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A Dave Berg comic strip from the 1970’s depicted a situation in which a husband and wife were discussing population growth as they were out for a drive in their car.   As their conversation drew to a close, one asked the other where would all the people fit, as if a solution seemed unfathomable.  The irony of their conversation was delivered by the strip’s closing frame, which depicted the pair driving through a vast, undeveloped region.  The notion may exist to the average Californian that the Golden State has vast expanses of developable land.  This can be reinforced as one drives through such places in California as the Mojave Desert region on State Route 58 or Interstate 15; Interstate 10 east of the Inland Empire towards the Arizona border; or even Interstate 8 east of San Diego.  A drive on U.S. Highway 101 through Ventura County suggests that even in areas adjacent to metropolitan areas, ample open and available land still exists.  

This perception is misleading.  California’s booming population is on a collision course with the amount of developable land.  This will fundamentally affect the ways future communities are designed, and will include the introduction and proliferation of high-density, high-rise “vertical” communities in small and medium-sized towns and cities.  This transformation will affect the strategies needed to deliver effective policing services during the next decade.  Small and medium-sized police departments must first recognize that “verticalization” is likely to be on the event horizon for their cities and towns.  As this realization becomes clearer, these departments should explore a number of long-term strategy considerations that may better prepare them for the impacts that high-rise communities can have upon them when they are established.  Implementation of successful strategies can afford opportunities to affected agencies to address crime and life quality matters on the front end, discouraging crime while promoting life quality and community policing.  In order for this to happen in the future, thought should be invested in the matter now.

Limited Land + More People ( Verticalization
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The 2000 U.S. Census recorded 155,959 square miles of dry land in California, which at first seems to support the notion of abundant space Significant portions of this land are held by a wide variety of interests including various braches of the federal government.
  The Bureau of Land Management reports it currently regulates fifteen million acres of public land in California (about fifteen percent of the state’s surface), two and one-half million acres of privately owned land and a trust of nearly six hundred thousand acres of Native American tribal lands.
  The United States Department of Agriculture’s 2003 National Resource Inventory Report stated that of California’s 101.5 million surface acres, 46.6 million acres were reserved federal land, 17.75 million acres were rangeland, 13.9 million acres were forested, 9.5 million acres were cropland and 5.9 million acres were already developed.  By 1996 only about eight million acres of available urban raw land existed in California.
  Though this may sound like a lot of remaining territory, it actually means that about ninety-two percent of the state’s surface area has already been spoken for, and only a fraction remains available to accommodate future growth and development.

In May of 2007, the California Department of Finance estimated the state’s population at 37.7 million people – roughly one out of every eight persons in the United States.
  CADOF also projected that the state’s population will climb to thirty-nine million people by the year 2010, and surpass forty-four million by the year 2020.
  Projections note that California will have 59.5 million people by the year 2050.
  It is easy to see that California’s growing population threatens to deplete the state’s developable land, since people must go somewhere. 
Where are they going?  Earlier this year, the University of California at Santa Barbara’s Economic Forecast Project indicated that people are moving to areas outside of established metropolitan centers.
  Suburban communities are well on their way to developing their own urban centers in the near future.  California’s population growth is evident in a number of counties and cities that were previously considered as being rural, suburban and agricultural or were otherwise not associated with metropolitan living.  The California Department of Finance’s 2007 list of Ten Fastest Growing California Cities Based on Percentage Change
 shows that almost all of those that made this list currently are not considered to be high-density urban centers.
  CADOF’s 2006-2007 Ten Fastest Growing California Cities Based on Numeric Population Change
 also lists a number of the same cities, as well as cities that share common geographic areas, such as the Inland Empire and Southern California’s high desert region. This list also indicates that small and medium-sized cities in California are experiencing accelerated population growth.
  This suburban growth trend presents a new spin on the characteristics of future communities.  In February 2008, futurist Joel Kotkin related during a U.C. Santa Barbara Economic Forecast forum that with the influx of more people, suburbs will undergo significant transformations.  He is not the only one espousing this trend, which will be discussed later. 
The rankings from http://www.citymayors.com’s “Fastest-growing U.S. cities between 2000 and 2006” go a step further by illustrating that a number of California cities that made the above referenced CADOF lists are experiencing sustained growth.
  A number of medium-sized, sub-metropolitan cities (defined as incorporated cities having one hundred thousand or more persons) rank on this list, with thirty-one California cities in the top 100 cities in terms of numerical population growth.
  An increasing number of Southern California communities are now contiguous to each other, greatly limiting outward expansion.  In many cities, infill development may be the only alternative to no growth at all.
It is clear that a suburban boom is in progress. The population increase of the United States’ western region projects a 135% development in suburban areas in this region between 1990 and 2050.
  The shift to suburbia began decades ago with the development of multi-lane interstates linking metropolitan centers to outlying suburban areas and small towns.
  Increased dependence upon automobiles and the development of increasingly fuel-efficient engines and vehicular amenities has made the workforce better equipped to live outside of metropolitan centers.  The popularity of compressed and flexible work schedules has also mitigated inconveniences caused by commuting.  Suburban areas are also generally perceived as being more desirable and safer than cities. This is demonstrated by considerable growth in cities such as Thousand Oaks and Simi Valley CA, which have repeatedly held the titles of being among the nation’s safest cities.
  People will continue to move to these smaller cities, adding fuel to the frenzy of suburban sprawl, which progressively burdens these cities as space becomes limited.  This will force fundamental changes in municipal design.

Concepts Lending to Verticalization
Smart growth, mixed-use development, and open space conservation concepts are gaining momentum in the wake of California’s situation and will contribute to civic transformation.
  Smart growth has become a broadly used term, as land management initiatives and planning strategies grow inversely proportional to the amount of remaining developable land.  Smart growth advocates compact, transit-oriented, walkable, bicycle-friendly land use, including mixed-use development with a range of housing choices. It may be viewed as an urban planning and transportation theory that concentrates growth in the center of a city to avoid urban sprawl.
  Mixed-use refers to the practice of allowing more than one type of use in a building or set of buildings.  In zoning terms, this may mean a combination of residential, commercial, industrial, office, institutional, or other land uses.
  

Conservation of open space and agricultural resource movements are also becoming formidable factors in the development of future.
  In some areas, initiatives designed to curb urban sprawl or preserve agricultural resources restrict outward expansion and development.  Ventura County, for example, has its Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources initiative, a countywide commitment to establish and enforce city urban restriction boundaries.
  The initiative requires that urban development outside of municipal boundaries be subject to voter approval.  As a result, thousands of acres of farmland and open space are now practically off-limits to development.  
All three land use concepts advocate high-density development, including high-rise buildings, since these structures maximize the use of land.  The term “high-rise building” can have a wide variety of definitions, but a generally accepted definition used by most building engineers, inspectors, and architects is: a building that is seventy-five feet or greater in height, equating to about seven stories.
  
A long list of impacts caused by the collision of more people and less space can be drawn up, but one evolving dynamic is apparent: this situation will force Californians to fundamentally change how its communities are designed.  Joel Kotkin noted that communities will evolve into self-sustaining, pedestrian-friendly enclaves, in which people will live and shop near work.
  In sync with Kotkin’s prediction, the National Institute of Crime Prevention’s President, Art Hushen, stated in 2007 that a new lifestyle shift dubbed “vertical new urbanism” may soon find itself to be en vogue in America.
  Hushen added that well-planned high-rise communities, complete with pedestrian-friendly mixed-use environments could help restore a national concept of community that has declined over the years.
  In the coming decade, communities will find themselves expanding in a vertical fashion, introducing high-rise business and residential space in separate and mixed-use settings.  

This means that a number of cities and towns in California will face the transitional “flash point” of introducing vertical structures within their boundaries.  Some California cities on the edge of this transition include larger cities such as Sacramento and San Jose, and medium-sized cities such as Oxnard and Irvine.  Port Hueneme, a seaside community of twenty-four thousand, recently rebuffed a developer’s attempt to establish a forty-six story mixed-use tower.  Despite Hueneme’s rejection of the project, it is significant in that small towns are included in attempts to “go vertical.”  

“Vertical” Challenges to Law Enforcement
As California continues to grow, law enforcement agencies in fledgling “vertical” cities will feel significant effects of change, particularly in those small and medium-sized cities that transform from horizontal low-structure communities into vertical ones.  The perceived link between high-density, high-rise populations and crime will concern law enforcement agencies tasked with policing them.  Past experience, such as those in the embattled high-rise public housing projects in eastern U.S. cities during the 1960’s through the 1990’s, serve as a lesson learned when developing strategic plans to effectively police these future communities.
  Law enforcement agencies must anticipate the challenges presented by burgeoning high-rises, and develop policing strategies to meet them.  
Newly formed high-rise towns and cities may face a host of problems concerning how the police, accustomed to serving “horizontal” environments, will perform their duties.  Challenges will run a gamut ranging from fundamental methods of how the structures are policed to training and equipment requirements, operational tactics, emergency response and evacuation procedures, and impacts of increased response times.  The successful incorporation of a variety of technologies into policing strategies will also play a role.  Successful, proactive strategies will occur at the front end of these challenges, beginning with police involvement in planning processes.  Every effort must be made to establish a safe environment from the moment the high-rises are occupied.

Strategies for Consideration

An eight-person panel convened in Oxnard, California in mid-2007 to examine future impacts of vertical community proliferation in small and medium-sized cities.  Members were comprised of professionals from fields of property management, private security, firefighting, high-rise development, crime prevention, law enforcement / community policing, and land use / open space conservation.  Panelists discussed potential vertical community policing and problem-solving strategies (referred to as V-COPPS) for the future.  The panel identified land use and community design trends consistent with those noted by Kotkin and Hushen.  The panel also cited additional relevant emerging trends including: 

· Increased stakeholder involvement in the community planning process
· Increased resident concern for security
· Increased emphasis upon privatization of public safety components
· Increased reliance on technology
The group concluded that cities facing vertical transformation should develop public safety strategies that are reflected in developer agreements and municipal planning processes.  The decisions made and actions taken from this point will largely dictate the vertical community profile that will in turn provide an indicator of what public safety demands such urban centers may present.  Panelists recommended that law enforcement agencies should also be vigilant of emerging technologies and their application to public safety, since its successful use in high-rises can be an effective tool to both prevent and solve crime.  Additionally, the panel discussed the notion that municipal governments and police departments should develop partnership-oriented strategies, in which police departments consider collaboration with high-rise communities and private industry interests such as those from security and technology fields.  

The points made by the panel serve to suggest strategies that may assist law enforcement to provide effective, community oriented policing services in future high-rise environments. Amongst the most critical strategies will be involvement in the planning and development process, deploying the appropriate training and equipment, and deploying technology as it emerges to aid in the work of policing vertical communities.

Planning and Development: Investments in High-Rise Public Safety 

Throughout California, police agencies engage in varying degrees of effort in the municipal planning process.
  Police executives should, if they are not already, allocate resources to participate in future city planning and development efforts.  Public safety officials should also immerse themselves in dialogue with local community development agencies well before the crafting of developer agreements.  An astute police chief will interact and team up with other municipal department heads and present the case for the need of additional police resources when new development projects approach an event horizon.  A police department that becomes familiar with and involved with municipal planning will better position itself to consider and voice public safety issues when high-rises come to town.  

Outside of municipal processes, formal education such as that offered by UCLA’s School of Public Affairs’ Department of Urban Planning (among many other programs at many other colleges) should be encouraged for police managers.  For example, urban planning studies may add additional managerial perspective to the role that police have in public safety, particularly in law enforcement - a profession that typically places emphasis on education in criminal justice, law, and to some degree business (especially for management positions).  Having added perspectives on a police department’s command staff would be a good thing, since it would lend to additional ways of viewing both issues and solutions.  A police department that is well-versed in such disciplines may be better suited to effectively represent police interests in planning matters, including the processes centering upon high-rise developments that are coming to town.  
Training and Equipment: Tools for High-Rise Responses
Police departments anticipating the emergence of high-rise communities should develop training programs tailored to respond to these environments.  Training should cover a wide spectrum of topics, including:

· Familiarization of building infrastructure including elevator / attack elevator operation, fire door operation, and associated safety equipment / infrastructure

· Access control systems

· Surveillance camera operations

· Evacuation procedures, including occasional live drills

· Tactical responses to high-rise buildings

· Terrorist opportunity mitigation

· Roof operations, especially in those jurisdictions that operate air units

· High-rise crime prevention through environmental design

· Community policing in vertical environments

· Disaster preparedness

· Physical fitness

Training should not be limited to tactical operations, but also to a further understanding of infrastructure, hardware, and equipment found in such buildings.  Such training can help prevent the loss of life, as past examples have provided future lessons.  In the 1988 Los Angeles First Interstate Bank Building fire, the sole fatality was a building engineer who did not use proper elevator procedures.
  In a 1993 incident inside San Francisco’s forty-eight story 101 California Street Tower is also instructive.  In this tragedy a deranged gunman shot fourteen people in a law firm, fatally wounding eight before committing suicide.  Responding officers faced a number of challenges, particularly with stairwell operations, fire doors, and communications.  A San Francisco Police Officer who responded to this incident recently related that a number of lessons arose from the event, but emphasized that law enforcement agencies need to train their personnel specifically for responding to high-rise critical incidents.
  In addition to emergency responses, appropriate training would also enhance service during more routine calls.  Officers aware of resources the building offers (surveillance, access points, etc.) will be more effective in any aspect of their core service to protect the public. 
Academic coursework and familiarization of municipal processes, particularly for those involved in police supervision and management may also lend towards developing lasting high-rise policing strategies.  A greater understanding of community design beyond law enforcement-driven CPTED concepts can help shed more light upon strategies for policing future high rises.  City staff and planning commissioners should be offered opportunities to attend law enforcement oriented courses, such as Sacramento Police Department’s newly-developed High Rise Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, which made its debut in June of 2007.  Such courses would be beneficial to such staff by educating them of the myriad of issues facing law enforcement in the face of inevitable vertical community proliferation; their added understanding and buy-in to high-rise public safety concerns can only lend toward designing better vertical communities. 
Technology’s Role in Vertical Policing

Technology will play a significant role in high-rise communities, since numerous emerging and developing technologies have a foreseeable public safety role in this medium.  Law enforcement agencies in soon to be affected cities should to pay particular attention to technology related, but certainly not limited to: 

· Radio Frequency Identification

· Communications technology (radios, repeaters)

· Surveillance and closed circuit monitoring  

· Wireless and mesh networks (wireless feeds and communications systems)

· Perimeter security systems (sensors, alarms)

· Access control systems (smart locks, smart cards, biometrics)

· Automated parking systems

· Facial, object, and behavioral recognition (license plate readers, and gait analysis technology)

· Weapons and explosives detection systems

· Anti-terrorism and blast mitigation systems

· Personalized VTOL aircraft (such as the Moller Skycar©, which is in early developmental stages
)

Technology is not the magic bullet that will prevent and solve all crime, but if properly figured into high-rise communities it can be a tool for preventing crime and increasing the feeling of security in future communities.  For example, the use of high-rise automated parking systems may also become more widespread in the future.  In addition to space conservation, automated vehicle parking systems are also viewed as an effective deterrent to crimes such as vehicle burglary and vehicle theft.
  Also for consideration are technologies related to radio communications within high-rises, which has often been problematic – as the 101 California Street Tower incident showed.  

Law enforcement agency communications managers should be vigilant of improved radio frequency repeater products or technologies that can address high-rise radio reception “dead spots” and should be prepared to explore other types of emerging technology, such as wireless mesh network communications.  This developing technology allows concurrent video, voice, and even data transmission, making it ideal for municipal, public safety, and industrial networks.  Mesh networks for surveillance cameras and access control systems may soon be fundamental for both crime prevention and response augmentation in high-rise environments; a conceptual example includes integrated surveillance systems that can conceivably feed audio-visual footage from a high-rise environment directly to patrol units or handheld personal data assistants.  Whether applied strictly to communications within high-rises, or applied for law enforcement use throughout a jurisdiction, technologies such as this should be evaluated for their application feasibility.  

The bottom line is that it is important for law enforcement strategists to realize that given that high-rise communities will be a new entity in a number of cities and towns, these jurisdictions should exploit the opportunity of their pre-arrival to include crime-fighting / prevention technology solutions early in the game. 
Reflect, then Look Ahead!

Regardless of whether a city is currently considered to be sub-metropolitan, suburban or even rural, many will develop vertical urban centers during the next decade.  Though this is not a future event for those larger, urban environments where high-rises have long been a part of the landscape – it certainly is for those smaller towns and cities that have yet to experience the transition.  High-rise proliferation can change sleepy one-horse and two-stoplight towns into highly populated urban centers in which the small town feeling can all but erode if left unchecked.  Without proper foresight into the impacts they will have upon the delivery of not only basic police responses, but also to community policing strategies, the effectiveness of policing these post-vertical communities can be jeopardized.  Police departments should recognize the value of their participation in community design, the utility of technology, and the need for high-rise oriented training and equipment.  If agencies do not, or choose not to recognize the impacts that high-rise proliferation will have upon their towns, they risk becoming reactive, occupying forces surrounded by multi-storied crime problems.  However if we realize the benefit of both past learned lessons and the future challenges, we can better equip law enforcement agencies with improved opportunities police them. 
End Notes

California is facing a rapidly diminishing amount of developable land.





Population projections reinforce the notion that the growing population will greatly influence the design of California’s future communities.
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A conceptual illustration of the upcoming Village development in Oxnard, California.  Oxnard is among a number of medium-sized cities that will soon experience an introduction to mixed-use vertical communities.  (Image provided courtesy of The DalyOwensGroup)
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TABLE 1 COUNTY BY DECADE

		TABLE 1				TOTAL POPULATION

						2000				2010				2020				2030				2040				2050				1970		1980		1990		2000		2010		2020		2030		2040		2050

		ALAMEDA				1,453,078				1,550,133				1,663,481				1,791,721				1,923,505		2,047,658		2,047,658								29558000		34105437		39135676		44135923		49240891		54226115		59507876

		ALPINE				1,261				1,369				1,453				1,462				1,411				1,377

		AMADOR				35,357				40,337				47,593				54,788				61,550				68,487

		BUTTE				204,065				230,116				281,442				334,842				387,743				441,596

		CALAVERAS				40,870				47,750				56,318				64,572				72,230				80,424

		COLUSA				19,027				23,787				29,588				34,488				38,131				41,662

		CONTRA COSTA				956,497				1,075,931				1,237,544				1,422,840				1,609,257				1,812,242

		DEL NORTE				27,680				30,983				36,077				42,420				49,029				56,218

		EL DORADO				158,621				189,308				221,140				247,570				280,720				314,126

		FRESNO				804,508				983,478				1,201,792				1,429,228				1,670,542				1,928,411

		GLENN				26,764				30,880				37,959				45,181				54,000				63,586

		HUMBOLDT				126,839				134,785				142,167				147,217				150,121				152,333

		IMPERIAL				143,763				189,675				239,149				283,693				334,951				387,763

		INYO				18,181				19,183				20,495				22,132				23,520				25,112

		KERN				665,519				871,728				1,086,113				1,352,627				1,707,239				2,106,024

		KINGS				130,202				164,535				205,707				250,516				299,770				352,750

		LAKE				58,724				67,530				77,912				87,066				96,885				106,887

		LASSEN				34,108				37,918				42,394				47,240				51,596				55,989

		LOS ANGELES				9,578,960				10,514,663				11,214,237				11,920,289				12,491,606				13,061,787

		MADERA				124,696				162,114				212,874				273,456				344,455				413,569

		MARIN				248,449				253,682				260,305				273,151				287,153				307,868

		MARIPOSA				17,150				19,108				21,743				23,981				26,169				28,091

		MENDOCINO				86,736				93,166				102,017				111,151				121,780				134,358

		MERCED				211,481				273,935				348,690				439,905				541,161				652,355

		MODOC				9,628				10,809				13,134				16,250				20,064				24,085

		MONO				13,013				14,833				18,080				22,894				29,099				36,081

		MONTEREY				404,031				433,283				476,642				529,145				584,878				646,590

		NAPA				125,146				142,767				165,786				191,734				219,156				251,630

		NEVADA				92,532				102,649				114,451				123,940				130,404				136,113

		ORANGE				2,863,834				3,227,836				3,520,265				3,705,322				3,849,650				3,987,625

		PLACER				252,223				347,543				428,535				512,509				625,964				751,208

		PLUMAS				20,868				21,824				22,934				24,530				26,279				28,478

		RIVERSIDE				1,559,039				2,239,053				2,904,848				3,507,498				4,103,182				4,730,922

		SACRAMENTO				1,233,575				1,451,866				1,622,306				1,803,872				1,989,221				2,176,508

		SAN BENITO				53,927				64,230				83,792				103,340				123,406				145,570

		SAN BERNARDINO				1,721,942				2,177,596				2,581,371				2,958,939				3,309,292				3,662,193

		SAN DIEGO				2,836,303				3,199,706				3,550,714				3,950,757				4,241,399				4,508,728

		SAN FRANCISCO				781,209				818,163				844,466				854,675				858,532				854,852

		SAN JOAQUIN				569,083				741,417				965,094				1,205,198				1,477,473				1,783,973

		SAN LUIS OBISPO				248,322				269,734				293,540				316,613				338,760				364,748

		SAN MATEO				711,031				736,667				761,455				786,069				807,587				819,125

		SANTA BARBARA				401,115				434,497				459,498				484,570				509,920				534,447

		SANTA CLARA				1,693,128				1,837,361				1,992,805				2,192,501				2,412,411				2,624,670

		SANTA CRUZ				256,695				268,016				287,480				304,465				318,413				333,083

		SHASTA				164,794				191,722				224,386				260,179				295,281				331,724

		SIERRA				3,701				3,628				3,508				3,290				3,356				3,547

		SISKIYOU				44,634				47,109				51,283				55,727				60,656				66,588

		SOLANO				396,995				441,061				503,248				590,166				697,206				815,524

		SONOMA				461,618				495,412				546,151				606,346				676,179				761,177

		STANISLAUS				451,190				559,708				699,144				857,893				1,014,365				1,191,344

		SUTTER				79,632				102,326				141,159				182,401				229,620				282,894

		TEHAMA				56,130				65,593				79,484				93,477				108,345				124,475

		TRINITY				13,155				15,172				18,236				22,136				26,030				30,209

		TULARE				369,873				466,893				599,117				742,969				879,480				1,026,755

		TUOLUMNE				54,863				58,721				64,161				67,510				70,325				73,291

		VENTURA				758,884				855,876				956,392				1,049,758				1,135,684				1,229,737

		YOLO				170,190				206,100				245,052				275,360				301,934				327,982

		YUBA				60,598				80,411				109,216				137,322				168,040				201,327

		CALIFORNIA				34,105,437				39,135,676				44,135,923				49,240,891				54,226,115				59,507,876

								0				0				0				0				2,047,658
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TABLE 2 CO BY RACE 2000

		

		Table 2				YEAR 2000

												Pacific				American

		County		TOTAL		White		Hispanic		Asian		Islander		Black		Indian		Multirace

		ALAMEDA		1,453,078		607,009		275,632		299,159		9,228		215,010		5,513		41,527

		ALPINE		1,261		901		101		4		1		7		205		42

		AMADOR		35,357		29,334		3,089		318		31		1,434		576		575

		BUTTE		204,065		164,452		21,363		7,046		299		2,775		3,404		4,726

		CALAVERAS		40,870		35,857		2,788		342		40		327		630		886

		COLUSA		19,027		9,198		8,829		256		81		98		334		231

		CONTRA COSTA		956,497		561,414		169,083		105,643		3,392		88,567		3,768		24,630

		DEL NORTE		27,680		19,456		3,847		656		18		1,198		1,631		874

		EL DORADO		158,621		135,355		14,787		3,340		183		776		1,306		2,874

		FRESNO		804,508		324,947		353,921		66,240		711		41,134		6,423		11,132

		GLENN		26,764		16,924		7,879		918		23		130		464		426

		HUMBOLDT		126,839		104,562		8,053		2,095		238		1,075		6,793		4,023

		IMPERIAL		143,763		28,965		104,267		2,662		84		5,214		1,817		754

		INYO		18,181		13,594		2,275		178		18		20		1,701		395

		KERN		665,519		332,431		255,578		22,184		759		38,401		6,074		10,092

		KINGS		130,202		55,387		56,738		3,980		217		10,551		1,337		1,992

		LAKE		58,724		47,476		6,679		502		90		1,242		1,457		1,278

		LASSEN		34,108		24,309		4,696		280		150		3,110		988		575

		LOS ANGELES		9,578,960		3,045,819		4,273,914		1,165,096		24,489		910,077		27,187		132,378

		MADERA		124,696		59,198		55,213		1,595		178		4,843		1,746		1,923

		MARIN		248,449		196,567		27,508		11,384		362		7,173		654		4,801

		MARIPOSA		17,150		14,514		1,350		143		22		121		560		440

		MENDOCINO		86,736		65,409		14,261		1,043		119		491		3,482		1,931

		MERCED		211,481		88,105		95,961		14,738		307		7,718		1,177		3,475

		MODOC		9,628		7,819		1,103		62		7		65		358		214

		MONO		13,013		10,015		2,295		155		10		67		277		194

		MONTEREY		404,031		165,285		188,989		23,743		1,652		14,358		1,847		8,157

		NAPA		125,146		87,206		29,573		3,734		269		1,570		671		2,123

		NEVADA		92,532		83,928		5,225		740		74		254		698		1,613

		ORANGE		2,863,834		1,472,752		886,127		398,109		8,618		43,532		8,992		45,704

		PLACER		252,223		211,482		24,399		7,439		351		1,956		1,713		4,883

		PLUMAS		20,868		18,494		1,202		118		22		143		468		421

		RIVERSIDE		1,559,039		801,110		566,592		57,464		3,436		94,534		10,405		25,498

		SACRAMENTO		1,233,575		721,885		197,578		137,630		7,485		120,446		9,363		39,188

		SAN BENITO		53,927		25,198		25,825		1,230		78		506		296		794

		SAN BERNARDINO		1,721,942		763,664		678,020		81,589		4,607		153,650		10,249		30,163

		SAN DIEGO		2,836,303		1,578,308		757,055		251,447		12,517		159,068		15,713		62,195

		SAN FRANCISCO		781,209		347,117		110,217		241,821		3,680		59,809		2,110		16,455

		SAN JOAQUIN		569,083		274,249		173,707		65,374		1,744		36,855		3,670		13,484

		SAN LUIS OBISPO		248,322		190,264		40,525		6,544		251		4,810		1,541		4,387

		SAN MATEO		711,031		360,423		155,505		142,989		9,853		24,288		1,605		16,368

		SANTA BARBARA		401,115		229,881		137,184		16,131		623		8,520		2,198		6,578

		SANTA CLARA		1,693,128		761,619		405,854		434,437		5,345		45,712		5,487		34,674

		SANTA CRUZ		256,695		170,221		68,816		8,676		336		2,246		1,266		5,134

		SHASTA		164,794		142,971		9,090		3,143		165		1,208		4,106		4,111

		SIERRA		3,701		3,334		227		6		3		6		62		63

		SISKIYOU		44,634		37,271		3,368		556		53		583		1,634		1,169

		SOLANO		396,995		197,819		70,088		50,411		3,007		58,383		2,274		15,013

		SONOMA		461,618		346,634		80,028		14,404		884		6,376		3,613		9,679

		STANISLAUS		451,190		263,160		143,132		19,531		1,582		10,863		3,627		9,295

		SUTTER		79,632		48,265		17,666		9,384		156		1,451		972		1,738

		TEHAMA		56,130		44,260		8,842		453		54		304		1,032		1,185

		TRINITY		13,155		11,369		533		73		16		62		609		493

		TULARE		369,873		157,347		187,732		11,927		275		5,248		3,136		4,208

		TUOLUMNE		54,863		46,773		4,476		397		87		1,157		893		1,080

		VENTURA		758,884		433,052		254,062		40,751		1,442		13,681		3,344		12,552

		YOLO		170,190		100,114		44,083		17,044		525		3,252		1,200		3,972

		YUBA		60,598		39,862		10,537		4,680		108		1,826		1,340		2,245

		CALIFORNIA		34,105,437		16,134,334		11,057,467		3,761,994		110,355		2,218,281		185,996		637,010
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TABLE 2 CO BY RACE 2010

		

		Table 2 continued				YEAR 2010

												Pacific				American

		County		TOTAL		White		Hispanic		Asian		Islander		Black		Indian		Multirace

		ALAMEDA		1,550,133		554,155		364,470		376,874		11,539		185,484		7,935		49,676

		ALPINE		1,369		944		122		4		1		7		236		55

		AMADOR		40,337		32,410		4,676		374		31		1,467		619		760

		BUTTE		230,116		178,452		31,448		7,037		329		3,057		4,345		5,448

		CALAVERAS		47,750		39,684		5,284		368		48		341		681		1,344

		COLUSA		23,787		10,382		12,171		331		97		108		382		316

		CONTRA COSTA		1,075,931		563,060		254,818		137,229		5,356		87,727		5,045		22,696

		DEL NORTE		30,983		20,809		5,099		751		18		1,249		2,043		1,014

		EL DORADO		189,308		158,918		21,116		3,717		207		836		1,355		3,159

		FRESNO		983,478		331,144		492,449		92,099		802		46,797		8,412		11,775

		GLENN		30,880		18,235		10,322		1,057		23		152		512		579

		HUMBOLDT		134,785		107,867		10,426		2,348		286		1,164		8,148		4,546

		IMPERIAL		189,675		28,322		146,600		4,738		102		6,511		2,412		990

		INYO		19,183		13,859		2,495		208		18		62		1,908		633

		KERN		871,728		377,280		393,612		32,619		871		48,703		7,162		11,481

		KINGS		164,535		64,833		78,139		4,448		265		13,213		1,470		2,167

		LAKE		67,530		51,255		10,878		554		100		1,239		1,737		1,767

		LASSEN		37,918		27,104		5,259		326		175		3,199		1,053		802

		LOS ANGELES		10,514,663		2,913,695		5,079,973		1,397,967		29,522		877,423		31,089		184,994

		MADERA		162,114		72,080		78,295		1,799		186		4,402		2,494		2,858

		MARIN		253,682		181,215		47,170		11,037		402		7,740		683		5,435

		MARIPOSA		19,108		16,190		1,458		159		22		122		615		542

		MENDOCINO		93,166		64,203		19,197		1,121		128		522		5,861		2,134

		MERCED		273,935		91,799		153,698		15,949		350		6,920		1,232		3,987

		MODOC		10,809		8,889		1,136		62		7		65		384		266

		MONO		14,833		9,682		4,348		175		10		69		303		246

		MONTEREY		433,283		135,006		246,849		26,735		1,877		10,955		1,978		9,883

		NAPA		142,767		83,009		46,599		7,856		301		1,707		697		2,598

		NEVADA		102,649		92,157		6,631		804		74		267		729		1,987

		ORANGE		3,227,836		1,419,887		1,158,270		517,787		11,883		44,873		12,880		62,256

		PLACER		347,543		271,819		46,983		17,109		393		2,154		1,899		7,186

		PLUMAS		21,824		19,104		1,383		136		22		149		517		513

		RIVERSIDE		2,239,053		1,007,513		937,246		102,074		3,989		139,214		11,987		37,030

		SACRAMENTO		1,451,866		746,974		297,898		183,156		13,238		136,147		10,489		63,964

		SAN BENITO		64,230		22,817		37,905		1,582		78		587		315		946

		SAN BERNARDINO		2,177,596		770,147		1,012,839		117,205		5,564		213,642		13,776		44,423

		SAN DIEGO		3,199,706		1,700,006		941,997		306,194		18,014		136,769		28,776		67,950

		SAN FRANCISCO		818,163		371,040		110,072		254,228		4,268		53,759		2,858		21,938

		SAN JOAQUIN		741,417		293,928		265,001		107,303		2,068		51,277		4,838		17,002

		SAN LUIS OBISPO		269,734		191,905		58,135		7,856		277		4,919		1,617		5,025

		SAN MATEO		736,667		313,992		188,420		177,034		10,510		26,848		1,838		18,025

		SANTA BARBARA		434,497		232,815		161,719		18,793		695		11,356		2,648		6,471

		SANTA CLARA		1,837,361		744,753		475,255		500,916		15,733		47,092		8,517		45,095

		SANTA CRUZ		268,016		149,546		95,178		13,491		368		2,715		1,528		5,190

		SHASTA		191,722		162,541		11,608		5,727		191		1,421		4,896		5,338

		SIERRA		3,628		3,232		251		6		3		6		62		68

		SISKIYOU		47,109		37,989		4,314		633		59		622		1,860		1,632

		SOLANO		441,061		198,512		96,228		67,734		3,526		51,289		3,029		20,743

		SONOMA		495,412		326,723		120,241		23,359		966		7,897		4,953		11,273

		STANISLAUS		559,708		267,271		234,342		27,182		1,877		14,007		4,653		10,376

		SUTTER		102,326		53,117		31,683		13,028		181		1,582		1,024		1,711

		TEHAMA		65,593		48,176		13,778		485		54		333		1,145		1,622

		TRINITY		15,172		13,151		602		79		16		62		659		603

		TULARE		466,893		167,520		268,343		16,326		306		4,964		4,226		5,208

		TUOLUMNE		58,721		48,463		6,246		433		87		1,162		950		1,380

		VENTURA		855,876		453,905		318,479		47,747		1,601		13,710		3,954		16,480

		YOLO		206,100		108,101		62,790		22,385		615		5,020		1,453		5,736

		YUBA		80,411		47,199		20,873		5,271		149		2,106		1,854		2,959

		CALIFORNIA		39,135,676		16,438,784		14,512,817		4,684,005		149,878		2,287,190		240,721		822,281
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TABLE 2 CO BY RACE 2020

		

		Table 2 continued				YEAR 2020

												Pacific				American

		County		TOTAL		White		Hispanic		Asian		Islander		Black		Indian		Multirace

		ALAMEDA		1,663,481		506,702		463,001		446,882		14,309		169,536		10,691		52,360

		ALPINE		1,453		969		142		4		1		7		275		55

		AMADOR		47,593		36,843		7,122		461		31		1,513		690		933

		BUTTE		281,442		209,497		47,868		7,754		365		3,327		6,092		6,539

		CALAVERAS		56,318		43,695		8,754		406		56		363		749		2,295

		COLUSA		29,588		12,132		15,953		435		99		129		451		389

		CONTRA COSTA		1,237,544		564,682		364,825		177,600		8,306		90,765		6,554		24,812

		DEL NORTE		36,077		22,752		6,862		906		18		1,711		2,587		1,241

		EL DORADO		221,140		182,022		28,648		4,065		227		923		1,430		3,825

		FRESNO		1,201,792		342,241		56,149		10,730		125,340		915		653,416		13,001

		GLENN		37,959		21,250		13,720		1,339		23		178		706		743

		HUMBOLDT		142,167		110,299		12,721		2,630		326		1,272		9,542		5,377

		IMPERIAL		239,149		27,634		192,071		7,074		122		8,147		2,984		1,117

		INYO		20,495		14,312		2,866		251		18		62		2,115		871

		KERN		1,086,113		424,169		535,612		42,178		1,019		62,233		8,069		12,833

		KINGS		205,707		75,001		103,787		4,993		325		17,453		1,635		2,513

		LAKE		77,912		55,126		16,330		608		102		1,271		2,143		2,332

		LASSEN		42,394		30,342		5,913		379		204		3,415		1,136		1,005

		LOS ANGELES		11,214,237		2,622,397		5,905,060		1,582,652		34,636		822,305		34,640		212,547

		MADERA		212,874		92,218		107,180		1,953		188		4,451		3,532		3,352

		MARIN		260,305		163,149		71,141		10,635		435		8,110		707		6,128

		MARIPOSA		21,743		18,487		1,609		178		22		122		707		618

		MENDOCINO		102,017		63,535		24,845		1,238		148		564		9,156		2,531

		MERCED		348,690		97,109		220,060		18,055		395		7,009		1,306		4,756

		MODOC		13,134		11,003		1,297		62		7		65		396		304

		MONO		18,080		9,397		7,805		195		10		69		338		266

		MONTEREY		476,642		115,953		306,006		29,606		2,139		9,763		2,112		11,063

		NAPA		165,786		80,342		67,193		12,419		334		1,808		728		2,962

		NEVADA		114,451		101,965		8,229		869		74		286		767		2,261

		ORANGE		3,520,265		1,294,712		1,465,316		616,929		15,009		43,893		13,873		70,533

		PLACER		428,535		316,683		72,787		25,201		437		2,402		2,007		9,018

		PLUMAS		22,934		19,766		1,654		156		22		166		581		589

		RIVERSIDE		2,904,848		1,166,730		1,343,019		156,097		4,635		173,095		15,956		45,316

		SACRAMENTO		1,622,306		764,684		374,677		217,548		17,307		155,677		11,161		81,252

		SAN BENITO		83,792		22,270		57,302		1,922		77		737		416		1,068

		SAN BERNARDINO		2,581,371		750,474		1,326,650		150,301		6,709		275,959		16,147		55,131

		SAN DIEGO		3,550,714		1,793,884		1,125,754		360,288		25,516		129,758		40,845		74,669

		SAN FRANCISCO		844,466		395,115		108,254		258,475		4,801		50,409		3,598		23,814

		SAN JOAQUIN		965,094		322,204		380,092		163,056		2,442		71,438		6,388		19,474

		SAN LUIS OBISPO		293,540		193,171		78,637		9,126		312		4,976		1,677		5,641

		SAN MATEO		761,455		280,023		220,258		197,659		11,642		30,463		2,351		19,059

		SANTA BARBARA		459,498		230,443		181,923		20,752		794		15,061		3,159		7,366

		SANTA CLARA		1,992,805		738,743		560,058		548,927		30,498		47,586		12,589		54,404

		SANTA CRUZ		287,480		139,942		119,705		16,501		407		3,228		2,042		5,655

		SHASTA		224,386		186,944		14,480		8,990		231		1,726		5,994		6,021

		SIERRA		3,508		3,075		270		6		3		6		80		68

		SISKIYOU		51,283		40,150		5,463		782		59		665		2,166		1,998

		SOLANO		503,248		200,362		129,209		92,716		4,124		47,431		4,452		24,954

		SONOMA		546,151		313,493		168,306		34,144		1,060		10,345		6,375		12,428

		STANISLAUS		699,144		275,186		348,466		36,225		2,170		19,540		5,891		11,666

		SUTTER		141,159		62,101		55,551		18,480		218		1,730		1,100		1,979

		TEHAMA		79,484		54,447		20,812		558		54		386		1,347		1,880

		TRINITY		18,236		15,900		748		99		16		62		714		697

		TULARE		599,117		183,761		374,740		23,047		366		5,436		5,771		5,996

		TUOLUMNE		64,161		50,933		8,860		471		87		1,181		1,040		1,589

		VENTURA		956,392		463,526		399,846		53,525		1,819		14,074		4,435		19,167

		YOLO		245,052		116,259		83,049		28,187		699		7,611		1,731		7,516

		YUBA		109,216		58,579		35,345		6,448		208		2,412		2,745		3,479

		CALIFORNIA		44,135,923		16,508,783		18,261,267		5,527,783		196,576		2,390,459		299,599		951,456
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TABLE 2 CO BY RACE 2030

		

		Table 2 continued				YEAR 2030

												Pacific				American

		County		TOTAL		White		Hispanic		Asian		Islander		Black		Indian		Multirace

		ALAMEDA		1,791,721		453,896		570,180		522,885		17,148		157,712		13,657		56,243

		ALPINE		1,462		919		164		4		1		7		308		59

		AMADOR		54,788		40,991		9,856		522		28		1,553		728		1,110

		BUTTE		334,842		241,418		66,258		7,997		385		3,450		7,642		7,692

		CALAVERAS		64,572		46,791		12,744		428		60		361		791		3,397

		COLUSA		34,488		13,426		19,375		467		104		142		505		469

		CONTRA COSTA		1,422,840		559,773		502,219		220,855		11,464		91,863		8,049		28,617

		DEL NORTE		42,420		24,873		8,809		1,036		18		2,272		3,818		1,594

		EL DORADO		247,570		200,194		35,995		4,217		247		968		1,416		4,533

		FRESNO		1,429,228		349,834		824,824		158,969		982		65,989		12,880		15,750

		GLENN		45,181		24,267		17,270		1,603		23		196		899		923

		HUMBOLDT		147,217		111,020		14,650		2,802		360		1,326		10,664		6,395

		IMPERIAL		283,693		25,533		234,445		9,392		142		9,608		3,321		1,252

		INYO		22,132		15,002		3,340		278		18		62		2,204		1,228

		KERN		1,352,627		477,348		719,004		53,871		1,131		77,216		8,966		15,091

		KINGS		250,516		85,464		132,613		5,310		393		21,970		1,735		3,031

		LAKE		87,066		57,244		22,255		641		100		1,297		2,462		3,067

		LASSEN		47,240		33,885		6,612		418		229		3,707		1,170		1,219

		LOS ANGELES		11,920,289		2,299,502		6,793,557		1,759,129		39,221		749,018		36,044		243,818

		MADERA		273,456		116,312		141,680		2,063		185		4,445		4,745		4,026

		MARIN		273,151		144,597		101,974		9,879		465		8,463		715		7,058

		MARIPOSA		23,981		20,499		1,709		191		22		116		750		694

		MENDOCINO		111,151		61,820		31,079		1,278		165		592		13,205		3,012

		MERCED		439,905		101,543		304,592		19,191		427		6,984		1,321		5,847

		MODOC		16,250		13,959		1,425		56		7		65		399		339

		MONO		22,894		8,858		13,106		211		10		69		342		298

		MONTEREY		529,145		96,630		374,591		31,550		2,322		9,468		2,166		12,418

		NAPA		191,734		77,037		91,896		16,591		349		1,774		730		3,357

		NEVADA		123,940		109,655		9,748		899		74		285		766		2,513

		ORANGE		3,705,322		1,107,029		1,765,105		679,650		17,048		40,410		15,423		80,657

		PLACER		512,509		356,274		106,391		33,487		471		2,498		1,982		11,406

		PLUMAS		24,530		21,048		1,849		166		22		173		618		654

		RIVERSIDE		3,507,498		1,280,673		1,739,015		206,889		5,057		202,486		18,650		54,728

		SACRAMENTO		1,803,872		775,149		461,534		254,563		21,844		174,612		11,888		104,282

		SAN BENITO		103,340		21,676		76,952		2,077		75		870		479		1,211

		SAN BERNARDINO		2,958,939		731,650		1,606,190		189,153		7,595		337,664		17,928		68,759

		SAN DIEGO		3,950,757		1,914,728		1,323,945		413,568		35,316		126,026		50,435		86,739

		SAN FRANCISCO		854,675		411,210		105,883		255,910		5,152		46,629		4,129		25,762

		SAN JOAQUIN		1,205,198		344,521		512,851		222,367		2,762		92,114		7,520		23,063

		SAN LUIS OBISPO		316,613		189,398		103,564		10,487		330		4,958		1,640		6,236

		SAN MATEO		786,069		247,584		252,514		215,191		12,533		33,807		2,896		21,544

		SANTA BARBARA		484,570		227,501		202,141		22,890		870		19,128		3,561		8,479

		SANTA CLARA		2,192,501		742,591		672,298		594,866		48,166		47,096		17,407		70,077

		SANTA CRUZ		304,465		125,449		146,486		19,663		420		3,714		2,532		6,201

		SHASTA		260,179		214,193		17,539		12,599		267		1,964		6,910		6,707

		SIERRA		3,290		2,844		282		6		3		6		83		66

		SISKIYOU		55,727		42,545		6,663		875		59		658		2,438		2,489

		SOLANO		590,166		197,299		180,714		125,745		4,967		45,478		5,920		30,043

		SONOMA		606,346		296,558		228,740		45,718		1,119		12,922		7,533		13,756

		STANISLAUS		857,893		277,938		488,869		43,860		2,415		25,200		6,850		12,761

		SUTTER		182,401		69,716		83,411		23,748		250		1,784		1,232		2,260

		TEHAMA		93,477		60,467		28,291		609		51		417		1,482		2,160

		TRINITY		22,136		19,511		891		109		16		62		757		790

		TULARE		742,969		198,978		494,211		29,774		403		5,639		7,109		6,855

		TUOLUMNE		67,510		51,596		11,290		497		87		1,186		1,083		1,771

		VENTURA		1,049,758		448,196		501,082		57,947		1,942		13,944		4,453		22,194

		YOLO		275,360		119,733		100,893		32,379		768		10,414		1,814		9,359

		YUBA		137,322		69,307		50,331		7,193		275		2,640		3,499		4,077

		CALIFORNIA		49,240,891		16,377,652		22,335,895		6,334,719		246,363		2,475,477		350,649		1,120,136



&C&"Arial,Bold"POPULATION PROJECTIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR
CALIFORNIA AND ITS COUNTIES 2000-2050
REPORT 06 P-1

&L&"Arial,Bold"Department of Finance
Demographic Research Unit
2007



TABLE 2 CO BY RACE 2040

		

		Table 2 continued				YEAR 2040

												Pacific				American

		County		TOTAL		White		Hispanic		Asian		Islander		Black		Indian		Multirace

		ALAMEDA		1,923,505		389,410		684,656		603,932		20,337		149,702		16,094		59,374

		ALPINE		1,411		807		183		4		1		7		340		69

		AMADOR		61,550		44,274		12,983		642		27		1,587		753		1,284

		BUTTE		387,743		271,829		86,052		8,035		414		3,493		9,138		8,782

		CALAVERAS		72,230		48,836		17,187		427		71		350		815		4,544

		COLUSA		38,131		13,965		22,335		482		104		157		547		541

		CONTRA COSTA		1,609,257		544,294		653,300		263,705		14,764		91,504		9,596		32,094

		DEL NORTE		49,029		27,101		11,075		1,128		18		2,912		4,847		1,948

		EL DORADO		280,720		222,930		45,795		4,286		261		986		1,323		5,139

		FRESNO		1,670,542		354,632		1,008,594		195,597		1,047		76,974		15,104		18,594

		GLENN		54,000		27,940		21,530		1,968		23		226		1,181		1,132

		HUMBOLDT		150,121		110,143		16,436		2,817		394		1,330		11,672		7,329

		IMPERIAL		334,951		24,474		281,629		11,914		156		11,598		3,804		1,376

		INYO		23,520		15,447		3,802		315		18		62		2,240		1,636

		KERN		1,707,239		557,689		956,455		69,149		1,246		94,959		10,214		17,527

		KINGS		299,770		95,434		166,164		5,581		465		26,793		1,775		3,558

		LAKE		96,885		57,996		29,963		665		97		1,363		2,860		3,941

		LASSEN		51,596		37,071		4,047		1,155		469		250		7,157		1,447

		LOS ANGELES		12,491,606		1,942,971		7,590,206		1,939,327		44,216		666,203		36,884		271,799

		MADERA		344,455		145,614		180,919		2,241		180		4,453		6,218		4,830

		MARIN		287,153		121,860		138,593		8,829		495		8,967		688		7,721

		MARIPOSA		26,169		22,554		1,734		196		22		116		786		761

		MENDOCINO		121,780		59,811		38,332		1,222		172		607		18,198		3,438

		MERCED		541,161		105,853		399,711		19,825		471		7,235		1,256		6,810

		MODOC		20,064		17,663		1,525		51		7		62		396		360

		MONO		29,099		8,436		19,705		223		10		67		346		312

		MONTEREY		584,878		78,284		445,710		33,507		2,447		9,469		2,096		13,365

		NAPA		219,156		72,286		120,023		20,427		359		1,702		700		3,659

		NEVADA		130,404		114,310		11,439		887		73		273		735		2,687

		ORANGE		3,849,650		886,933		2,072,192		731,595		17,776		35,518		16,587		89,049

		PLACER		625,964		409,357		153,126		44,936		510		2,507		1,845		13,683

		PLUMAS		26,279		22,502		2,044		173		19		182		652		707

		RIVERSIDE		4,103,182		1,402,299		2,126,348		255,773		5,323		229,565		20,814		63,060

		SACRAMENTO		1,989,221		773,690		556,885		294,582		27,126		195,223		12,682		129,033

		SAN BENITO		123,406		20,487		97,834		2,173		75		984		532		1,321

		SAN BERNARDINO		3,309,292		698,945		1,866,013		228,503		8,457		406,150		19,125		82,099

		SAN DIEGO		4,241,399		1,948,533		1,524,985		444,614		40,614		128,679		56,551		97,423

		SAN FRANCISCO		858,532		428,211		98,566		251,546		5,314		42,740		4,584		27,571

		SAN JOAQUIN		1,477,473		362,575		669,017		291,335		3,039		115,585		8,630		27,292

		SAN LUIS OBISPO		338,760		181,682		132,139		11,865		340		4,815		1,497		6,422

		SAN MATEO		807,587		215,332		282,503		231,417		13,431		36,538		3,442		24,924

		SANTA BARBARA		509,920		220,894		225,601		25,187		919		23,691		4,075		9,553

		SANTA CLARA		2,412,411		747,242		802,507		636,164		68,826		45,883		22,911		88,878

		SANTA CRUZ		318,413		107,515		173,878		23,020		428		4,201		2,921		6,450

		SHASTA		295,281		240,225		20,977		16,521		309		2,217		7,802		7,230

		SIERRA		3,356		2,834		365		6		3		6		81		61

		SISKIYOU		60,656		45,368		7,959		967		58		651		2,700		2,953

		SOLANO		697,206		190,033		246,864		165,590		6,101		45,469		7,333		35,816

		SONOMA		676,179		275,132		301,719		58,774		1,162		15,754		8,734		14,904

		STANISLAUS		1,014,365		274,878		635,146		48,890		2,611		30,524		7,342		14,974

		SUTTER		229,620		77,220		117,174		29,288		291		1,757		1,348		2,542

		TEHAMA		108,345		66,565		36,697		624		46		441		1,587		2,385

		TRINITY		26,030		23,176		1,029		112		16		62		757		878

		TULARE		879,480		210,227		611,441		36,026		439		5,887		7,936		7,524

		TUOLUMNE		70,325		51,112		14,466		496		87		1,160		1,071		1,933

		VENTURA		1,135,684		415,640		614,669		60,862		2,011		13,549		4,291		24,662

		YOLO		301,934		120,842		118,310		35,792		840		13,498		1,794		10,858

		YUBA		168,040		80,491		67,775		7,822		362		2,806		4,206		4,578

		CALIFORNIA		54,266,115		16,033,854		26,551,422		7,132,504		294,678		2,573,246		395,591		1,284,820
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TABLE 2 CO BY RACE 2050

		

		Table 2 continued				YEAR 2050

												Pacific				American

		County		TOTAL		White		Hispanic		Asian		Islander		Black		Indian		Multirace

		ALAMEDA		2,047,658		324,681		800,205		680,019		23,613		141,409		18,366		59,365

		ALPINE		1,377		731		200		4		1		7		365		69

		AMADOR		68,487		47,369		16,525		758		27		1,616		743		1,449

		BUTTE		441,596		302,148		107,237		7,890		417		3,533		10,584		9,787

		CALAVERAS		80,424		50,896		22,163		424		68		338		795		5,740

		COLUSA		41,662		14,477		25,225		498		94		177		581		610

		CONTRA COSTA		1,812,242		533,120		817,824		306,521		18,328		90,928		11,118		34,403

		DEL NORTE		56,218		29,512		13,594		1,229		16		3,620		5,929		2,318

		EL DORADO		314,126		244,765		56,785		4,436		264		967		1,226		5,683

		FRESNO		1,928,411		361,135		1,202,527		236,125		1,078		88,780		17,317		21,449

		GLENN		63,586		31,825		26,267		2,375		23		261		1,465		1,370

		HUMBOLDT		152,333		109,156		18,060		2,768		417		1,260		12,591		8,081

		IMPERIAL		387,763		23,717		329,937		14,512		174		13,747		4,219		1,457

		INYO		25,112		16,083		4,270		340		18		62		2,222		2,117

		KERN		2,106,024		649,336		1,224,553		85,239		1,311		114,193		11,412		19,980

		KINGS		352,750		105,544		203,230		5,848		537		31,836		1,738		4,017

		LAKE		106,887		57,796		38,616		667		90		1,474		3,290		4,954

		LASSEN		55,989		40,347		7,678		506		269		4,448		1,079		1,662

		LOS ANGELES		13,061,787		1,587,993		8,405,036		2,109,318		49,101		583,499		37,316		289,524

		MADERA		413,569		172,882		220,526		2,415		166		4,492		7,597		5,491

		MARIN		307,868		100,516		181,087		7,584		496		9,554		606		8,025

		MARIPOSA		28,091		24,395		1,733		197		22		110		808		826

		MENDOCINO		134,358		58,731		46,285		1,153		181		605		23,538		3,865

		MERCED		652,355		110,638		504,675		20,379		501		7,347		1,137		7,678

		MODOC		24,085		21,611		1,583		45		7		60		388		391

		MONO		36,081		8,010		27,107		234		10		59		339		322

		MONTEREY		646,590		61,880		521,739		35,310		2,449		9,339		2,036		13,837

		NAPA		251,630		68,356		152,455		24,352		364		1,647		643		3,813

		NEVADA		136,113		118,200		13,346		844		62		253		674		2,734

		ORANGE		3,987,625		665,410		2,388,961		773,427		18,217		30,251		17,579		93,780

		PLACER		751,208		462,590		210,966		56,882		528		2,588		1,681		15,973

		PLUMAS		28,478		24,467		2,206		178		16		197		663		751

		RIVERSIDE		4,730,922		1,534,008		2,539,077		301,820		5,530		257,866		22,756		69,865

		SACRAMENTO		2,176,508		769,393		656,330		334,936		32,610		216,565		13,335		153,339

		SAN BENITO		145,570		19,620		120,679		2,178		71		1,056		573		1,393

		SAN BERNARDINO		3,662,193		667,104		2,121,682		268,368		9,412		480,293		20,126		95,208

		SAN DIEGO		4,508,728		1,971,741		1,724,513		469,980		45,687		130,686		61,950		104,171

		SAN FRANCISCO		854,852		445,753		87,335		244,313		5,381		38,958		4,934		28,178

		SAN JOAQUIN		1,783,973		381,757		848,850		368,075		3,190		140,946		9,722		31,433

		SAN LUIS OBISPO		364,748		174,210		164,470		13,217		345		4,712		1,323		6,471

		SAN MATEO		819,125		181,005		309,348		244,287		14,353		39,283		3,992		26,857

		SANTA BARBARA		534,447		213,530		249,113		27,478		965		28,422		4,613		10,326

		SANTA CLARA		2,624,670		747,511		948,986		660,427		90,527		44,339		28,365		104,515

		SANTA CRUZ		333,083		90,062		201,928		26,262		427		4,790		3,178		6,436

		SHASTA		331,724		267,254		24,653		20,588		348		2,474		8,717		7,690

		SIERRA		3,547		2,921		464		6		3		6		89		58

		SISKIYOU		66,588		49,039		9,458		1,058		58		642		2,999		3,334

		SOLANO		815,524		183,242		320,860		208,049		7,364		45,837		8,764		41,408

		SONOMA		761,177		257,437		385,807		72,465		1,126		18,809		9,882		15,651

		STANISLAUS		1,191,344		271,002		803,184		53,515		2,654		36,122		7,787		17,080

		SUTTER		282,894		84,884		156,830		34,969		318		1,711		1,436		2,746

		TEHAMA		124,475		72,946		46,156		635		44		467		1,665		2,562

		TRINITY		30,209		27,149		1,175		126		16		57		735		951

		TULARE		1,026,755		222,368		737,937		42,961		480		6,093		8,772		8,144

		TUOLUMNE		73,291		50,525		18,058		489		74		1,138		1,004		2,003

		VENTURA		1,229,737		385,441		735,651		63,058		1,979		13,133		4,132		26,343

		YOLO		327,982		121,591		135,853		39,031		872		16,833		1,704		12,098

		YUBA		201,327		92,309		87,377		8,415		470		2,933		4,856		4,967

		CALIFORNIA		59,507,876		15,712,119		31,028,375		7,889,183		343,169		2,682,828		437,454		1,414,748
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