GED while at the same time participate in paid work experience.
The program is organized around the following primary components:

e GED Preparation and/ or Basic Skill Enhancement

e Workplace Literacy

e Job Placement Assistance

(http://www.selaco.com/Youth/Youth.asp)

Youth Jobs and the Community Youth Corps can serve as models for other programs
that can help high school students make a successful transition from school to work.
Therefore, it is important to encourage the participation of Latino students in such

programs, as well as other similar programs in Los Angeles County.

In addition, the A-G curriculum not only helps prepare students for college, but arms
them with the basic skills that employers demand. The A-G curriculum includes classes
required for entrance into the CSU and UC systems. Therefore, ensuring that all
students have access to the A-G curriculum is just as essential for non-college bound

students as it is for college bound students.

¢ In 2003, only 6.2 percent of Latinos in Los Angeles County (persons aged 25 and
over) had Bachelor's degrees compared to 25.7 percent for non-Hispanic whites.
Increasing the college enrollment and, more important, completion rates among
Latinos is essential to increasing employment opportunities and earnings. Again,
increasing access to the A-G curriculum will help increase the college eligibility of

Latino students.

15



In order to target low-wage workers, we should encourage participation in the Earned
Income Tax Credit Program (EITC) to increase available dollars for qualified low-
income households. Researchers (Reimers 2000) have also proposed other policies
that do not rely on wage increases, such as providing credits to offset low-wage
workers’ Social Security and other payroll taxes and increasing the refundable EITC.
A UC study that was released in 2004 found that only 36 percent of the eligible
Latino Californians in the study received the earned income tax credit in 2000
(Varcoe et al. 2004). The report states that the main reason for the low usage among
Latinos was a lack of knowledge of the program. The Urban Institute also found that
32 percent of low-income Hispanic parents know about the EITC and only 18.5
percent have ever received it. This is in contrast to low-income, non-Hispanic
parents, 75.9 percent of whom knew about it and 53.1 percent of whom received it
(Phillips 2001).

In 2003, 32.4 percent of the Latino population in Los Angeles County who speak
Spanish at home do not speak English well or do not speak English at all. However,
research has found that workers suffer an earnings penalty for not speaking English
well. Increasing the English language proficiency among Latinos will allow them to
move beyond performing basic tasks in entry-level jobs offering low-wages. Efforts
should be made to increase the availability of English as a Second Language (ESL)
classes. This is particularly important for foreign-born, non-U.S. citizen Latinos.
Brenner et al. (2005) argue that English language and literacy training is most
effective when it is linked with job and skill training or job search assistance. In
addition, to coupling language and literacy training with job training, the authors
argue that it is also important to include a third component: workers’ rights and
awareness of current labor laws. Therefore, we can move Latinos beyond performing
basic tasks in entry-level jobs offering low wages by (a) increasing the availability of
ESL classes, including advanced ESL classes for those with higher levels of native
language literacy skills, and by (b) providing support for the L.A. Unified School
District and the L.A. Community College District in designing Vocational English as a
Second Language programs that teach job-specific English language skills.

Given that 80 percent of the Latinos living in poverty are foreign-born and that
foreign-born, non-U.S. citizen Latinos were five times more likely to be poor than
Latino naturalized citizens, advocacy campaigns and community organizing is also

an important factor in ensuring Latino immigrants have successful labor market
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experiences. The Garment Workers Center in Los Angeles is a partnership between
Sweatshop Watch, the Coalition for Humane Immigrants Rights of Los Angeles
(CHIRLA), the Korean Immigrant Workers Association (KIWA) and the Asian Pacific
American Legal Center (APALC) with an goal of empowering and organizing
garment workers in L.A. One of the programs offered by the Center is workers rights

training and political education (Brenner et al. 2005).

B. Employment Status and Occupation

Relative to Latino men, Latinas have experienced success moving into managerial and
professional positions. In 2003, 20.4 percent of Latinas were employed in managerial and
professional positions compared to 12.5 percent for Latino men. While Latinas have been
successful relative to Latino men in acquiring professional positions, both groups continue to lag
substantially behind non-Hispanics with many Latinos concentrated in low-wage, blue-collar
jobs. A recent report by the Public Policy Institute of California found that employment growth
between 2000 and 2020 in the Los Angeles area will mirror the growth rate of the State at over
30 percent (Baldassare and Hanak 2005). The largest percentage share of total employment
will continue to be found in the service industry. However, the fastest growing sectors of the
services industry will demand more highly educated workers. However, efforts should also be
concentrated towards raising the labor market position of working Latinos living in poverty. In
addition to the policy recommendations listed above, the following policy recommendations will
help upgrade the skills of the Latino workforce and ensure that Latinos are ready to meet the
demand of a changing labor market.

e Create access to and training in computer-based technologies. Assist schools in
participating in federally funded programs that provide grants to acquire new
technologies. Provide incentives for employers to provide access and training to
Latino/as.

¢ Community colleges have often been a major provider of vocational and technical
training. Encourage partnership between community colleges and local businesses
to establish and develop job-training courses that address employers’ needs for
industry-specific training (Bugarin, Martin, and Rodriguez 2000). Hispanics
represented 47 percent of the student population enrolled in the LACCD (based on
2001 figures). Through the Economic Workforce Development (EWD) program of the

California Community Colleges, which works with employers to identify workforce
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education and business training needs, Cerritos College’s Center for Applied
Competitive Technologies has trained more than 250 employees to work as
composite fabricators at Lockheed Matrtin. In addition, the Los Rios Community
College District is participating in city and County economic five-year planning
efforts, partners its nursing training program with Sutter Health Systems, and
provides online training courses addressing statewide incumbent worker training
requirements. In 2002-2003, the EWD reported that total employment at companies
receiving program services grew at an average annual rate of 6.1 percent faster than
companies that did not receive services. In addition, in 2002, Los Angeles Valley
College (LAVC) was awarded a $599,992 grant by the Housing and Urban
Development Hispanic-Serving Institutions Assisting Communities fund. The grants
are awarded to nonprofit 2- and 4-year institutions of higher learning that have at
least 25 percent Hispanic full-time undergraduate enrollment, with at least 50 percent
of these Hispanic students being low-income individuals. The grant was awarded to
develop Project Valley Works Partnership, a workforce and economic development
program. A description of the project can be found below.

“The project will provide recruitment, customized vocational training (such
as customer service and computer training), English/communication skills,
and job placement services. Project Valleyworks will assist low and
moderate-income residents, focusing on recent immigrants and refugees
with limited English proficiency, the homeless, youth, ex-offenders,
displaced workers--people typically locked out of traditional avenues to
employment and quality jobs. The goal is preparing clients for 800 living
wage jobs with benefits that will be available by summer 2004 at the
Hollywood Redevelopment Mixed-Use project in Los Angeles. LAVC is
collaborating with many partners for this initiative: Los Angeles Alliance for
a New Economy, the Valley Economic Development Center, and the
Economic Alliance of the San Fernando Valley, the six WorkSource
Centers of the San Fernando Valley, and two campus groups,
GAIN/CalWorks and the LAVC Economic Development Department.”
(http://www.hud.gov/news/release.cfim?content=pr02-116.cfm)

In 2005, the California Community College Association for Occupational Education

presented an award to the LAVC for the success of their Job Training Program.

e Transportation, child care costs, and health care costs also prove to be major
obstacles for low-wage workers in keeping their current jobs. Employment policies
that aim to provide funds to provide low-cost child care, health care, and
transportation will help Latinos to stay employed or move from part-time employment

to full-time employment.
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e Mentoring and networking are important for career advancement. An examination of
the career mentoring and networking needs for Latinos is essential. Encourage

private companies to adopt Hispanic mentoring programs.

C. Business Ownership

Despite the structural impediments to entrepreneurship, recent research demonstrates that
Mexican immigrants have a relatively high desire to own businesses (Raijman 2001:405). The
following policy recommendations suggest ways to make these dreams a reality by focusing on
improving the supply of Latino entrepreneurs (see Light and Rosenstein 1995: 208-212). Doing
so should be a priority given that empirical research demonstrates that entrepreneurship is a
historical pathway for upward mobility and community development (Light and Rosenstein
1995). Thus, policy effective in promoting Hispanic entrepreneurship might help reduce poverty,

generate employment and community level development.

e Develop lending programs linked to the formal education for entrepreneurship.
Concretely, Latinos might qualify for a small business loan after completing a short
training course in basic financial and business competence. Larger loans would require
more business training.

0 This program must outreach already existing Latino entrepreneurs with
information about expanding and their business by growing or diversifying their
inventories or services.

0 This program might also outreach Latino youth, in particular, through mailings,
the Spanish language press, radio, and possibly television about government
sponsored entrepreneurial training linked to start-up loans.

e Create government sponsored self-employment training programs for adults applying for
unemployment insurance.

e Create public-private partnerships in which the city of Los Angeles offers tax incentives
to local banks for training would-be entrepreneurs in basic financial and small business
management.

e Make business legal compliance simple.

e Encourage the development of micro-credit agencies offering small amounts of credit to
impoverished people. Such agencies organize small solidarity groups (of about five
people) to work a micro-enterprise (such as a landscaping or cleaning service). The

proceeds from this work collective/micro-enterprise pay off the loan plus interest. Only
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when every member of the group repays the loan does the group qualify for a bigger
loan (see Light 2005).

o Employ the Layoff Aversion Council to help identify struggling businesses early on to
help maintain employment by offering financial assistance linked to training in business
management and expansion.

e Local agencies aimed at providing business outreach should make more efforts to be out

in the field visiting local businesses.

IV. Methodology and grading approach

Latino performance was assessed relative to the performance of the second largest
group in the County, non-Hispanic whites. Letter grades were assigned along 10 percent

increments of the non-Hispanic white outcome. According to this formula:

e “A” =100 to 90 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “B” = 89.9to 80 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “C” = 79.9to 70 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “D” = 69.9 to 60 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome
e “F” = Below 60 percent of the non-Hispanic white outcome

Economic Indicators:
I. Income and Poverty Overall Grade: D

e Median Household Income:
Non-Hispanic whites: $57,497
Latinos: $36,272

Latinos, on average, earned 63 percent of what non-Hispanic whites earned in 2003. This falls
into the “D” range

e Per capita household income:
Non-Hispanic whites: $38,001
Latinos: $12,464

On average, per capita household income of Latinos is 33 percent of that for non-Hispanic
whites. This falls into the “F” range.

e Poverty Rates:
Non-Hispanic whites: 8 percent
Latinos: 22 percent

In order for Latinos to receive an A in this category the group’s poverty rate would have to be no
more than 10 percent higher (8.8 percent) than that of non-Hispanic whites. In order for Latinos
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to receive a D in this category the group’s poverty rate would have to be no more than 40
percent higher (11.2 percent) than that of non-Hispanic whites. Instead the poverty rate among
Latinos was 275 percent higher than that of non-Hispanic whites thus giving them a score of
“F.

II. Employment Overall Grade: C

e Labor force participation rates (males only)
Non-Hispanic whites: 71.5
Latinos: 78.3

Given that the labor force participation rate among Latinos is higher than that of non-Hispanic
whites, they automatically receive an “A” in this category.

¢ Unemployment rates
Non-Hispanic whites: 5.8
Latinos: 9.5

In order to receive an A in this category, the Latino unemployment rate would have to be no
more than 10 percent higher (6.4 percent) than that of non-Hispanic whites. In order to receive a
D in this category, the Latino unemployment rate would have to be no more than 40 higher (8.1
percent) than that of non-Hispanic whites. The unemployment rate for Latinos is 61 percent
greater than that of non-Hispanic whites which puts them in the “F” category.

¢ Occupational category (employment in managerial, professional, and related occupations)
Non-Hispanic whites: 51.4
Latinos: 15.7

The percentage of Latinos employed in high-paying managerial, professional, and related
occupations is only 31 percent of that of non-Hispanic whites. This puts Latinos in the “F”
range.

lll. Business Ownership Overall Grade: D

e Self-employment rates
Non-Hispanic whites: 7.5
Latinos (U.S. born): 1.3
Latinos (non-U.S. citizens): 6.6
Latinos (naturalized): 6.5

The self-employment rate of U.S.-born Latinos is 17.3 percent of that of non-Hispanic whites.
This puts U.S. born Latinos in the “F” range. Latinos who are non-U.S. citizens or naturalized
citizens score in the high “B” range since they have labor force participation rates that are 88
percent and 87 percent of that of non-Hispanic whites, respectively.
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Executive Summary: Housing Scorecard

In Los Angeles County, median home prices have increased by more than 15 percent
each year, more than five times the growth rate of median household incomes, over the past 5
years. Population growth and job creation far outpace new home construction, leaving LA’s
typical Latino family no realistic opportunity of achieving the American Dream of
homeownership. Latinos have made great strides into the county’s middle-class population, but
they have not been able to translate gains in income and occupational status into
homeownership. The housing market in Los Angeles is failing all residents, least of all Latinos,
now the region’s largest ethnic subgroup. In this section, we review four components of the
housing industry: Accessibility, Availability, Affordability, and Quality, and conclude that Los
Angeles County is earning a ‘D’ grade with the Latino Community. In particular, the findings for
2004-5 are:

e Accessibility: Latinos comprise 47% of the county population, but they received only
25% of new home loans. They had higher rejection rates than Whites and were more
likely to receive subprime loans. Grade: C

e Availability: In 2005, Latino homeownership stands at just 38% compared to 59%
among Whites. Nationwide, 49 percent of Latinos are homeowners LA'’s failure to
construct enough housing to keep pace with demand puts aspiring homebuyers at a
decided disadvantage compared to those who first bought their homes a decade ago or
earlier. Grade: D

o Affordability: Home prices grew by 16%, up to $503,450 in 2005, but incomes only grew
by 2.3%. The average Latino family spends almost half of its income on housing.

Grade: F
e Quality: Compared to non-Latino families, Latino families tend to live in homes with less

square footage, more people per room, and that are in poorer condition. Grade: C

Policy Recommendations

California’s system of state and local government finance poses a major barrier to
housing production in Los Angeles County and in other areas throughout the state. Fiscal
reform to reduce local governments’ reliance on sales tax revenue would increase their
incentive to promote housing development. In addition to current fiscal disincentives to

residential land-use, community politics also depresses housing production in the areas where it



is most needed. For too long, neighborhood preservationists, environmentalists, developers,
affordable housing advocates, and local planning officials have worked at cross-purposes.
Fortunately, many of these groups have come to recognize that Los Angeles is not served by
policies and practices that discourage the production of critically needed housing. To retain the
middle-class residents and young families necessary for sustained economic prosperity and
social stability, Los Angeles needs more housing geared to a range of incomes, tenancy
options, and household types.

New transit-oriented, mixed-use developments hold great promise for Los Angeles,
already one of the nation’s most densely-populated urbanized areas. In these types of
developments, housing targeted at a range of income levels and household types can serve as
the centerpiece of revitalized communities. Balancing the concerns of existing residents and
businesses, the financial considerations of developers, and the pressing need for new housing
can be achieved through a combination of financial inducements and regulatory changes.
Removing barriers to infill housing requires modifying obsolete local zoning and development
regulations such as those governing density levels, height limits, parking requirements, and
separation of uses. Waiving fees, expediting building permits, and location efficient mortgages
should also be considered. With careful site selection, planning, and implementation, new

development featuring housing can enhance LA’s urban environment.



Introduction to Study Area

Their gains in income and occupational status indicate many Los Angeles County’s
Latinos have advanced into the middle-class, an achievement not reflected in their
homeownership rates. Although housing starts in Los Angeles has increased in the last few
years, production remains anemic. Aspiring buyers have little option other than to move from
Los Angeles or to give up on the dream of owning a home. At the lower end of the
socioeconomic spectrum, too many Latinos inhabit overcrowded, unhealthful, and exorbitantly
expensive rentals. Renewed focus on multifamily housing development in Los Angeles County
has not rectified this situation because the units produced are generally aimed at higher income
levels and because the overall supply remains limited.

For more than a decade, housing production in Los Angeles County has failed to keep
pace with dynamic job growth and population increases. Real estate economists’ rule of thumb
proposes that housing markets are in balance if one new housing unit is produced for each new
job created. Since the year 2000 only one new housing unit has been built for every nine new
jobs created. This market failure has generated huge price increases. Housing experts
consider housing costs “affordable” when they consume no more than 30 percent of household
income. By this standard, only 36 percent of all households in Los Angeles were able to afford
the average home in 2000. With demand for housing far outstripping the pace of construction
few Los Angeles residents can reasonably aspire to own their own homes, and too many
Latinos reside in overcrowded, unhealthful rentals.

Homeownership has deep cultural and economic significance in American society.
Owning one’s home is a tangible reward for hard work, a means of wealth creation for further
economic advancement, and a symbol of middle-class status. The dismal 39 percent
homeownership rate among Los Angeles Latinos, compared to 49 percent of Latinos
nationwide, is particularly noteworthy in the context of historically low interest rates, innovative
mortgage products, and federal programs that have pushed the national homeownership rate to
a record 69 percent.

Diminished prospects for homeownership in Los Angeles have profound negative
consequences for Latinos and for Los Angeles as a whole. Several comparisons of
homeowners and renters credit widespread homeownership with greater neighborhood stability,

consumer-fueled economic growth, higher levels of property maintenance, and greater civic



participation. By blocking Latinos from translating advancement in income and occupation into
homeownership, the current imbalance between housing supply and demand punishes all of
Los Angeles.

As the newest entrants to LA’s middle-class, Latinos are particularly vulnerable to
imbalances between supply and demand in the local housing market. Recent studies by USC
researchers indicate that metropolitan regions with low levels of housing permits have
depressed rates of Latino homeownership.? Latinos are likely to feel the sting of LA’s housing
market failure. As noted in a recent policy report from Pepperdine University, “Strongly work-
oriented and family-centric, Latinos are natural home buyers, with a strong, demonstrated
cultural affinity for investing their earnings into residential real estate.”

Recent increases in housing permits must be accelerated if the dream of
homeownership is to remain viable for a new generation of Los Angeles residents — and if Los
Angeles is to retain the middle-class residents and young families that are so important for the

region’s future social and economic stability.

Grading Methodology

Scaled letter grades (A-F) were given to each of the four categories (Accessibility,
Availability, Affordability and Quality) introduced to assess Latino housing in Los Angeles.
Grades were assigned using data that allowed the authors to measure Latino housing in
comparison to members of other ethnicities and in relation to population growth. The grading
methodology called upon the objective data (ACORN Housing Report, US Census American
Community Survey, and HUD American Housing Survey), trends in commonly accepted
housing indicators over time and the perception of expert opinion from the housing field. The

overall grade was assigned by averaging the grades given to the four research areas

! See Rohe, William M., Shannon Van Zandt, and George McCarthy. 2002. “Social Benefits and Costs
of Homeownership.” In Nicolas P. Retsinas and Eric S. Belsky (eds.) Los Income Homeownership:
Examining the Unexamined Goal. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution.

2 Myers, Dowell and Julie Park. 1999. “The Role of Occupational Achievement in Homeownership
Attainment by Immigrants and Native Borns in Five Metropolitan Areas.” Journal of Housing Research.
Volume 10, Issue 1: 61-93; Myers, Dowell, Gary Painter, Zhou Yu, and Sung Ho Ryu. 2003. Regional
Variation in Homeownership Progress of the Baby Boom Generation. University of Southern California,
School of Policy, Planning, and Development. August 9, 2003.

% Kotkin, Joel, Thomas Tseng, and Erika Ozuna. 2002. Rewarding Ambition: Latinos, Housing, and the
Future of California. Pepperdine University, School of Public Policy, Davenport Institute. September
2002.



Housing Indicators

I. Accessibility: Loan approval rates and subprime loan rates
Grade:C

Using yearly data from associations of realtors, the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act and
the U.S. Census Current Population Survey (CPS), Accessibility measures “access” to capital in
Los Angeles by Race and Ethnicity. Specifically, we examine how many loans are given and
the rejection rates by race and ethnicity. To supplement this, we examine loan rates by
comparing the percent of all loans received that are subprime for Whites, Blacks, and Latinos.
Subprime loans have interest rates that are higher than the prevailing levels, slowing borrowers’
ability to accumulate wealth through home equity and increasing monthly housing costs.
Latinos represent the largest population in Los Angeles at 44.6 percent, but received only 25.4
percent of total home loans in 2003. Partially as a function of their lower average household
income relative to Whites, Latinos are also far more likely to have their home loan applications

rejected or to receive subprime interest rates for new home purchases and refinance loans.

Table 1: Loan Accessibility by Race/Ethnicity in Los Angeles 2003

White Black Latino
Share of Total Population 31.1% 9.5% 44.6%
Share of Total Home Loans 38.6% 5.3% 25.4%
Share Subprime Purchase Loans 17.2% 41.6% 29.2%
Share Subprime Refinance Loans 8.6% 30.5% 18.3%
Total Home Loan Rejections 12.6% 23.5% 20.9%

Source: The Great Divide 2004; Separate and Unequal 2004; — ACORN Annual Housing
Reports; Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) 2003 data.



II. Availability: Homeownership and new homes built
Grade: D

The difficulty Latinos face in the capital market is compounded by the tight supply of
housing in Los Angeles. Yearly data from the U.S. Census tracks homeownership by race and
ethnicity and provides the means to monitor the performance of the housing market. In addition,
by comparing population growth to the number of new homes built, we can estimate whether or
not the county is providing enough available housing to keep up with demand (see Table 2).
Generally speaking, there is a shortage of housing of various types and price points, in Los
Angeles. This is evident in Figure 1. In 2003 a large gap exists between Black, Latino, and
White homeownership rates. White homeownership stood at 59.3 percent and Latinos were 20
percentage points lower at only 39.2 percent. Overall, homeownership in Los Angeles County

is only 50 percent, compared to 69 percent nationwide.

Not only do increasing demand and tight supply drive up home prices, they also increase
competition for rental housing and drive up rental costs. Whereas many African Americans and
Whites have reacted by moving to less expensive areas in Southern California or elsewhere in
the country, a great many Latinos are coping with soaring rents by living in overcrowded and

unhealthful conditions, a situation we examine in the following sections.



Figure 1. Homeownership Rates in Los Angeles by Race, 2003

75.0%
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Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2003

Table 2: Change in the population and new housing 2002 - 2003

L.A. County Total Population Growth + 211,483
Latino Population Growth + 402,738
Non-Latino Population Growth - 191,255
New Homes Built in L.A. County + 21,313
Population Growth : New Home Ratio 10:1
Latino Population Growth: New Home Ratio 19:1

Source: U.S. Census Current Population Survey, March, 2002-3; LAEDC LA Stats 2005, Table D-13



I1l. Affordability: Median home payment compared to income
Grade:F

Not only do more new homes need to be built, but the average price of a home needs to
be affordable for the average family. Affordability compares the median household income for
ethnic groups in Los Angeles, and the median monthly expenses on rent and mortgage
payments. This data, reported yearly from the U.S. Census, provides a picture of how
reasonably priced the housing market is — for the population as a whole as well as for different
ethnic groups. In addition, we report the growth in the overall median home price as compared
to overall median household income (see Table 3). Starting here, it is evident that the growth in
median home prices far outpaced the growth in median household income from 2004 to 2005.
On average, home prices grew by nearly 16 percent while income grew by only 2.3 percent.
Currently, the average home price in Los Angeles County is $503,450, and the California
Association of Realtors estimates to afford this home in L.A. a buyer would need a household
income of $118,000. Only 15 percent of households meet this criterion. This disparity makes it
nearly impossible even for most middle-income households to purchase a home in Los Angeles.
As the largest number of low- and middle-income households in the county, Latinos are
disproportionately locked out of the opportunity of homeownership.

Even when accounting for the differences in household income and housing expenses
by race and ethnicity, Latinos and Blacks are spending more of their income on housing.
Annualizing Latinos’ average monthly rent payment of $841 yields $10,092 spent on rent out of
$37,920 yearly earnings, or 27 percent of total annual income. For homeowners, the mortgage
payments for Latinos are even more crushing. With the average house payment of $1,890,
Latino households spend an average of 60 percent of their income on their house. Black
households have an even higher burden with 64 percent of their income devoted to house
payments. Whites, on average, spend 47 percent. House payments for all of these population

groups exceed the 30 percent threshold housing experts deem affordable (see Table 4).



Table 3: Growth in Median Home Price and Median Income 2004-05

Home Price Household Income*
Median 2004 $434,790 $45,702
Median 2005 $503,450 $46,753
Increase 2004-05 $68,660 $1,051
Percent Growth 15.8% 2.3%

Table 4: Average Percent of Income Spent on Monthly Rent, Los Angeles by Race

Black Asian Latino White
Median Income $35,786  $53,331  $37,920  $60,590
Median Monthly Rent $882 $992 $841 $1,097
Percent of Income Spent on Rent 29.6% 22.3% 26.6% 21.7%
Median Monthly Mortgage $1,908 $2,300 $1,890 $2,392
Percent of Income Spent on Mortgage 64.0% 51.8% 59.8% 47.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; California Association of Realtors May, 2004-05

* 2005 median income is estimate based on authors’ projections of Census data

IV. Quality: Multiple quality issues including persons per room
Grade:C

To cope with rising housing costs, many Latinos are resorting to strategies that
compromise their health and safety including residing in structures such as garages that are not
intended for habitation, doubling up or tripling up to pool housing costs among more occupants,
and living in substandard residents. The Quality index examines a variety of factors including
persons per room, persons per square foot, physical damage to home, presence of air
conditioning and safe drinking water, and other variables pertaining to health and safety (see
Table 5). The first component of this index, occupants per room, indicates half of Latino
households average more than one person per room (see Figure 2). This measure is not
confined to bedrooms, but all rooms in a house: bedroom, kitchen, dining room, living room,
family room, and more. Thus, the average of over one person per room or more, among 30 of

Latino households suggests that they live in small, crowded houses. By comparison, in more



than 97 percent of White households, there is less than one person per room. In addition to
living in more crowded conditions, Latino householders are more likely to report physical
damage to their unit, less likely to have air conditioning, less likely to have safe drinking water

and have less living space per person to enjoy.

Figure 2: Occupants per room by Householder Race, 2003
% more than 1 occupant per room

White 3%
Latino | 30%
Black | 7%
0% 16% 2(;% 30% 40%

Source: American Community Survey 2003, Los Angeles MSA.

Table 5: Housing Quality Measures in Los Angeles

Latino Non-Latino
Physical Damage to Unit 10.0% 7.4%
No Air Conditioning 54.8% 26.3%
No elevator (multiple floors) 90.0% 69.5%
Loose steps or missing railings 38.5% 29.9%
Water not Safe to Drink 50.1% 28.6%
Square Footage per Person 355 751

Source: HUD American Housing Survey 2003, Los Angeles MSA.

50%
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Overall Grade: D

On all four indicators presented here, the housing market in Los Angeles is not
effectively serving Latino households, and by extension, the market is not serving Los Angeles.
Faced with the short supply of housing and slimmer odds of securing loans with favorable
interest rates, Latinos in Los Angeles have some of the lowest rates of homeownership of any
population group in any region of the country. Los Angeles is therefore missing out on a
powerful engine of consumer spending, neighborhood stability, and wealth creation — and may
result in the loss of middle-class Latinos and young families so essential for the region’s

workforce and society.

Key Concept: Homeownership

Put simply, Latinos lag in homeownership because of shortfalls in housing production
and resulting increasing housing costs as well as less access to capital. Homeownership is the
single best indicator of how well the local housing market serves Latinos in Los Angeles. While
multiple indicators and variables are presented in this section, homeownership rates by race
and ethnicity provide a snapshot of the current status of the housing market in Los Angeles on a

yearly basis.

Action Strategies

While the analysis above paints a bleak picture of the housing market for Latino families, it is
possible to improve on the situation with strong leadership from stakeholders in the county.
Private, public, and non-profit sectors must work together to prioritize the housing issue and
cooperate to implement the necessary recommendations, in four main policy areas. These
policy recommendations include: (1) Build more houses; (2) Improve access to capital/loans; (3)
Promote inclusionary housing; and (4) Enforce current codes without taking units off the market.

As a part of this effort, we also suggest new emphasis be placed in the following areas:

e Safeguarding the environment and preserving the character of existing neighborhoods
should be balanced with the pressing need for new housing development
e Ensure that inclusionary housing provisions also give developers by-right development

rights and density bonuses
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Assist non-profit organizations seeking to secure capital for low interest loans

Monitor financial institutions lending practices

Encourage development of affordable housing in working class communities with
attention to areas with high population growth

Increase government backed loans and grants for first time home buyers

Step up enforcement of current regulations and housing/apartment codes without taking
units off the market

Encourage the building of larger homes and apartments for multi-family living

arrangements to alleviate crowding through density bonuses or credits
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I. Introduction

The work of the public safety group was guided by the expectation that the Latino
community has the right to live in an environment as free from crime and other public hazards
as any other group living in the Los Angeles area. To that end, the goal of the 2006 Latino
Scorecard was to produce a base of information that would produce a dialogue between
community and business leaders and would lead them to improve the safety of Latinos in Los
Angeles. Inthe 2003 report we expressed concern about the level of violent crime affecting
Latinos in Los Angeles. Although improvements have been made, particularly high levels of
violent crime continue to be the gripping issue of this report. Still, reflecting improvement the
overall public safety of Latinos in Los Angeles, especially given the significant improvements in
the number of Latino youths arrested for violent crimes, the overall score increases modestly
from 2003 to C+.

As anticipated, the indicators we produced for the 2003 report have given us a measure
of progress toward the goal of making Latino neighborhoods safer. Similarly, the indicators and
benchmarks produced for this report will show if the recommended policies and action
strategies are working or whether they should be changed. To ensure the success of this goal,
the public safety group took seriously the task of choosing indicators that not only reflect the
problems and concerns of the Latino community and the public safety experts we consulted, but
also could be replicated with relative ease in the near future.

For 2005 we have added to our list of public safety issues a concern for pedestrian
safety. In 2002, Hugo Martin and Maloy Moore found that Latinos and seniors were at the
highest levels of risk of having a fatal motor vehicle accident in Los Angeles County. According

to the non-profit Surface Transportation Policy Project (2002), Los Angeles County ranked as



one of California’s five most dangerous counties for pedestrians and that Latinos and Blacks

were “most at risk from pedestrian-vehicle collisions” (STPP, 2002).

II. Methodology

The non-fatal injury data covers the time period 2001-2003, and was obtained through
the EPIC Branch of the California Department of Health Services, and is based upon Hospital
Patient Discharge data. ‘Pedestrian’ refers to people who are walking or using alternative
pedestrian transportation such as skates or skateboards. The fatality data covers the time
period 2001-2002, and was obtained with the assistance of the Los Angeles County Department
of Health Services and is based upon Death Certificate data. From the raw counts provided by
these agencies, pedestrian non-fatal and fatal injury rates per 100,000 were calculated using
California Department of Finance® figures for the year 2000.

Crime affecting the Latino community was measured using two primary classes of crime
as indicators and two methods for summarizing or aggregating the data to create the public
safety scores. We measure violent crime with a composite index including the number of
homicides, forcible rapes, robberies and aggravated assaults. We measure property crime with
a similar composite measure using burglary, theft, and motor vehicle theft. These are standard
measures established by the FBI. As such, the crimes reported here can be compared to
similar composite indicators from other communities and groups. Our method of aggregation
simply compares the relative percentage of Latinos as victims of reported violent and property

crimes and compares them with the other ethnic/racial groupings the City of Los Angeles.

1 Population totals for Los Angeles County were obtained from the California Department of Finance website for the year 2000. These totals were as follows: Total
population Los Angeles, 9559635; Whites, 3056684 (31.97%); Latinos, 4264140 (44.61%); Asian, 1139396 (11.92%); Pacific Islander 24132 (.25%); Black 916140
(9.58%); American Indian 27691 (.29%); other 131452 (1.38%) The Demographic Research Unit of the California Department of Finance is designated as the
single official source of demographic data for State planning and budgeting. (see http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/Druhpar.asp ) As the pedestrian non-
fatal and non fatal injury data came from official state sources, we deemed it a matter of consistency to use the official state demographic figures for Los Angeles

County.






Latinos between the years 2001 and 2004°. This is the most compelling finding of this section of
the Latino Scorecard and should continue to direct the community, Latino and otherwise, to
devise strategies to reduce serious crime.

Other public safety problems remain. Latinos continue to be under-represented among
sworn county Sheriff’s officers, a problem that is more serious above the rank of Sergeant.
Thus, the deficiency of Latinos as members of the local police will continue to limit the force’s
ability to communicate effectively with Latinos and will hamper the effectiveness of community
policing programs.

With regard to pedestrian safety, Latinos in Los Angles County did not experience
pedestrian fatality rates disproportionate to their share of the population. The pedestrian fatality
rate for Latinos actually decreased in the reporting period, and was in fact lower than the fatality
rate for the general population. Improvement would be seen through a consistent maintenance
of lower fatality shares and fatality rates. In contrast, Latinos did have higher numbers of non-
fatal pedestrian injuries than the general population, and the injuries rates per 100,000 were
both higher than the general population and withessed an increase in the time period 2001-
2003. Only Blacks had a higher pedestrian non-fatal injury rate.

Still, other issues are less serious. Latinos continue to rank well below their proportion of
Los Angeles’s population as victims of property crime. Similarly, Latinos are one of the least
victimized groups of crimes motivated by bias, hatred, or prejudice. Indeed, property and hate
crimes remain relatively low even after adjustments were made for the fact that Latinos are less
likely than other groups to report crimes. Similarly, the number of pedestrian fatalities is much
less than the number of non-fatal pedestrian injuries, both overall and by group.

The best news of this section is that total juvenile arrests, including felony arrests, were
slightly below what one would expect given their proportion of the County’s juvenile population,
and significant decreases were found in the percentage of Latino juveniles arrested for
homicide. In 2001, Latino juveniles arrested for homicides amounted to about 4 percent more

than their share of the overall population. The Latino arrest rate for homicides in 2003 fell to

3 Victimization rates appearing in this report are not directly comparable to those in the 2003 Latino
Scorecard. Such statistics reflect the use of the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s National Incident Based
Reporting System, whereby every crime committed against every victim was provided. Statistics from the
2003 Scorecard were produced in accordance with the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting “hierarchy rule,” in
which only the victim(s) of the most serious crime are provided. Expecting discrepancies between the two
reports, we requested and reanalyzed data from 2001 not only to produce a report with comparable data
but one based on richer data. Please note that discrepancies only apply to the data on victims of crime.
In all other areas, such as hate crimes or arrests, the data are directly comparable to the 2003 report.



about 12 percent less than their proportion of the population. The overall rate of Latino youth
arrests fell from 4502.8 per 100,000 in 2001 to 4398.4 per 100,000 in 2003.

IV. Latinos as Victims of Violent Crime

Our data shows that during the year 2004, there were 28,444 reported victims of violent
crimes in the City of Los Angeles where the victim’s race was identified. Of these, 15,457 or
about 54 percent of these victims were identified as Latino or Hispanic. As Latinos only make up
only 46.5 percent of the city’s population, they are over-represented among victims of violent
crime. This relationship remains virtually unchanged from 2002. However, African Americans
are more over-represented than Latinos in 2004, being about 11 percent of the population yet
accounting for 26.7 percent of the victims of violent crime. Both the Asians and White
communities in Los Angeles are underrepresented as victims of violent crime.

Translated into rates, Latinos were victims of violent crimes in 2004 at a rate of 899.7
total violent crimes per 100,000 as compared to a rate of 1148.9 in 2001. Latinos were victims
of 20.3 homicides per 100,000 in population in 2001 and at a rate of 15.0 homicides per
100,000 in 2004. This represents an overall decrease of 21.7 percent in the violent crime rate

and 24.2 percent in the homicide rate for Latinos.

Table 1. Reported Violent Crime Victimization Rate by Race and Ethnicity 2001-2004

Blacks Asians Whites Latinos City

2001 2004 2001 2004 2001 2004 2001 2004 2001 2004
Agg. Aslt 1671.0 1189.9 56.6 514 287.8 203.7 565.3 428.7 555.3 408.7
Robbery 691.4 5295 102.8 103.7 271.1 202.7 531.3 4284 426.2 337.7
Rape 95.0 68.6 5.1 7.8 33.0 23.6 32.0 27.5 36.8 29.0
Homicide 68.1 49.1 2.4 3.0 4.8 3.4 20.3 15.0 19.2 14.1
Total 25255 1837.0 167.0 165.9 596.7 433.4 1148.9 899.7 1037.6 789.6

Reported Victims per 100,000 population. Source: City of Los Angeles Police Department 2005



Figure 1:
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e Latinos remain over-represented among victims of violent crime. Although the data show
significant improvement since 2001, the relative rates of violent crime victims among Latinos

relative to other groups, remains virtually unchanged.
e Grade D

V. Latinos as Victims of Property Crime

In 2004, there were a total of 37,204 reports of burglary, theft and motor vehicle theft
where the victim’s race was identified. Here, Latinos are the second most underrepresented
among the city’s ethnic/racial groups as victims of these crimes, accounting for 32.7 percent of
the total, well below their proportion of the city’s population. Although up slightly from 2002,
property crimes remain relatively low even after adjustments are made for the fact that Latinos
are less likely than other groups to report crimes. On the other hand, White victims in this
category are the most over-represented among our groups, representing almost 30 percent of
the population yet accounting for 45.1 percent of the victims of property crime. African
Americans are also over-represented as victims of property crime, accounting for 18.4 percent
of property crime victims. Asians in Los Angeles are underrepresented as victims of property

crime, being 3.7 percent of victims yet represent about 10 percent of the city’s population.



Expressed in terms of rates, Latinos were victims of property crime at an overall rate of
710 per 100,000 population. This represents an 11.7 percent drop in the overall rate in the
Latino property crime victims since 2001. Latinos also experienced a reduction in the number of

auto thefts. In 2004 the rate was 20.4 per 100,000 population compared to 28.8 in 2001.

Table 2. Reported Property Crime Victimization Rate by Race and Ethnicity, 2001-2004

Blacks Asians Whites Latinos City
2001 2004 2001 2004 2001 2004 2001 2004 2001 2004

Burglary 901.8 696.2 122.1 169.4 743.9 657.6 3535 306.0 512.1 4443

Theft 1129.7 932.8 185.7 194.1 1033.6 842.7 4219 383.4 6659 567.5
Auto Thft.  35.0 29.0 5.7 6.0 389 238 288 204 302 209
Total 2066.6 1658.0 313.4 369.4 1816.3 1524.2 804.1 709.9 1208.2 1032.7

Reported Victims per 100,000 population. Source: City of Los Angeles Police Department 2005



Figure 2:
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e Property crimes remain relatively low for Latinos relative to other groups living in the city,
even after adjustments are made for the fact that they are less likely to report crimes.
e GradeB

VI. Latinos as Victims of Hate Crime

According to the Los Angeles Commission on Human Relations, Latinos account for
15.5 percent of the victims yet being 44.6 percent of the residents of Los Angeles County in
2003. African Americans rank first among all victims of hate crimes. They account for 55.5
percent of all hate crime victims but amount to only 9.5 percent of the County’s population. Like
Latinos, Asians and Whites are underrepresented as victims of hate crimes. Overt racism
against Latinos that results in violent crime or property damage does not seem to be a serious
problem, at least relative to other groups. However, again, Latinos may be less likely than
others to report violent crime or property damages not only generally but as racism. They may
be less likely to simultaneously use law and emphasize their ethnicity.



Table 3. Hate Crimes by Targeted Group 2001-2003

Number  Number  Percent Percent Disparity Disparity

in 2002 in 2004 in 2002 in 2004 in 2002 in 2004
Blacks 220 193 48.14 55.46 -38.14 -45.46
Latinos 100 54 21.88 15.52 23.12 29.48
Asians 42 21 9.19 6.03 2.81 5.97
Whites 84 40 18.38 11.49 12.62 19.51
Other 11 40 2.41 11.49 -0.41 -9.49

Source: 2002, 2004 Hate Crime Report, Los Angeles Commission on Human Relations
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Source: 2002, 2004 Hate Crime Report, Los Angeles Commission on Human Relations

o Hate Crimes remain low and are improving for Latinos relative to other groups.

e GradeB

VII. Latino Youth Crime

Contrary to popular notions, total Latino juvenile arrests, including felony and homicide
arrests, have declined and remain below what one would expect given their proportion of the
juvenile population. Latino youths accounted for 55.4 percent of felony arrests in LA County in
2003, about 3 percent less than one would expect given their proportion of the county’s youth
population. More importantly, Latino juvenile homicide arrests have declined substantially since
2001, falling to about 12 percent below what we would expect given their proportion of the

population. White and Asian youths are also underrepresented as juvenile arrestees; African



American youths are significantly over represented among juveniles arrested for felony and

homicide offences.

In terms of arrest rates, Latino youths accounted for 30,697 of the 53,830 arrests in the

County. This translates to an overall arrest rate of 4398.4 per 100,000 Latino juveniles, a

modest decline from 2001. The most significant decline came in the area of Latino juveniles

arrested for homicides. Here the arrest rate fell from 8.7 per 100,000 to 4.6 per 100,000, a

decline of almost 5

0 percent.

Table 4. Juvenile Arrests, Los Angeles County by Group and Crime 2001-2003

White White Latino Latino Black Black Other Other

2001 2003 2001 2003 2001 2003 2001 2003
Homicides 1.2 3.2 8.7 4.6 24.5 21.9 3.1 4.6
Felonies 859.8 705.0 1283.1 1268.8 4208.8 4009.0 597.3 650.7
Misd. 1886.0 1753.2 1964.4 1917.8 4794.1 4747.7 1055.7 1238.8
Arrests 3571.1 3210.1 4502.8 4398.4 11559.0 10696.7 2228.2 2477.6
Source: Los Angeles County, Juvenile Arrests Reported 2001, 2003. Office of the California Attorney
General.
Figure 4:
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General.

o LA County Juvenile Arrests: Latino Juveniles arrested for fewer crimes than their

numbers would suggest.

e Juvenile homicide and felony rates have declined since 2002.
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e GradeB

VIII. Latino Representation in LA County Sheriff's Department

Among the County Sheriff's Department Latinos numbered 2464 among the 8177 sworn

officers in 2004. Although this represents 30.1 percent of the county’s total sworn officers,

Latinos make up 44.6 of the County’s residents. While this is an improvement from 2002,

Latinos remain under-represented by 14.5. percent among Sheriff's department sworn officers.

On the other hand, white officers comprised 54.8 percent of the force yet whites comprise only

31.1 percent of the county’s population. African American officers are about at parity with their

numbers in the county’s population while Asians offers are underrepresented by about 8

percent.

Table 5. Los Angeles County Police Personnel by Group Representation 2002-2004

WHITEO2 WHITEO4 BLACKO2 BLACKO04 LATINOO2 LATINOO4 ASIANO2 ASIANO4

% County Population 31.0

Sworn Officers 4940
%Total Sworn Officers 55.4
Disparity 24.4
Top officers 304
% Top Officers 76.0

Top Officer Disparity 45.0

32.0 10.0 9.6 45.0 44.6 12.0 12.2
4429 910 847 2612 2464 435 335
54.8 10.2 10.5 29.3 30.5 4.9 4.1
23.8 0.2 0.5 -15.7 -14.5 -7.1 -7.9
302 30 34 49 59 17 15
73.7 7.5 8.3 12.3 14.4 4.3 3.7
42.7 -2.5 -1.7 -32.8 -30.6 -7.8 -8.3

Disparity is calculated by subtracting the percentage offices from the percentage population for that group.
Source: Year in Review 2002, 2004. Los Angeles Sheriff's Department.
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Figure 5:

LA County Sworn Officers by Group 2002-2004
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Figure 6:

LA County Top Officers by Group 2002-2004
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e Although Latinos have made gains, Latino representation among County Sheriff's
officers is low relative to other groups. The disparity increase among the County’s top
officers.

e GradeC



IX. Pedestrian Non-Fatal Injuries

Pedestrian injuries as reported to the California Department of Health Services include
all pedestrian injuries, including people who are walking or using skateboards, scooters and the
like. The results obtained through the California EPIC (Epidemiology and Prevention for Injury
Control) website* give the total number of pedestrian non-fatal injuries, and then a breakdown
by ethnicity for each year. Overall, the total number of injuries increased from 2001 to 2002 by
67 [or 3.8 percent], but then decreased from 2002 to 2003 by 31 [or 1.7 percent]. Latinos
comprise approximately half of all pedestrian non-fatal injuries between 2001 and 2003,
although the percentage change of Latino pedestrian non-fatal injuries is less than one percent.
This information is shown graphically in Figure 7. Nevertheless, half of all pedestrian non-fatal
injuries are slightly more than their share of the population in Los Angeles County, which,
according to the California Department of Finance, was approximately 44.61 percent. In 2001,
the pedestrian non-fatal injury rate for Latinos is 20.59 non fatal injuries per 100,000 compared
to 18.67 non-fatal injuries for the entire population (see Table 6). Blacks had an even higher rate
at 28.59 non-fatal injuries per 100,000, and whites had the lowest at 15.37 per 100,000. In
2002, the total non-fatal injury rate increased to 19.37 per 100,000, with increases for each
group, except for Whites, who saw a decrease in the non-fatal injury rates of .82 to 14.55 (see
Table 7). The non-fatal injury rate for Latinos was 21.29 in 2002, which was an increase of .07.
The highest non-fatal injury rate remained for Blacks, with a rate of 29.79 non-fatal injuries per
100,000, an increase of 1.2. In 2003, the overall non-fatal injury rate decreased albeit only
slightly at -.33, for an overall rate of 19.04 non-fatal injuries per 100,000 (see Table 8). The
Latino non-fatal injury rate per 100,000 increased only slightly by .09, to 21.38 non-fatal injuries
per 100,000. For all groups, Latinos saw the smallest rate of increase, even though their non-
fatal injury rate was high in comparison to Asians and Whites (though less than Blacks). Whites,
again saw another decrease of -.36, for an injury rate of 14.19 per 100,000, and were the only
group to see a decrease in non-fatal injury rates over the 2001-2003 time period. In an Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA)’ between each of the groups represented by the data over the time period
2001-2003, the F statistic of 16.266 was significant at p<.001 indicating that there were
statistically significant differences between each of the groups with respect to the non-fatal
pedestrian injury rates. Although ANOVA testing does not indicate direction, the data does

suggest that Latinos are affected disproportionately by non-fatal pedestrian injuries.

4 http://www.dhs.ca.gov/epic
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Table 6: Pedestrian Non-Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2001

Ethnicity | N Percentage of Total | Rates per 100,000
Latino 878 |49.19% 20.59
Asian 127 | 7.11% 11.14
Black 262 | 14.68% 28.59
Other 48 2.69% 26.19
White 470 | 26.33% 15.37
Total 1785 | 100.00% 18.67

Prepared by California Department of Health Services, EPIC Branch and Alexandra Cole
Source: California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Patient Discharge Data

Table 7: Pedestrian Non-Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2002

Ethnicity N Percentage of Change from 2002 Rates per Rate change from

Total 2001 100,00 2001
Latino 908 | 49.03% -.16% 21.29 +.07
Asian 153 | 8.26% +1.15% 13.42 +2.28
Black 271 | 14.74% +.06% 29.79 +1.2
Native 4 2.16% +2.16% 14.44 14.44
American
Other 69 3.73% +1.04% 44.34 +18.15
White 445 | 24.03% -2.3% 14.55 -.82
Total 1852 | 100.00% 19.37 +.70

Prepared by California Department of Health Services, EPIC Branch and Alexandra Cole
Source: California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Patient Discharge Data

Table 8: Pedestrian Non-Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2003

Ethnicity N Percentage of Change from 2003 Rates per Rate Change from

Total 2002 100,000 2001
Latino 912 | 50.08% _1.05% 21.38 +.79
Asian 138 | 7.58% -.68% 12.11 -1.31
Black 276 | 15.16% +.42 30.12 +.33
Native 3 .16% -2.00% 10.83 -3.61
American
Other 58 | 3.19% -.54% 37.27 -7.07
White 434 | 23.83% -.20% 14.19 -.36

Prepared by California Department of Health Services, EPIC Branch and Alexandra Cole
Source: California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Patient Discharge Data

® Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) looks for the presence of a relationship between the groups by analyzing
mean values and the variation of these values.
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Figure 7: Pedestrian Non-Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2001-2003
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e Latinos comprise approximately half of all pedestrian non-fatal injuries between 2001
and 2003 yet comprise about 44.6 percent of the County’s population.

e Latinos saw the smallest rate of increase, even though their non-fatal injury rate was
high in comparison to Asians and Whites (though less than Blacks).

e Benchmark: 21.38 Pedestrian non-fatal injuries per 100,000 Latinos in 2003.

e Grade: D

X. Pedestrian Fatal Injuries

The number of pedestrian fatalities is much less than the number of non-fatal pedestrian
injuries, both overall and by group. For the years that information was available, the number of
fatalities was approximately 11 percent of the number of non-fatal injuries in 2001 and 13
percent of the number of non-fatal injuries in 2002 (see Figure 8). Contrary to the non-fatal
injury rate which saw a increase over these two years, fatalities actually declined by 12 percent.
Except for Blacks, each group also saw a decline in pedestrian fatalities. For Latinos, their
percentage of fatalities more closely reflected their share of the total population, with 46.41
percent (n=110) of fatalities in 2001 (see Table 9), and 41.83 percent (n=87) of fatalities in
2002, a decline of 4.58 percent (see Table 10) Rates of pedestrian fatalities is, again, quite
instructive as the overall rate of 2.48 is not much lower than the Latino pedestrian fatality rate
per 100,000 of 2.58. The overall pedestrian fatality rate per 100,000 in 2002 decreased to 2.18,
which was actually higher than the pedestrian fatality rate for Latinos in 2002 of 2.04. In this
instance, Latinos actually had a lower pedestrian fatality rate than the general population.

Blacks, again, had the highest pedestrian fatality rate and witnessed the largest increase of
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fatality rates between the groups. Analysis of Variance demonstrated no significant differences

in fatality rates ® between the groups over this time period.

Table 9: Pedestrian Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2001
Ethnicity N Percent of Total | Rate per 100,000
Latino 110 | 46.41% 2.58
Asian/Other | 30 | 12.66% 2.27
Black 24 | 10.12% 2.69
White 73 | 30.81% 2.39
Total 237 | 100.00% 2.48

Source: Death statistical Master File, California Department of Health Services
Prepared by LAC-DHS-IVPP and Alexandra Cole

Table 10: Pedestrian Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2002
Ethnicity N Percent of Percent change from Rate per Rate change from
Total 2001 100,000 2001
Latino 87 | 41.83% -4.58 2.04 -.54
Asian/Other | 24 | 11.54% -.70% 1.81 -.46
Black 40 | 19.23% +9.11% 4.37 +1.68
White 57 | 27.40% -3.41% 1.86 -.53
Total 208 | 100.00% 2.18 +.30
Source: Death statistical Master File, California Department of Health Services
Prepared by LAC-DHS-IVPP and Alexandra Cole
Figure 8: Pedestrian Fatal Injuries by Ethnicity,
Los Angeles County, 2001-2002

454

40+

351 OLatino

301 W Asian

;g’ OBlack

154 O Native American

104 | Oth.er

54 OWhite
0.1

2001

2002

2003

e The number of pedestrian fatalities is much less than the number of non-fatal pedestrian

injuries, both overall and by group.

® The F value of 2.143 was not statistically significant as p=.238.
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e For Latinos, their percentage of fatalities more closely reflected their share of the total
population in 2002, a decline of 4.58 percent.

e Benchmarks: 2.58 Pedestrian fatal injury rate per 100,000 Latinos in 2001; 2.04
Pedestrian fatal injury rate per 100,000 Latinos in 2002

e Grade:B

XIl. Analysis of Trends and Conclusions

In 2005 we again identify a serious public safety issue that warrants a concerted policy
response by public officials and community leaders. We find that violent crime is
disproportionately concentrated within the Latino community and against Latinos. Although
improvements have been made in this area and in other areas of public safety, such as hate or
property crimes, Latinos may be considered fortunate relative to other groups the compelling
message remains: violent crime remains high relative to other groups living in the Los Angeles
area and too high for the health of the community. Other public safety issues aside, Latinos

continue to fare poorly in the most serious categories of crime.

On the other hand County juvenile arrest data show that when it comes to crime, Latino
youths are unremarkable as they are arrested at rates slightly less than their proportion of the
County’s population. In what can be considered good news, the Latino arrest rate for juvenile
homicides in 2003 fell to about 12 percent less than their proportion of the population.

We also find that property crime and vandalism may not be serious problems. Still, the
low rate of property crime in Latino neighborhoods may be a function of low reporting. Indeed,
as the Latino population becomes more affluent, reports of these types of crimes are likely to
increase. Ironically, we may want to interpret any such increases as a positive sign --that the
Latino community has become less tolerant of minor crimes and more willing to report such
violations. Thus, the slight rise in reported property crimes since 2001, while suggesting
diminished public safety, may instead indicate improved socioeconomic status.

Reporting should also improve with increases in trust between the community and the
various police and sheriff's departments in the county. However, like in 2003, we find that
Latinos continue to be under-represented among Los Angeles County’s total sworn officers. The
problem becomes more significant when considering officers above the rank of sergeant.
Although modest gains have been made since 2002, Latinos remain the most underrepresented

group in the Sheriff’'s department relative to their share of the County’s population.
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As victims of hate crimes, Latinos are among the safest groups in the county, at least
according to reports made to the Los Angeles County Human Rights Commission. However,
other research shows that Latinos are likely to underreport such crimes (Regional Research
Institute 2002).

The new section on pedestrian safety was intended to update previous research on
pedestrian accident rates with a specific focus on the major ethnic groups in Los Angeles
County, namely, Latinos, Blacks, Asians, and Whites. Motor vehicle accidents involving
pedestrians have become a major public safety issue for the Latino Community as local, state,
and national studies continue to document the disproportionate effects of these accidents on the
Latino community. These findings are not unique to California. In both New Mexico and Arizona,
each with significant Latino populations, the results are similar. The University Of New Mexico
School Of Medicine analyzed pedestrian fatalities over a thirty year period among the states
American Indian, Latino and non-Latino White population, and found disproportionate effects
based upon ethnicity and gender (Peek, C., et.al., 1991). In the case of New Mexico specifically,
“for most American Indians and for a substantial percentage of Hispanics, the pedestrian fatality
rates (were) higher because of rural residence, limited access to emergency transportation and
exposure to roadways without designated pedestrian areas.” (Peek, c. et. al, 1991: 313).
Campos-Outcalt, et. al., (2002) reference the differences between urban and rural pedestrian
fatalities, and echo the problems of limited pedestrian areas in rural areas, while suggesting that
urban pedestrian accidents are often the fault of poor driving on the part of motorists. Measures
intended to improve pedestrian safety thus must also take into account driving conditions as
well as safety devices intended for pedestrians. Pavement striping and smart crosswalks must
be combined with speed checks for motorists to ensure that both pedestrians and motorists are

aware of one another.
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Xll. Recommendations for actions and policy

1. Latino leaders and advocacy groups should continue to promote awareness of
the state of crime in Latino communities and lobby elected officials to devote
more resources to provide better and more public safety services. Community
leaders should more actively promote collaboration between community-based
organizations, police and business to prevent crime. Such efforts should be

directed especially about problems of violent crime.

2. Increased efforts should be made to support police department efforts to train
and hire culturally competent police officers. Efforts should be directed toward

identified problems of violent crimes.

3. After school programs/mentoring to keep youth off the street in collaboration with
community based groups and school districts appear to be successful and should

be continued.

4. Pedestrian non-fatal injuries and fatalities should be mapped by the responsible
transportation agencies for the County of Los Angeles. Mapping of non-fatal
injuries and fatalities would allow pedestrian safety projects to be applied in the

most dangerous areas for pedestrians.

5. An increase in the amount of Los Angeles County Transportation funds devoted
to pedestrian safety projects. These projects include: pavement striping at
intersections, ‘smart’ crosswalks, and motorist speed checks in busy

thoroughfares.

6. Improvement in data reporting. A significant percentage of the patient discharge
data and death certificate data left out indications of ethnicity. Better compliance
and monitoring of data collection underlies the crafting of successful policy

initiatives
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INTRODUCTION

In order to aid in the process of traveling down the “Road to Action,” the Latino
Scorecard Committee decided to survey community leaders for their perspectives on (1) the
status of Latinos in Los Angeles County and (2) recommendations to improve conditions for
Latinos in Los Angeles. The Latino Scorecard researchers provided input into the survey, which
was carried out by United Way of Greater Los Angeles in November and December 2005.
Persons from nonprofit, public and private sectors with expertise in the five topical areas
(Education, Economic Development, Health, Housing and Public Safety) were identified and
asked to fill out a short on-line survey. We received 145 responses to the survey. All
respondents were asked to rate general conditions for Latinos in Los Angeles, and they were
asked for their feedback on the 2003 Latino Scorecard recommendation just for their particular
area of expertise. We are very thankful to those who responded to the survey for providing very
helpful feedback and input that will guide the next steps of implementing the Latino Scorecard

Action Agenda.

FINDINGS

o Respondents were somewhat mixed about the general direction that Los Angeles
is headed.

As shown in Figure 1, a slight majority of respondents said that Los Angeles is headed in
the right direction, while just a quarter thought that LA is headed in the wrong direction and

another quarter were neutral.

e In the estimation of the community leaders surveyed, Latinos continue to lag
behind the rest of the Los Angeles population in social conditions.
Nearly 70 percent of respondents rated Latinos as worse off than the rest of the LA
County population (Figure 2). Only five percent said that Latinos are better off, while about a

quarter rated Latinos as on par with the rest of the population.



Figure 1

In what direction is LA headed?
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Figure 2

Overall, how do you rate conditions for Latinos, compared to the rest of the
population in LA County?
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Respondents were asked to rate how much conditions for Latinos in the four topical
areas of the Scorecard — Education, Economic Development, Health, Housing and Public Safety
— have changed over the past two years. Perhaps not surprisingly, given the 2006 Scorecard
findings, survey respondents were not very optimistic that conditions had improved over the
past two years. As shown in Figure 3, there was not a majority of respondents who saw
improvement in any of the five areas. Respondents were most likely to see improvement in
Education and Economic Development (each with 43 percent rating some level of
improvement), and most likely to see declines in Housing and Health. Two-thirds said that
housing conditions worsened for Latinos, not surprising given the increasing housing crisis in

the region. They were more neutral with regard to public safety, with 43% rating “no change.™

Figure 3
Have conditions for Latinos improved or declined over the past two years?
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! Respondents were asked to rate changes in each area on a 5 point scale. For more detail, see Table 2
at the end of this section.



o Respondents were generally positive about the recommendations proposed in the
2003 Latino Scorecard Report.

A critical objective of the survey was to get experts’ feedback on the 31
recommendations that were proposed in the 2003 Report to help guide the next stages of the
Scorecard Action Agenda. In general, respondents were very positive that the
recommendations were on track, as shown in Table 1. In very few cases did respondents
disagree at all with the recommendations. On average, 88 percent of respondents either
agreed or strongly agreed with the recommendations. Respondents were also offered the
opportunity to articulate up to three of their own recommendations that were not in the 2003
report.

In the area of Education, respondents were most favorable on the recommendations to
“increase access to quality college preparatory classes, including advanced placement courses”
and “increase the availability and quality of preschool education, including family literacy
programs.” Recommendations to research examples of positive student achievement for
replication, strengthen parental involvement, and expand public/private partnerships were the
only ones to register any level of disagreement, though overall the respondents were positive on
these recommendations as well. When asked to offer other ideas for improving educational
outcomes for Latinos in Los Angeles County, respondents provided an array of
recommendations. The most common ideas were to improve the quality of teaching, promote
smaller schools (e.g. Small Learning Communities), and expanding English and a Second
Language classes. Also mentioned prominently were two ideas that were in the 2003
recommendations: increasing parental involvement and providing academic support programs.

In Economic Development, recommendations to “promote lending practices that support
business development” and “promote moderate-cost employer health insurance coverage plans
for small businesses” received the highest level of consensus, with all respondents either
agreeing or strongly agreeing with them. Improving public infrastructure and training in financial
literacy and cultural competence had the highest rates of strong agreement, though about a fifth
of responses were neutral on the public infrastructure recommendation. Respondents provided
many additional recommendations when prompted for other steps to improve the economic of
Latinos. The most common were to support Living Wage policies, union activities, and job
training programs.

The Health recommendations to “assure L.A. County schools provide better nutrition and
physical education programs” and “increase public awareness and education about healthy

behaviors to prevent illnesses such as heart disease and diabetes” had the highest level of



agreement, with nearly all respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing. These were
followed closely by the recommendations to “maintain state-funded health insurance programs,
including Medi-Cal and Healthy Families” and “promote moderate-cost employer health
insurance coverage plans for smaller businesses.” The most common additional steps
suggested by respondents were to expand health education and promotion in K-12 education,
as well as health insurance for the uninsured, particularly children and the undocumented.

The Housing recommendations were also well received, though at slightly lower levels of
agreement than in the other sections. Respondents were most in agreement on
recommendations to “alleviate crowding by using density bonuses or credits to stimulate
construction of larger homes and apartments” and “promote financial literacy education for
consumers and cultural competence for stafffmembers of financial institutions.”
Recommendations to “streamline license and permit procedures for housing development” and
“encourage mixed-use and adaptive reuse provisions throughout L.A. County” registered the
highest level of disagreement of any recommendations in any section, though the vast majority
of respondents were in agreement with them. When asked to provide additional
recommendations, many respondents focused on the general need to increase access to
affordable housing, through means such low-interest homeownership loans and providing
incentives for affordable housing development.

Finally, in the area of Public Safety there was a very high level of agreement with regard
to the recommendations put forth by the 2003 Report. More than 90 percent of respondents
either agreed or strongly agreed with all of the public safety recommendations. By far the most
common alternative recommendation offered by respondents had to do with implementing or
expanding community policing practices to create cooperation between law enforcement and

Latino residents.



TABLE 1. FEEDBACK ON RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 2003 SCORECARD

Education (n=39)

1. Research the best practices of L.A. schools that have
a strong record of student achievement, then replicate
these practices throughout the school system

2. Hold school districts accountable for graduation rates

3. Strengthen parent involvement to improve their
children’s school performance and preparation for
higher education

4. Expand public/private partnerships for
entrepreneurial, financial, and business education in the
schools

5. Increase access to quality college preparatory
classes, including advanced placement courses

6. Increase the availability and quality of preschool
education, including family literacy programs

Economic Development (n=19)

1. Promote lending practices that support business
development

2. Increase access to governmental-backed loans and
grants for business entrepreneurs

3. Develop micro-lending programs to encourage small
business development

4. Support public infrastructure improvements

Strongly
Disagree

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Strongly
Disagree
0.0%

0.0%

5.3%

0.0%

Disagree

2.6%

0.0%

5.1%

5.1%

0.0%

0.0%

Disagree

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Neutral

2.6%

12.8%

15.4%

15.4%

0.0%

5.1%

Neutral

0.0%

5.3%

10.5%

21.1%

Agree

51.3%

33.3%

30.8%

30.8%

23.1%

10.3%

Agree

52.6%

63.2%

36.8%

10.5%

Strongly
Agree

43.6%

53.8%

48.7%

48.7%

76.9%

84.6%

Strongly
Agree
47.4%

31.6%

47.4%

68.4%



5. Promote moderate-cost employer health insurance
coverage plans for small businesses

6. Form public and private partnerships for
entrepreneurial, financial and business education

7. Promote financial literacy education for consumers
and cultural competence for stafffmembers of financial
institutions

Health (n=30)

1. Introduce community college students to medical and

health professions

2. Develop coalition of health plan providers, CBOs to
work with medical schools to expand enrollment

3. Encourage medical school enroliment by funding
financial incentives, scholarships, and internships

4. Assure L.A. County schools provide better nutrition
and physical education programs

5. Increase public awareness and education about
healthy behaviors to prevent illnesses such as heart
disease and diabetes

6. Maintain state-funded health insurance programs,
including Medi-Cal and Healthy Families

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Strongly
Disagree

3.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Disagree

3.3%

0.0%

3.3%

3.3%

0.0%

3.3%

0.0%

21.1%

15.8%

Neutral

10.0%

23.3%

13.3%

0.0%

3.3%

3.3%

52.6%

36.8%

21.1%

Agree

20.0%

36.7%

26.7%

20.0%

16.7%

13.3%

47.4%

42.1%

63.2%

Strongly
Agree

63.3%

40.0%

56.7%

76.7%

80.0%

80.0%



7. Promote moderate-cost employer health insurance
coverage plans for smaller businesses

Housing (n=27)

1. Streamline license and permit procedures for housing
development

2. Encourage mixed-use and adaptive reuse provisions
throughout L.A. County

3. Ensure that inclusionary housing provisions also
incorporate by-right development provision and density
bonuses

4. Alleviate crowding by using density bonuses or
credits to stimulate construction of larger homes and
apartments

5. Step up enforcement of regulations and current
housing codes without taking units off the market

6. Promote financial literacy education for consumers
and cultural competence for stafffmembers of financial
institutions

Public Safety (n=26)

1. Provide more public services to prevent crime and
encourage reporting of property crimes to police

0.0%

Strongly
Disagree

3.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Strongly
Disagree

0.0%

6.7%

Disagree

11.1%

11.1%

0.0%

7.4%

0.0%

0.0%

Disagree

0.0%

3.3%

Neutral

14.8%

11.1%

18.5%

7.4%

18.5%

14.8%

Neutral

3.8%

23.3%

Agree

44.4%

14.8%

29.6%

37.0%

37.0%

22.2%

Agree

50.0%

66.7%

Strongly
Agree

25.9%

63.0%

51.9%

48.1%

44.4%

63.0%

Strongly
Agree

46.2%



2. Hire and train culturally competent police officers

3. Identify best practices in preventing and reducing
crime in communities and implement successful
approaches

4. Promote after-school and mentoring programs in
collaboration with community-based groups and school
districts

5. Promote collaboration between community-based
organizations, police, and businesses

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

3.8%

3.8%

3.8%

3.8%

0.0%

0.0%

3.8%

30.8%

23.1%

15.4%

7.7%

65.4%

73.1%

80.8%

84.6%



TABLE 2. DETAILS ON GENERAL OPINION QUESTIONS

Overall, do you think LA is going in the right direction?

Number
Right 76
Wrong 35
Neither 34
Total 145

How much have conditions for Latinos in Education

improved or declined over the past two years?

Number
Great Improvement 1
Some Improvement 62
No Change 46
Some Decline 28
Great Decline 8
Total 145

How much have conditions for Latinos in Economic

Percent
52.4%
24.1%
23.4%

100.0%

Percent
0.7%
42.8%
31.7%
19.3%
5.5%
100.0%

Development improved or declined over the past two

years?

Number
Great Improvement 1
Some Improvement 61
No Change 43
Some Decline 33
Great Decline 7
Total 145

Percent
0.7%
42.1%
29.7%
22.8%
4.8%
100.0%

How much have conditions for Latinos in Health improved

or declined over the past two years?

Number
Great Improvement 0
Some Improvement 34
No Change 49
Some Decline 47
Great Decline 15
Total 145

How much have conditions for Latinos in Housing

improved or declined over the past two years?

Number
Great Improvement 2
Some Improvement 26
No Change 21
Some Decline 64
Great Decline 32
Total 145

Percent
0.0%
23.4%
33.8%
32.4%
10.3%
100.0%

Percent
1.4%
17.9%
14.5%
44.1%
22.1%
100.0%



How much have conditions for Latinos in Public Safety

improved or declined over the past two years?

Number
Great Improvement 2
Some Improvement 30
No Change 62
Some Decline 38
Great Decline 13
Total 145

Percent
1.4%
20.7%
42.8%
26.2%
9.0%
100.0%

Overall, how do you rate conditions for Latinos, compared

to the rest of the population, in LA County?

Number
Latinos are worse off 99
Latinos are the same 39
Latinos are better off 7
Total 145

Percent
68.3%
26.9%

4.8%

100.0%
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LATINO SCORECARD ACTION AGENDA

The 2003 Latino Scorecard Action Agenda provided recommendations for
accelerating the upward mobility of L.A. County Latinos. Many of these positive steps
are being led by the Alliance for a Better Community, a group founded by civic leaders
and organizations to promote equality for Latinos. Equally important, however, are
recent actions taken by elected officials, school districts, foundations and civic
organizations that are helping to turn the Action Agenda’s vision into reality. Today we
ask you to dream, share and shape the 2006 Action Agenda. Continuing to work
together in new and unprecedented ways is essential to building on the positive
momentum created thus far. All we need is you.

ROAD TO ACTION 2003-05

HEALTH
Maintain state-funded health insurance programs, including Medi-Cal and Healthy
Families
o LA County adopted the Healthy Kids Coverage commitment to provide health
insurance to every child 0-18 living at or below 300% of the Federal Poverty
Level regardless of immigrant status
Increase awareness and education about healthy behaviors to prevent illnesses like
heart disease and diabetes
e First 5 LA financed the launch of the Center for Healthy Births Initiative, to
provide infrastructure, advocacy and support for organizations, communities and
health care providers dedicated to helping women have healthy pregnancies and
babies
e ABC and the Latino Coalition for a Healthy California formed the Los Angeles
Regional Network, a public-private coalition focused on access to care and
health education
Ensure L.A. County schools provide better nutrition and physical education programs
e The California Endowment launched its Healthy Eating, Active Communities
campaign, a four-year, $26 million initiative that funds six community
collaboratives dedicated to improving student health and well-being
o LAUSD adopted the first Healthy Beverage Contract to stock vending machines
with healthy drinks
e Governor Schwarzenegger signed California’s School Nutrition Bills (Escutia)
into law creating a statewide ban on junk-food and soda on school campuses
making it the first and best of their kind in the nation

EDUCATION
Increase the availability and quality of preschool education, including family literacy
programs
e First 5 LA launched Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP) with the goal of
making quality preschool available to every 4-year-old in LA County
Increase the availability and quality of college preparatory classes, including advanced
placement courses



e A Latino-African American coalition successfully advocated for the provision of
college preparatory classes to all LAUSD students
Research the best practices of L.A. schools that have a strong record of student
achievement then replicate these practices throughout the school system
e LAUSD completed an elementary school study and funding has been secured to
complete a high school study documenting best practices for Latino student
learning
Hold school districts accountable for graduation rates
o LAUSD is transforming its large, comprehensive high schools into small, theme-
based learning communities to boost academic achievement and student
retention
e Voters have approved four LAUSD school construction bonds; LAUSD initiated a
massive campaign to build schools to end overcrowding and busing

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Promote financial literacy education for consumers and cultural competence for
stafffmembers of financial institutions
e The FDIC and Mexican government launched the New Alliance Task Force, an
initiative focused on encouraging Latino immigrants to participate in mainstream
financial services by promoting financial education and innovative banking
products
Develop micro-lending programs to encourage small business development
e In 2005, the Los Angeles City Council adopted the Greuel-Garcetti
Comprehensive Business Tax Reform Package to eliminate the business tax for
more than 60% of the city’s businesses, aligning that tax system with neighboring
jurisdictions
Form public and private partnerships for entrepreneurial, financial and business
education.
e United Way of Greater Los Angeles, IRS, City of L.A. and County of L.A.
launched a campaign to increase the use of the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) by qualifying families, bringing $30 million back to low-income families in
2004

HOUSING
Encourage mixed-use and adaptive reuse provisions throughout L.A. County
e The cities of Pasadena, West Hollywood and Santa Monica established
mandatory inclusionary zoning ordinances

PUBLIC SAFETY
Promote after-school and mentoring programs in collaboration with community-based
groups and school districts
¢ Partnering with Belmont High School and Montebello Unified, a collaborative of
community organizations launched the Drop-Out Prevention, Intervention and
Recovery program to increase graduation rates



ROAD AHEAD 2006-08

HEALTH

Ensure that L.A. County schools provide better nutrition and physical education

programs

e Promote a Healthy Food Contract that provides LAUSD students with nutritious and
healthy choices

e Work with local school districts to create comprehensive wellness policies modeled
on the Coordinated School Health Model to improve student health

e Work with LAUSD to develop joint use agreements between local school districts and
community organizations to allow residents use of campuses during non-school
hours for physical activity

Encourage medical school enroliment by funding financial incentives, scholarships and

internships

e Work to transfer best practices from successful medical magnet programs (Drew and
Bravo) to new small theme-based learning academies being built over the next
several years; encourage these academies to collaborate with partners in the
healthcare industry

Maintain state-funded health insurance programs, including Medi-Cal and Healthy

Families
e 100 percent enrollment of LA’s children in health insurance programs

Introduce community college students to medical and health professions

Develop coalition of health plan providers, CBOs to work with medical schools to expand
enrollment

Increase public awareness and education about healthy behaviors to prevent illnesses
such as heart disease and diabetes

EDUCATION

Research the best practices of L.A. schools that have a strong record of student

achievement, then replicate these practices throughout the school system

e Complete middle and high school study and release interim reports for follow-up
action strategies

Hold school districts accountable for graduation rates

e Continue the Policy, Advocacy, Public Awareness Campaign aimed at raising
awareness among parents and students and holding policymakers accountable for
increasing student attendance and graduation rates

e Implement effective dropout intervention programs and increase college going rates
at our most challenged high schools

e Initiate an effective practical plan of action that is research-based to target issues of
literacy and academic achievement

e Encourage all school administrators, including those at elementary schools, to
present or emphasize college as the desirable educational outcome for all students

Increase the availability and quality of college preparatory classes, including advanced

placement courses

e Work with LAUSD toward the successful implementation of A-G college preparatory
course of study for all LAUSD students; encourage other districts to require the same

Increase the availability and quality of preschool education, including family literacy

programs



e Design and implement a statewide database that captures annual, state-wide
preschool enrollment, disaggregated by different demographic criteria.

e Advocate for appropriate preschool standards that meet the needs of the English
Language Learner population

e Promote the development of supports to preschool providers to encourage linguistic
and cultural competence, and ensure that the new requirement that all preschool
providers obtain a bachelor's degree does not marginalize Latino early education
providers

e Work with Los Angeles Universal Preschool to give working families access to quality
preschool and day care services

Strengthen parent involvement to improve children’s school performance and

preparation for higher education

o Ensure 100% enrollment in full day kindergarten

Strengthen parent involvement to improve their children’s school performance and
preparation for higher education.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Form public and private partnerships for entrepreneurial, financial, and business

education

e Promote partnerships among community colleges, local businesses and others to
establish job-training programs that address employers’ needs for occupation or
industry-specific training

e Increase the educational attainment of Latinos at all levels by offering more CBO,
vocational, and after school training as well as career based small learning
academies

e Create more school-to-work programs that increase workforce literacy and job
placement to help Latinos secure quality employment

Promote financial literacy education for consumers and cultural competence for

stafffmembers of financial institutions

e Develop a public awareness campaign focused on the importance of banking

Promote moderate-cost employer health insurance coverage plans for small businesses.

Support public infrastructure improvements
Develop micro-lending programs to encourage small business development
Increase access to governmental-backed loans and grants for business entrepreneurs

Promote lending practices that support business development

HOUSING

Encourage mixed-use and adaptive reuse provisions throughout L.A. County

e To ensure affordable housing in the future, advocate for the establishment of housing
trust funds similar to the City of Los Angeles housing trust

e Promote the development of quality, mixed use affordable housing that is accessible
to transit and schools

Promote financial literacy education for consumers and cultural competence for staff

members of financial institutions



e Ensure that individuals displaced due to new school construction program are
connected to financial literacy and homeownership resources

PUBLIC SAFETY
Hire and train culturally competent police officers

Identify best practices in preventing and reducing crime in communities and implement
successful approaches

Promote after-school and mentoring programs in collaboration with community-based
groups and school districts

Promote collaboration between community-based organizations, police and businesses
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