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What is a Good Indicator?
Good indicators are objective measurements that reflect how a community is doing. They reveal whether key community 
attributes are going up or down; forward or backward; getting better, worse, or staying the same. Effective indicators meet the
following criteria:

• Reflect the fundamental factors which determine long-term regional health

•  Can be easily understood and accepted by the community

•  Are statistically measurable on a frequent basis

•  Measure outcomes, rather than inputs

Why are Community Indicators Important?
The value of community indicators is to provide balanced measurements of the factors which contribute to sustaining
community vitality and a healthy economy, including economic, social, quality of life, and environmental measurements. 
They also provide a picture of the county’s overall social and economic health over time. The narrative for each community 
indicator defines why the indicator is important to the community and measures community progress.

Selection Criteria
The indicators selected for inclusion in the Orange County Community Indicators report represent broad interests and trends
in Orange County and are comparable to indicator efforts in similar communities throughout the nation. The indicators that
were selected also meet the following specific criteria:

• Illustrate countywide interests and impacts as defined by impacting a significant percentage of the population

• Include the categories of economic development, technology, education, community health and prosperity, public safety, 
environment, and civic engagement

• Reflect data that is both reliable and available over the long-term

Peer Counties
To gain a better understanding of the state of the county in relation to other metropolitan areas, Orange County is compared
to neighboring and/or certain peer counties or regions in many of the indicators presented in this report. Neighboring 
counties include:  Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego Counties.  Peer regions are metropolitan areas that
have similar economic or demographic characteristics as Orange County and thus are considered economic competitors. 
They include:  Atlanta, Austin, Boston, Minneapolis (or Twin Cities), Research Triangle (North Carolina), San Francisco Bay
Area (or Santa Clara County or the San Jose Metropolitan Area), and Seattle.

Introduction
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INCOME POLARIZATION

Description of Indicator
This feature shows the change over 30 years in the proportion of Orange County families and neighborhoods that are lower, middle,
and higher income compared to the nation and peers. It also shows how Orange County ranks relative to peers in the proportion of
families and neighborhoods that are middle income. The lower income category includes families earning incomes that are less than
80% of their metro area’s median family income for a given year. The middle income category includes incomes between 80% and
120% of median and the higher income category includes incomes over 120% of median. This method of calculation controls for
changes in cost of living over time and for metropolitan area differences in income levels.

Why is it Important?
Rising income inequality – when the gap between the rich and the poor widens, resulting in more high and low income families and
fewer middle income families – may contribute to increased economic and geographic segregation. A declining “middle class” and
decreasing proportion of middle income neighborhoods constrains the ability of lower-income individuals to move up to middle-
income neighborhoods, as well as limiting opportunities for moderate-income earners to move up the property ladder, if the house-
price differential between lower- and higher-income neighborhoods is too high.

How is Orange County Doing?
Between 1970 and 2000, there has been a shift in family income across the largest 100 metro areas in the nation: the proportions of
families with lower incomes and higher incomes have risen, while the proportion with middle incomes has fallen. In Orange County
this trend is accelerated. Our rate of change outpaces the nation and all our peers. Between 1970 and 2000, the proportion of families
with moderate incomes fell 10% in Orange County compared to a fall of 7% nationwide.

Similar trends are occurring in neighborhoods across the nation, with middle-income neighborhoods losing ground to lower and high-
er income neighborhoods. Again in Orange County, there is even more rapid polarization with respect to neighborhoods with a
greater decrease in middle income neighborhoods in Orange County (-32%) than the nation (-17%). 

Middle Income Neighborhoods Disappearing Faster in
Orange County
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Description of Indicator
This indicator tracks migration and age patterns in Orange County, along with housing production and homeownership among young
college graduates.

Why is it Important?
Migration of a significant number of young adults out of Orange County can have profound repercussions on local businesses and the
stability and quality of our labor force. Population shifts from young families to aging adults impacts service and infrastructure needs
ranging from schools to health care, support services, and transportation (see Wellbeing of Older Adults). High housing costs may be
one of the most significant reasons why young adults are leaving Orange County.

How is Orange County Doing?
Migration and Age
Orange County’s population is becoming sig-
nificantly older as a result of young adults
migrating out of the county and the simultane-
ous aging of Baby Boomer residents. Recent
Census data shows the number of residents
between the ages of 25 and 34 dropped by
nearly 12.7% between 2000 and 2005, or near-
ly 59,000 people in five years. This rate of loss
is nearly four times the state average. As
expected, the number of children ages five to
nine (associated with younger families) also
decreased, with corresponding decreases in
elementary school enrollment. 

In contrast to the decrease in young adults, the
number of older adults ages 55 to 64 increased
by 28% or almost 63,000 people during this
same time period. These trends, which led to
the median age rising from 33 years old in 2000
to 35 years old in 2005, are projected to contin-
ue. By the year 2050, the proportion of older
adults over age 65 is expected to double, mak-
ing up 21% of the county’s population. Over
the same period the proportion of residents
between 25 and 54 years of age will shrink by
11% to 35% of the population. These statistics
suggest that many of Orange County’s children
grow up and move away, leaving their aging
parents behind. 

This pattern is consistent within major cities
across the county. Between 2000 and 2005,
only Buena Park and Irvine saw increases in the
percentage of their young adult populations.
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Housing Prices Cause Many Young Adults to Leave; Median
Age Rises
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MIGRATION TRENDS: A YOUNG ADULT EXODUS 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau

Age Change by City (Population 65,000 or More)
2000-2005 

Anah
eim

Buen
a 

Pa
rk

Costa
 M

es
a

Fu
lle

rto
n

Gar
den

 G
ro

ve

Huntin
gto

n

Bea
ch Irv

in
e

La
ke

 Fo
re

st

M
iss

io
n V

iej
o

New
port 

Bea
ch

Ora
nge

Sa
nta

 A
na

Tu
sti

n

W
es

tm
in

ste
r

6%

4%

2%

0%

-2%

-4%

-6%

Source:  California Department of Finance

Projected Popluation by Age
Orange County, 2000-2050

0-4

5-14

15-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65+

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

2000 2050

25 to 34 years 55 to 64 years

A
g

e



Clearly, owning a home for young families in Orange County is a major
stretch. Even allowing for relaxed debt-to-income guidelines and pur-
chasing a condo instead of a single-family home, young college gradu-
ate families  are finding that they can get more home for their money
by buying elsewhere. While many may choose to buy a home in near-
by counties and commute to Orange County - exacerbating traffic con-
gestion and air pollution problems - many more may leave the region
entirely.  If  young college graduate families cannot make it in Orange
County, then other young families without a college degree will face an
even tougher housing market situation. 

Repercussions
Losing young families results in a less diverse labor force now and in
the future. And if businesses supporting middle- and low- wage jobs 
follow their labor force out of the county, Orange County residents will
be left with an economy that is less resilient in recessionary periods.
While high-wage jobs are desirable, an economy built largely around
them may be more susceptible to boom and bust. 

The migration trends will also adversely affect social networks, as well
as the provision of social services. Many older residents traditionally
rely on family members residing nearby to care for them as they age.
Without these networks older residents will be increasingly reliant on
public services to fulfill such needs as transportation, daily care, or
meals.
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MIGRATION TRENDS: A YOUNG ADULT EXODUS

These trends are not unique to Orange County. A recent
article in the San Jose Mercury News titled, “Droves Say
Goodbye to Golden State” chronicled the migration of Bay
Area residents, as well as other Californians, fed up with
long commutes and high mortgages to more affordable
states. Nearly half of Californians spend more than 30% 
of their income on housing, significantly higher than in 
any other state, 2005 Census data shows. ‘Families just 
can’t make it in the housing market,’ says Dowell Myers, 
a professor of urban planning and demography at the
University of Southern California. ‘Low-income families 
are being priced out of rentals, and middle-income 
families are being priced out of homeownership.’

Excerpted from San Jose Mercury News, December10, 2006, article by Mike Swift.

Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household
Income Among Homes with a Mortgage 
Orange County, 2005

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau,
American Community Survey  
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Economic and
Business Climate

The four largest employment clusters -
Business and Professional Services, 
Tourism, Health Services and Construction -
posted solid employment growth
and salary increases. Per capita income is
strong and growing, and world exports
increased to the highest level in 10 years. 
Yet housing remains a stubborn 
problem. We are now the third most
expensive place to live among peers,
with the lowest ratio of new housing 
permits to new jobs.
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WORLD TRADE

One-third of all Exports go to Mexico and Canada
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures the trend in total and
manufacturing exports produced by Orange
County companies and identifies the county’s
top export markets.  

Why is it Important?
The ability to access foreign markets is impor-
tant for a strong and growing local economy.
Trade agreements like the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and subsequent
bilateral agreements continue to open new mar-
kets for Orange County businesses. The coun-
ty’s location on the Pacific Rim, proximity to the
Long Beach and San Pedro ports, and our large
population of Spanish and Asian language
speakers makes us well positioned for interna-
tional trade. 

How is Orange County Doing?
In 2005, total exports (comprised of manufac-
turing and service exports) were $16.3 billion –
an increase of $1.4 billion from the previous
year. Manufacturing, the largest component of
total exports, increased from $10.5 billion to
$11.4 billion. Computers and electronics were
Orange County’s top exports in 2005, account-
ing for over $5 billion worth of trade. Service
exports totaled almost $4.9 billion. 

Mexico continues to be the top destination for
Orange County exports (manufacturing and
services), followed by Japan and Canada.
Whereas NAFTA countries (Mexico and
Canada) imported one-quarter of all Orange
County manufactured goods a decade ago; these
countries now absorb one-third of all Orange
County manufacturing exports.  

Note: The values
from the year 2000
onward have been
revised and differ
somewhat from fig-
ures published previ-
ously in Community
Indicators reports. 

Total Orange County Exports Worldwide, 1996-2005
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COST OF LIVING, PER CAPITA INCOME
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County is Among the Most Expensive Places to Live
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Description of Indicator
This indicator uses a cost of living index to compare prices of housing,
consumer goods, and services for Orange County and peer 
metropolitan regions. The weighted index compares local market
prices in the following areas: 
• housing (29%) • groceries (14%)
• transportation (10%) • utilities (10%)
• health care costs (4%) • miscellaneous items (33%)

The average for all 300 metro areas indexed equals 100 and each area’s
individual index is read as a percentage of the average for all metro
areas. 

Why is it Important?
A high cost of living relative to peer markets can make Orange County
less attractive as a destination for businesses and workers. In addition,
businesses already operating in Orange County may opt to relocate or
expand elsewhere. Current residents - particularly young workers -
may decide to move to more affordable areas. 

How is Orange County Doing?
In the second quarter of 2006, Orange County’s cost of living was the
3rd highest among our peer regions. The only peer markets that were
more expensive were San Francisco and the Los Angeles-Long Beach
region. The index measured 153.2 for Orange County and most of our
peer regions are above the average as well. Orange County’s cost of liv-
ing measures for groceries, utilities, transportation and miscellaneous
items tended to rank in the middle among peers.  However, Orange
County’s high housing costs significantly affected the index, making it
among the highest scores.

Income Growth Still Strong
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures per capita income levels and income growth.
Total personal income includes wages and salaries, proprietor income,
property income and transfer payments, such as pensions and unem-
ployment insurance. Figures are not adjusted for inflation.

Why is it Important?
A high per capita income for county residents is crucial in the context
of the county’s high housing costs. In addition, a higher relative per
capita income signals greater discretionary income for the purchase of
goods and services. 

How is Orange County Doing?
In 2004, Orange County’s per capita income of $41,868 was higher
than the state and national averages. When compared to peer markets,
it was higher than all other areas except for Boston and Santa Clara
County. Between 2001 and 2004, Orange County posted a per capita
income growth of 3.6% - faster than all other peer markets. Over the
span of 10 years, Orange County ranks in the middle of peer markets
in terms of average annual percent change (4.7%). 

San Francisco 169.4
Los Angeles-Long Beach 156.1
Orange County 153.2
Silicon Valley 151.6
San Diego 142.8
Boston 136.4
Inland Empire 123.5
Seattle 115.3
Research Triangle 96.1
Austin 95.3

Cost of Living Index
Regional Comparison, 2nd Quarter 2006

Location Total Index Value

Source:  ACCRA/Council for Community and Economic Research (www.accra.org)

Cost of Living Index
Regional Comparison, 2nd Quarter 2006
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Homeownership Remains Unaffordable for Many Residents
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures the value and change in value of the median priced existing single-family detached home. It uses the California
Association of Realtors Housing Affordability Index to measure the percentage of Orange County households that can afford the exist-
ing median priced single-family detached home in the county. It also compares homeownership rates.

Why is it Important?
High relative housing prices – the top concern of Orange County executives this year (see Business Climate) – adversely impacts busi-
nesses’ ability to attract and retain workers. A shortage of affordable housing, particularly for first-time buyers, discourages young
workers from moving to or remaining in Orange County. This migration of young families out of Orange County is documented in
this year’s Special Features. In addition, a lack of affordable housing results in longer commutes, leading to increased traffic congestion
and pollution, decreased productivity and diminished quality of life. Homeownership increases stability for families and communities
and is a significant means of personal wealth creation. 

How is Orange County Doing?
Single-Family Home Sale Price
According to the California Association of Realtors, the median sale price of an existing single-family detached home in Orange County
was $710,920 in July 2006, nearly $150,000 more than the state median price for a comparable home. Nevertheless, this reflects an
increase of only 0.6%. This is far lower than the statewide average annual increase of 5.1% and the county’s 9% increase from 2004 to
2005.

The minimum household income needed to purchase a median priced single-family home in Orange County is approximately $145,680
assuming a 10% down payment and an adjustable interest rate of 6.48%. To put this into context, the annual income for a nurse in
Orange County is approximately $70,000; a firefighter is $52,000; and an elementary school teacher is $58,000. Despite recent inno-
vations in mortgage financing and more lenient credit standards, the enormous divide between middle class incomes and housing prices
continues to widen. 
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Income Needed to Afford Median Priced Home ($710,920)
Compared to Typical Salaries
Orange County, 2006
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MOBILITY

Rail Use Surges

252007  ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS CLIMATE

Description of Indicator
This indicator includes several transportation-related measures
including freeway use and congestion, average commute times,
bus and rail use, mode of travel, and local transportation funding. 

Why is it Important?
Assessing commuter trends and demand for transportation serv-
ices helps address future mobility needs. The ability of residents,
workers, and goods to move efficiently within the county is an
integral component to the county’s quality of life and business
climate. Long commutes affect personal lives and worker pro-
ductivity due to the time lost in transit. Traffic congestion
adversely affects the efficient movement of goods, adds to the
expense of owning and operating a car, and increases air pollu-
tion. An effective public transit system is essential for individuals
who cannot afford, are unable, or choose not to drive a car. 

How is Orange County Doing?
Use of Orange County’s Freeways 
According to Caltrans, in 2004 Orange County had the greatest
level of state highway utilization of all areas compared including
Los Angeles, Santa Clara and San Diego Counties. A greater
number of Vehicle Miles Traveled per highway mile suggests
greater congestion on the system, as well as more wear and tear
on the roadways and therefore, higher maintenance and preser-
vation costs.1 In 2004/05, a majority of Orange County freeways
were congested during weekday evening peak hours. 

Average Commute Times  
In 2005, the average commute time to work in Orange County
was 26.5 minutes, the same as the prior year. This places Orange
County in the upper third of the comparison regions, with
Riverside/San Bernardino County commuters spending the
longest time commuting to work (31.2 minutes) and Minneapolis
commuters spending the least (21.9 minutes). Over the last five
years, Orange County commutes have ranged from 25.5 minutes
(2002) to 27.0 minutes (2004). Despite a growing population
with more cars on the road, Orange County commute times have
remained relatively constant. 

1 Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) measures the total number of miles traveled by automobiles on
specified roads during a specified period of time.

Source:  Caltrans, 2002 Collision Data on California State Highways
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MOBILITY

Note: This map is representative of congestion on the indicated 
freeway segment during peak hours on incident free weekdays. This
map does not include non-recurrence, weekends, holidays and days in
which traffic is influenced by accidents, special events and lane 
closures. Congestion is defined as 35 mph and lower congested speed
for 15 minutes or more. 

Source: Caltrans, District 12

Congestion on Orange County Freeways
P.M. Peak Hours, 2004/05

Speed Lesser Than 35 MPH

Speed Greater Than 35 MPH
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MOBILITY

Transportation Funds
Orange County receives funds for transportation improvements from a variety of federal, state and local sources. For many years, state
and federal taxes on gasoline were the main revenues for regional transportation projects. Because gas taxes have not kept up with the
costs of transportation infrastructure and services, and inflation has eroded this traditional funding source, many counties have turned
to local sales tax measures specifically designated for transportation projects.

In 1990, Orange County voters approved Measure M, a 20-year program (to 2011) for transportation improvements funded by a one
half-cent sales tax. In November 2006, by a two-thirds majority, voters approved an extension of Measure M from 2011 to 2041. This
renewed sales tax will generate $11.862 billion of local funds (2005 dollars) allocated to Orange County freeway, street and road, pub-
lic transit, and environmental cleanup projects. With the extension of Measure M, total transportation revenues will increase to about
$40.7 billion (2005 dollars) over the next 36 years, from a mixture of federal, state, and local sources.

Source:  Orange County Transportation Authority
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Transit Performance   
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) bus passenger
boardings in 2005/06 totaled 67,779,946. Although the overall
number of boardings increased in 2005/06, per capita use did not
keep up with the county’s rising population. Compared with other
regions, the county’s bus ridership per capita is lower than all peer
areas with the exception of Riverside and San Bernardino counties.
In contrast, compared to similar markets, Orange County has
among the lowest operating costs per boarding according to 2004
data. At $1.44 per boarding, Orange County’s operating costs are
higher than Los Angeles ($1.14) and Boston ($1.31), but lower
than Santa Clara County ($3.36), Riverside ($2.08), San Diego
($1.79) and San Bernardino ($1.61).3

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) was
named the top transportation system in America in 2005 by 
the American Public Transportation Association. The OCTA was
recognized for its fast-growing bus system, improved Metrolink
commuter trains, enhancements to the freeway system, and
coordinated taxicab operations. 

3 Federal Transit Administration, National Transit Database (www.ntdprogram.com)



Technology 
and Innovation

Orange County moved from the most
diversified high-tech economy in
Southern California to most diversified 
in the nation. Complementary trends 
in schools and workforce preparation:
computer and Internet use in K-12 
schools is growing; more high
schoolers are taking upper-level 
math and science courses; 
and local universities are granting 
more technology-related degrees. 



Description of Indicator
This indicator measures Orange County businesses’ access to venture capital - financing for early stage companies - by tracking invest-
ment by metropolitan area. It also measures the number of patent grants awarded to inventors.

Why is it Important?
The development of new technology and innovations is critical for a regional economy’s long-term viability. Venture capital facilitates
the growth of new business and the exploitation of new tech-
nologies. The number of patent grants awarded for county
businesses and residents is a good barometer of both the
ingenuity of the local workforce and businesses’ commitment
to research and development. 

How is Orange County Doing?
In 2005, venture capital funding in Orange County more
than doubled to $605.6 million in comparison to $269.6 mil-
lion in 2004. Investments for the first half of 2006 totaled
$254.9 million – slightly behind the pace of 2005 and well
below the 2000 high of $1.5 billion. The top sectors receiv-
ing funding in the first half of 2006 were medical devices
($77.5 million), computer software ($63.8 million), and
industrial/energy ($33.3 million).  

While Orange County’s share of national venture capital is
only about 2%, the larger Tech Coast region - comprised of
Orange, Los Angeles, and San Diego Counties - received
10.8% of all national venture capital dollars in the first half
of 2006. The Tech Coast region is the third largest source of
venture capital funding behind Silicon Valley and Boston. 

In 2005, 1,837 patents were granted for county inventors.
While this figure is somewhat below the 2004 level of 1,957
patents, overall, patent grants to Orange County inventors
grew by 1.7% between 2001 and 2005 - better than peer
markets like Austin, San Diego, San Francisco, Los Angeles
and Boston. Orange County receives similar numbers of
patent grants as our peers except for Silicon Valley which
consistently garners four times the patents of its peers. 

VENTURE CAPITAL AND PATENT GRANTS

Venture Capital Investment Steadies After a Strong 2005
Rebound
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Silicon Valley, 36.3%

Boston, 11.6%

Tech Coast, 10.8%

Minneapolis / St. Paul, 1.0%

Austin, 2.5%

Orange County, 2.0%

All Others, 37.7%

Note:  Tech Coast is Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties.

Source: PricewaterhouseCoopers/Thomson Venture Economics/NVCA Moneytree Venture
Capital Profiles (www.ventureeconomics.com/vec/stats/2006q2/0MAINMENU.html)  
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TECHNOLOGY WORKFORCE PREPARATION

Latino Math and Science Course Enrollment Improving
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Description of Indicator
This indicator measures the technological know-how of the future work-
force by tracking  the number of K-12 students per computer, the number
of students per classroom with Internet access, and the percent of high
school students enrolled in an upper level math and/or science course in
Orange County public school districts.1

Why is it Important?
Computer, math and science competency are some of the most important
technical skills a student can possess in our knowledge- and computer-
driven economy. Many experts agree that a low ratio of four to five 
students per computer represents a reasonable level for the effective use of
computers in schools. The Internet is a major research tool for students
and an instructional device for teachers. Upper level math and science
courses are required for UC/CSU entry. These courses provide the back-
ground needed for many college level courses and many technology-
related jobs. 

How is Orange County Doing?
Between 2001/02 and 2005/06, the number of students per computer in
Orange County improved 24%. At 4.7 students per computer, Orange
County has nearly caught up to the California average (currently 4.5). The
number of students per classroom
with Internet access has improved in
Orange County (now 22.3). But
Orange County has improved at a
slower rate  (18%) than the state
(23%). 

Upper level math-taking by Orange
County high school students has
steadily increased until 2005/06 when
the level remained the same as the
previous year (33%). The average
number of high school students tak-
ing upper level science has remained
steady at approximately 20% of
enrollment. Hispanic high school
students showed the greatest
improvement over the past five years,
nearly doubling enrollment in upper
level math classes (from 11% to 20%)
and significantly increasing enroll-
ment in upper level science courses
(from 8% to 11%). Upper level
course enrollment varies by school
district, typically with higher levels 
of enrollment in districts with 
higher API scores (see Academic
Performance).

Source:  California Department of Education (http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest)

Upper Level Math and Science Course Enrollment as a Percent of Grade 9-12 Enrollment, by
School District 
Orange County, 2005/06
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1 Upper Level Math includes classes identified as Intermediate Algebra and Advanced Math. Upper Level Science includes classes identified as Chemistry (1st Year) and Physics (1st Year).
Due to changes in calculation methodology, these figures should not be compared to figures in previous Community Indicators reports. 
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TECH-RELATED DEGREES

Tech-Related Degrees Continue to Rise
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures the number of technology-related degrees conferred
by local universities.1

Why is it Important?
Effective workforce development and training is vital to Orange County’s 
economic wellbeing in three key ways. First, increasing the number of gradu-
ates with technical skills is critical to sustain the growth of the county’s high-
tech sector and its innovation economy. Second, high-tech jobs provide good
wages for employees. Finally, if local high-tech businesses cannot find skilled
graduates locally they must recruit workers from outside the county. 

How is Orange County Doing?
The number of undergraduate degrees earned in the county has increased
steadily since 2000 culminating in a 15% increase in 2005 on top of another
15% gain in 2004. Over the last five years, the disciplines that have seen the
greatest growth in graduating students were information and computer sciences
(141% gain) and engineering (53% gain). Roughly 20% of total undergraduate
degrees granted in 2005 were technology related.

The number of tech-related graduate degrees awarded increased by 13% in
2005 and 22% in 2004. On average, the county awarded 400 technology-relat-
ed graduate degrees between 1994 and 2003. In 2004, the number of degrees
increased to 572 and in 2005 the number jumped to 654. Graduate degrees in
biological science increased by 82% between 2001 and 2005 and engineering
degrees conferred increased by 62%. About 27% of total graduate degrees con-
ferred in 2005 were technology-related.

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Biological Sciences 505 516 524 610 710
Biology 121 113 122 92 125
Engineering 330 313 359 437 504
Information and Computer Sciences 198 230 331 388 478
Computer Sciences 119 138 124 157 114
Physical Sciences 222 224 181 222 273
Other Sciences 13 37 31 22 4
Total 1,508 1,571 1,672 1,928 2,208
Note:  Other Sciences includes environmental science, kinesiology, movement and exercise science.

Number of Tech-Related Bachelor’s Degrees Conferred at Orange County Universities

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Biological Sciences 33 42 42 19 60
Biology 13 12 18 19 10
Engineering 148 154 177 256 240
Information and Computer Sciences 55 67 70 71 73
Computer Sciences 28 41 41 60 85
Physical Sciences 111 93 62 125 150
Other Sciences 42 36 38 22 36
Total 430 445 448 572 654
Note:  Other Sciences includes physical therapy, food science and nutrition.

Sources:  California State University, Fullerton, Chapman University, and University of California, Irvine

Number of Tech-Related Graduate Degrees Conferred at Orange County Universities

Tech-Related Degrees Granted, 2001-2005
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1 Orange County universities that offer technology-related graduate and undergraduate degrees include California State University, Fullerton, Chapman
University, and University of California, Irvine.

Sources:  California State University, Fullerton, Chapman
University, and University of California, Irvine



Education

Education

Across the county, academic performance
and SAT scores increased along
with the number of students taking tests
required for college entrance. High school
dropouts declined for the fifth
year. Nearly one-third of public school 
students are bilingual and this 
number is rising.
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Job Placement Rates Remain High
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CAREER PREPARATION

Description of Indicator
This indicator uses data from Orange County Regional
Occupational Programs (ROP) and community colleges to assess
the status of career training and workforce development in
Orange County. 

Why is it Important?
Career technical education is a critical component of an education
and workforce development system that aims to be truly compre-
hensive, meeting the varied educational and career needs of all
residents. Career technical education allows residents to acquire
skills for technical jobs that do not require a two- or four-year
degree. For college-bound high school students and graduates it
provides important supplemental skills. For adults it provides
opportunities for those reentering the workforce, changing
careers, or needing on-the-job skill upgrades for their current job.
Ultimately, career education supplies the local economy with a
diverse and well-trained labor force. 

How is Orange County Doing?
Enrollment
Due to enrollment caps placed on ROPs because of funding lim-
itations, annual enrollment in Orange County ROP courses at
high schools, worksites, or local training centers has remained
steady at approximately 31,000 high school students and 26,000
adults. At Orange County’s nine community colleges, since
1999/00 enrollment has increased about 3%, reaching a level of
approximately 205,000 students enrolled in any given fall or
spring semester. 

Graduation Rates and Degrees Granted
ROPs encourage high school students enrolled in their programs
to get their high school diplomas and 89% of 12th graders did so
in 2004/05. Orange County community colleges granted a total
of 8,293 Associate degrees and 2,409 certificates in 2005/06. Over
the past five years, Associate degrees granted increased 28% or an
average of 6% annually. The most popular career-technical
majors are Business & Management, Engineering & Industrial
Technologies, and Health.

Placement
Tracking students after they complete their course of study pro-
vides an indication of the value of career education for the student
personally and for the local economy. The most recent data avail-
able reveals 93% of ROP students and 84% of community college
students were placed. Showing a respectable match between the
skills taught and the demands of the local economy, 58% of ROP
students employed six months after completing the program in
June of 2004/05 were employed in a field related to their course
of study. Among community college students in career education,
those getting degrees or certificates in Health and Public &
Protective Services had the highest placement rate (both 90%)
followed by Business & Management and Education (both 86%).
On average, Orange County community college students met or
exceeded the state performance goals for completion, placement,
and retention. 

Sources: Capistrano-Laguna, Coastline, Central County, and North
County Regional Occupational Programs
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Dropouts Continue Downward Trend; More College Grads
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures by ethnicity the percentage of Orange
County public high school students who drop out annually. It also
measures the educational attainment of Orange County residents
over 25 years of age, compared to neighboring and peer regions. 

Why is it Important?
A high school diploma or college degree opens many career oppor-
tunities that are closed to those without these achievements.
Additionally, the education level of residents is evidence of the qual-
ity and diversity of our labor pool – an important factor for business-
es looking to locate or expand in the region. 

How is Orange County Doing?
Dropout Rates
The Orange County annual dropout rate declined for the fifth year
in a row to 1.3%. Over the course of four years of high school it is
estimated that at least 5% of the student-body drops out. While
there is debate that common tracking methodologies undercount the
number of dropouts, the 10-year trend in Orange County has been
toward fewer dropouts. The decline can be attributed in part to the
Orange County Department of Education’s alternative education
program which offers untraditional schooling options for students
who would otherwise drop out. Among the total number of dropouts
in 2005, Hispanic and White students were the two largest groups
(59% and 28%, respectively). With Hispanic students comprising
39% of total high school student enrollment, and 59% of the total
dropout population, their dropout rate is disproportionately high.

Educational Attainment of Residents Over 25
In 2005, the percentage of Orange County residents over 25 with a
high school diploma remained roughly the same at 82.6%, slightly
below the national average. The percentage of Orange County resi-
dents over 25 with a bachelor’s degree rose a statistically significant
1.6 percentage points to 34.9%, well above the national average of
27.2%. 
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Counting Orange County’s Dropouts: New System of Tracking in Place

As of the 2006/07 school year, students in California are now given a

unique identifying number so that they can be tracked more accurately.

This will enable schools, districts and the state to begin to calculate

dropout rates that more reliably reflect reality as soon as 2007/08.
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Description of Indicator
This indicator summarizes academic performance
as determined by the California Department of
Education (CDE) and the federal No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001. 

Why is it Important?
Tracking academic performance enables school
administrators, parents, and the public to evaluate
how well Orange County schools are meeting state
and national standards. If a school does not meet its
state-identified Academic Performance Index
growth targets and is ranked in the bottom half of
the statewide distribution, it may be required to
participate in an intervention program. The nation-
al Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) targets provide
another tool for stakeholders to track progress and
develop improvement plans when necessary. A Title
I school district that fails the same element of AYP
for two consecutive years must develop or revise a
plan to improve performance and also reserve funds
for professional development of its staff.1

How is Orange County Doing?
California Department of Education Target
Performance
In 2006, with one exception, all Orange County
school districts saw improvement in their Academic
Performance Index (API) scores. Orange County’s
average API score of 782 is a five point improve-
ment from last year, compared to a 16 point
improvement the year before, and is now 18 points
away from the statewide goal of 800. Twelve dis-
tricts had scores exceeding the statewide goal with
Tustin Unified newly achieving this status. 

No Child Left Behind Target Performance
A school district is said to have achieved Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) if the four No Child Left
Behind targets have been met. Fully 79% of school
districts met all four AYP targets in 2006, and all
Orange County school districts met their 2006 AYP
Academic Performance Index target of 590 (one of
the four targets). Of the districts that did not
achieve AYP in 2006, most fell short on the testing
participation target of 95% for certain subgroups.
Only four of 27 districts have been identified for
Program Improvement.

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE
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26 of 27 School Districts Improve Scores

Irvine Unified 882 891 •
Los Alamitos Unified 858 868 •
Fountain Valley Elementary 856 865 •
Cypress Elementary 848 853 •
Huntington Beach City Elementary 836 852 •
Laguna Beach Unified 836 849
Brea-Olinda Unified 830 838 •
Saddleback Valley Unified 826 832
Ocean View Elementary 815 826 •
Capistrano Unified 813 823 •
Tustin Unified 790 810
Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified 801 805 •
Fullerton Elementary 766 790 • 
Fullerton Joint Union High 758 790 • Year 1
Orange County Average 777 782 N/A N/A
Newport-Mesa Unified 760 778 •
Orange Unified 765 777 • 
Centralia Elementary 774 773 •
Westminster Elementary 753 769 •
Huntington Beach Union High 757 767 •
Savanna Elementary 760 764
Garden Grove Unified 740 756 •
Buena Park Elementary 734 745 •
La Habra City Elementary 713 734 • Year 1
Magnolia Elementary 705 727 • 
Anaheim Union High 681 691 •
Anaheim City Elementary 672 682 Year 1
Santa Ana Unified 656 657 Year 2

1 Schools with a high percentage of children from low income families receive federal “Title I” funding.

Note:  Savanna Elementary, Tustin Unified, Saddleback Valley Unified, and Laguna Beach Unified have
not been identified for Program Improvement since they have not failed AYP for two consecutive years. 

Source:  California Department of Education, DataQuest (www.data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/)

Average Academic Performance Index Scores
Orange County, 2005 and 2006

Adequate Yearly Progress
Orange County, 2006

School District
2006
API

2005
API

Achieved
AYP

Program
Improvement

Status

Performance Targets
California Department of Education
The CDE uses the Academic
Performance Index (API) score to
measure performance. The API –
ranging from a low of 200 to a high
of 1000 – is calculated for each
school based on the performance of
individual pupils on several standard-
ized tests.

No Child Left Behind
“Adequate Yearly Progress” for No
Child Left Behind is determined by
performance on four statistics: API
Growth score, testing participation
rate of 95% or better, the percent-
age of students performing at the
proficient level or above in English-
language arts and mathematics, and
graduation rate targets for districts
with high school students.

Program Improvement
A Title I school district that fails to make AYP for two consecutive years on the
same criteria is identified for Program Improvement (PI) and must develop or
revise a plan to improve performance.1 To exit PI status a school must achieve
Adequate Yearly Progress for two consecutive years. If after two years of PI
status a school has not achieved AYP, it is subject to corrective action from the
state Department of Education.



13
4,

33
2

13
7,

83
5

14
2,

38
5

14
6,

45
0

15
0,

65
3

15
6,

72
5

15
9,

14
5

15
3,

05
5

14
9,

53
5

96
,9

83

73
,0

75 80
,9

98
 

89
,7

21

92
,6

26

Nearly a Third of Students are Bilingual
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures the number and percent
of students who are English language learners in
Orange County public schools, and compares
English Learner enrollment among peer
California counties.

Why is it Important?
Students who have limited English speaking
skills often face academic, employment and
financial challenges. An educated workforce with
good communication skills is important for a
strong economy. A large number of bilingual
students can provide a rich employment resource
for companies seeking to expand internationally
(see World Trade). 

How is Orange County Doing? 
In 2005/06 the percent of total public school
enrollment in Orange County made up of
English Learners declined for the third year in a
row dropping from 29.1% to 28.3%. This brings
the overall number of English Learners to
144,118. The number of students initially desig-
nated as bilingual (Fluent-English-Proficient)
when they entered school continues its upward
trend from 18% to 19% of total enrollment in
2005/06. The percent of English Learner stu-
dents redesignated Fluent-English-Proficient
rose to 9.7% of total enrollment. About half of
enrollment is made up of native English speak-
ers.  

Orange County continues to have the second
largest proportion of English Learners com-
pared to neighboring and peer counties. The
proportion of enrollment made up of English
Learners increased in the Inland Empire but
decreased or stayed the same in all other coun-
ties between 2004/05 and 2005/06.
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Bilingual Students: Fluent-English-Proficient Students and English Learners
Redesignated Fluent-English-Proficient
Orange County, 2002-2006
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Language Assessment Explained
When students enter school their language skills are assessed and they are
given a designation. Then each spring English Learners are assessed to
determine whether their designation should be changed.

Designations
English Learner: A student who does not speak English fluently. 

Fluent-English-Proficient (FEP): A student who speaks a foreign language
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Proportion of Overweight Youth Continues to Climb
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures physical fitness of children by performance
in six areas: aerobic capacity, body composition (percent of body
fat), abdominal strength, trunk extension strength, upper body
strength, and flexibility. Also measured is the percentage of chil-
dren from low-income families who are considered overweight
(body mass index equal to or greater than the 95th percentile).

Why is it Important?
A sedentary lifestyle and being overweight are among the primary
risk factors for many health problems. Building a commitment to
fitness and having a healthy body weight can have a positive impact
on children’s health now and in adulthood.

How is Orange County Doing?
In 2006, improvement in the proportion of Orange County stu-
dents considered fit leveled off for all grades except 9th grade
where fitness levels dropped slightly. On average, Orange County
students performed between 5% and 7% better than their
California peers. Still, the percentage of unfit students remains
high. About two-thirds of 5th, 7th, and 9th graders could not meet
the six minimum fitness standards. In terms of aerobic capacity, the
overall five-year trends show improvement for all grades. Youth in
9th grade consistently have poorer aerobic capacity than 5th and
7th grade youth. Among all grades, 39% of Latino students have
poor aerobic capacity compared to 29% of Asian students and 28%
of White students.

The proportion of overweight low-income youth continues to
climb in Orange County. Orange County has the highest propor-
tion of overweight youth among peers. Out of 61 regions in
California, Orange County youth ranked 42nd (ages 2 to <5) and
58th (ages 5 to <20), with 61 having the greatest percentage of
overweight youth.1
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Percent of Students Achieving Six Fitness Standards
Orange County, 2006
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1 While there are 58 counties in California, the ranking of 61 regions results from a combina-
tion of including five Los Angeles County sub-regions and groupings of smaller counties. 

Source:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Pediatric Nutrition Surveillance System (www.dhs.ca.gov/pcfh/cms/onlinearchive/chdpin.htm)  
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Quality Accreditation Rises; Demand Exceeds Supply
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Description of Indicator
This indicator measures child care quality and affordabil-
ity including cost, supply and demand, and accreditation
of child care programs.

Why is it Important?
Research on children’s brain development and school
readiness demonstrates the importance of high quality
early education and care programs for young children.
Affordable child care is essential to enable working fami-
lies to maintain economic self-sufficiency. High child care
costs and the gap between supply and demand of licensed
slots places a significant burden on working parents.  

How is Orange County Doing?
Orange County child care costs are above average, rank-
ing 2nd highest among the counties compared. Between
2002 and 2004, center-based child care costs rose about
10 times as fast as the median family income and over
twice as fast as average annual child care worker pay. One
factor affecting cost of care is the rapidly rising cost of
Workers’ Compensation insurance for center-based 
programs. However, the rise in cost is largely a function
of the gap between child care supply and demand. 

In 2006, there were 85,006 licensed child care slots and
more than three times that many children potentially
needing child care. The gap between the supply of
licensed child care slots and the estimated need places
Orange County among the worst of California’s 58 coun-
ties.  There is a similar gap for subsidized care. Since July
2006, more than 10,000 income-eligible children have
applied to be placed on the Centralized Eligibility List for
state or federally subsidized child care. Only 9% of
Orange County children who qualify for subsidized child
care are receiving those services. Either by choice or 
due to the scarcity of licensed or subsidized spots, many
parents turn to informal care such as family members,
babysitters, nannies, or other “license-exempt” care
providers.

Accreditation by one of four accrediting bodies (National
Association for the Education of Young Children,
National Association for Family Child Care, Association
of Christian Schools International, or National School
Age Consortium) has grown dramatically in the past year.
As of September 2006, there were 136 accredited centers,
up 40% from the total of 97 last year. Still, the proportion
of all licensed facilities that are quality accredited is slim
(5%). 

Source:  2004-2005 Regional Market Rate Survey of California Child Care Providers by ORC Macro for California
Department of Education

Average Annual Full Time Child Care Costs
County Comparison, 2004/05
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Sources: California Child Care Resource and Referral Network; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, State and
County Employment and Wages from Covered Employment and Wages (www.bls.gov/data/home.htm); U.S.
Census Bureau, American Community Survey; and ORC Macro for California Department of Education.
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Children Living in Poverty
The number of children living in families with incomes low enough
to be eligible for free or reduced price school lunches is a common-
ly used proxy for child poverty. If family income is below 185% of
the Federal Poverty Guidelines a child is eligible for the program.
The percentage of Orange County children eligible to participate in
this program has hovered between 37% and 40% over the past
seven years with this year falling at 39%. Wide disparities within the
county are evident. 

Housing Insecurity
Rental Assistance 
In 2005, when the Section 8 waiting list was opened for the first
time since 2001, 18,600 families applied for rental assistance
(vouchers) to help defray high housing costs. But given the small
number of vouchers available, an applicant put on the 2005 waiting
list might have to wait as long as seven years for a voucher unless
conditions or funding levels change. Ten percent (10%) of appli-
cants indicated they were homeless, earning a median annual
income of under $10,000. Among these homeless applicants, earned
wages are the primary source of income for 43%, and 38% have
children.

Overcrowding and Homelessness
Some families must share housing to cope with the county’s high
housing costs. The result is overcrowded conditions that place
strain on personal relationships, housing stock, and city and county
infrastructure and services. When sharing housing is not an option,
or other factors like foreclosure, financial loss or domestic violence
come into play, the next step can be homelessness. 

In response to No Child Left Behind, school districts now report
the number of children identified as homeless. According to the
definition used in the law, 11,642 Orange County children were
identified as homeless in 2005/06. Using the same data source but
applying the Housing and Urban Development definition of home-
lessness, 1,891 were homeless and 9,747 children were identified as
living doubled- or tripled-up (defined as two or more families living
at one address).

For most families, homelessness resulted not from substance abuse
or mental illness but from financial loss, family problems, eviction
or from simply not having a job that pays enough to afford month-
ly rent or mortgage or the prohibitive upfront costs of renting and
buying. The inability to save for a deposit was the main reason cited
by families and individuals living in Anaheim motels for why they
are homeless.2 (For countywide housing trends see Housing
Demand, Housing Affordability, and Rental Affordability.)

2 OC Partnership/Research Support Services, A Strategic Plan for Assisting Individuals and Families Residing in Motels to Reach and Sustain Stable Housing, January 2005

Source: Information provided by school districts on their Local Education Agency Reporting
Form Title 1, Part A and Homeless Education Consolidated Application submitted to
California Department of Education

1 $9,800 $18,130
2 $13,200 $24,420
3 $16,600 $30,710
4 $20,000 $37,000
5 $23,400 $43,290
6 $26,800 $49,580
7 $30,200 $55,870
8 $33,600 $62,160

Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services

Federal Poverty Guidlines
(FPG) and 185% of FPG, 2006

Family Size FPG 185%

Primary Nighttime Residence of Children and Youth
Identifed as Homeless or Living in Overcrowded Conditions
Orange County, 2005/06

Doubled-up/Tripled-up

Hotels/Motels

Unknown

Shelters

Unsheltered (e.g., cars,
parks, campgrounds, etc.)

Anaheim Elementary 82%
Magnolia Elementary 77%
Santa Ana Unified 74%
La Habra City Elementary 72%
Buena Park Elementary 67%
California Average 51%
Orange County Average 39%
Capistrano Unified 14%
Huntington Beach City Elementary 13%
Los Alamitos Unified 10%
Irvine Unified 6%
Laguna Beach Unified 5%
Note: Elementary and unified school districts only.

Source: California Department of Education, DataQuest
(http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/)

Percent of Children Eligible for Free or
Reduced Price School Meals
Highest and Lowest Five Orange County
School Districts, 2005/06
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MENTAL HEALTH

Asian Residents Report Least Amount of Social Support
Description of Indicator
This indicator measures the availability of social support in Orange
County compared to peers and by ethnicity.  Also measured are whether
Orange County adults have ever been diagnosed with a mental condi-
tion and whether they have seen a mental health professional. 

Why is it Important?
Since mental health disorders often go unreported and untreated, meas-
uring social support is another way to gauge informal mental health
resources available to prevent or relieve disorders like depression.
Professional diagnosis and treatment is also important. Untreated,
mental health disorders can worsen, leading to difficulties in the home
and workplace, and in severe cases, suicide.

How is Orange County Doing?
According to the 2003 California Health Interview Survey, slightly
more than half of Orange County adults have social support in terms of
always having someone available that loves them or makes them feel
wanted (58%).  Fewer indicate they have someone who understands
problems (43%). While a small percentage of residents report no one is
available to provide social support (between 3% and 6%), these per-
centages equate to between 68,000 and 120,000 individuals. Orange
County has about the same levels of social support as the state and most
peers. Social support varies by ethnicity, with Asians reporting the least
social support and Whites reporting the most. 

According to the Orange County Health Needs Assessment, the per-
centage of residents diagnosed with depression or bipolar disorder rose
from 5.1% in 1998 to 7.3% in 2004. Among adults, 9% have visited a
mental health professional in the past 12 months. Teens show a similar
level of visiting a mental health professional.  Most residents have men-
tal health insurance coverage (70%) but 4% of residents indicated they
needed mental health services but could not get it.

The Mental Health/Drug
Abuse Connection
Among adults with serious
mental illness, 20% nation-
wide were dependent on or
abused alcohol or illicit drugs;
the rate among adults with-
out serious mental illness was
6%. Depressed individuals are
more inclined to drink, smoke
or use drugs, and more than
half of individuals reporting a
substance abuse problem in
their lifetimes have also had
mental disorders.

Source: Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (www.samhsa.gov)

Source:  Orange County Health Needs Assessment,
Spring Report 2005 (www.ochna.org/) 

Source:  Orange County Health Needs Assessment,
Spring Report 2005 (www.ochna.org/) 

Visited a Mental Health Professional in the Past 12
Months by Age
Orange County, 2004
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HEALTH STATUS

Description of Indicator
This indicator reports mortality rates (age-adjusted deaths per 100,000 people), morbidity rates (cases per 100,000 people) and 
progress toward Healthy People 2010 National Objectives for commonly measured health status indicators.1 AIDS and HIV data is
also presented.

Why is it Important?
Viewing the county in relation to statewide averages and national
health objectives identifies public health issues that are compara-
tively more or less pronounced in Orange County, informing
public health initiatives designed to address problems.

How is Orange County Doing?
Rates of death due to lung cancer, breast cancer and all cancers
improved the most in the past year, with Orange County’s
statewide rank in breast cancer jumping up 10 places to 19th and
achieving the Healthy People 2010 goal for the first time. Deaths
due to all cancers also achieved the Healthy People 2010 goal for
the first time, joining homicide, motor vehicle accidents and lung
cancer. Despite Orange County’s low rankings and worse than
average death rates for heart disease and stroke, these causes of
death are the next closest to achieving their Healthy People 2010
goals. 

As of December 2005, there were approximately 3,278 people liv-
ing with AIDS in Orange County, an increase of 3%, with 165 of
the cases newly diagnosed in 2005. Orange County’s 2005 AIDS
case rate is seven per 100,000 people age 13 and over newly diag-
nosed with AIDS; the Healthy People 2010 goal is one per
100,000.2 Latinos and African Americans are increasingly and dis-
proportionately impacted by AIDS. Cases among Asian/Pacific
Islanders are also on the rise, up 150% between cases prior to
2000 and new cases in 2005. Since the implementation of HIV
reporting in July of 2002, there have been 2,066 HIV cases
reported and it is estimated that an additional 558 people have
HIV infection and are unaware. 

Breast Cancer Achieves Healthy People 2010 Goal

Age-Adjusted Death Rates: Progress Towards 2010 Goals
Orange County, 2004

Drug-Induced

Suicide

Firearms Injury

Unintentional Injuries

Stroke

Heart Disease

All Cancers

Breast Cancer

Homicide 

Motor Vehicle Accidents

Lung Cancer

Improvement Worsening No ChangeHealthy People  
2010 Goal

Source:  California Department of Health Services, County Health Status Profiles
(www.dhs.ca.gov/hisp/chs/OHIR/) 

Note: Some percentages do not add up to 100% due to the omission of the “other/multiple
race” category.

Source:  County of Orange Health Care Agency, HIV/AIDS Surveillance & Monitoring Program
(www.ochealthinfo.com/docs/public/hiv/fact-sheet-english.pdf) 

5 Unintentional Injuries
6 Motor Vehicle Accidents
6 Lung Cancer
8 Firearms Injury
9 Suicide
12 Drug-Induced
12 All Cancers
19 Breast Cancer
21 Diabetes
25 Homicide
33 Stroke
45 Heart Disease

Rank Cause of Death

Orange County Age-Adjusted Death Rate Ranking and
Comparison to California Average, 2004

1 See Substance Abuse for an explanation of age-adjusted death rates.  See Prenatal
Care for an explanation of Healthy People 2010.
2 Calculated using California Department of Finance population by age data for 2005.

Note: Ordered by Orange
County’s rank among California
counties (one is best, 58 is
worst).

Source: California Department of
Health Services, County Health
Status Profiles
(www.dhs.ca.gov/hisp/chs/OHIR/) 
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