2000 Census Net Undercount/Overcount
California by County
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2000 Census Undercount Data for California Cities:
Undercount Rates, Numerical Undercount, and City Shares of the County Undercount

California Cities with an Undercount in 2000

of more than 1,000 people

Cities and Unincorporated Areas in Santa Barbara County

2000 2000 2000 2000 City
Numerical Undercount Numerical Undercount Undercount
Area Name Net Undercount Rate Net Undercount Rate Share
Los Angeles city 75,598 2.01% Santa Barbara County 9,102 2.23%
San Diego city 16,297 1.31%
San Jose city 12,564 1.38%  Buellton city 89 2.27% 0.98%
San Francisco city 11,901 1.51% Carpinteria city 314 2.16% 3.45%
Long Beach city 9,195 1.95%  Guadalupe city 156 2.68% 1.71%
Santa Ana city 7,649 2.21% Lompoc city 859 2.05% 9.44%
Oakland city 7,550 1.85% Santa Barbara city 2,325 2.46% 25.54%
Fresno city 6,891 1.59% Santa Maria city 2,259 2.84% 24.82%
Sacramento city 6,403 1.55%  Solvang city 72 1.33% 0.79%
Anaheim city 5,894 1.77%  Unincorporated 3,028 1.86% 33.27%
Salinas city 4,070 2.62%
Stockton city 3,967 1.60% Goleta CDP 830 1.48%
Riverside city 3,751 1.45% Isla Vista CDP 963 4.99%
Bakersfield city 3,643 1.45% Los Alamos CDP 40 2.83%
San Bernardino city 3,620 1.92% Mission Canyon CDP 19 0.72%
Oxnard city 3,337 1.92% Mission Hills CDP 33 1.04%
Modesto city 3,159 1.65% Montecito CDP 42 0.42%
Inglewood city 3,077 2.66% Orcutt CDP 255 0.88%
Ontario city 3,004 1.87% Santa Ynez CDP 111 2.36%
Pomona city 2,974 1.95% Summerland CDP 27 1.72%
El Monte city 2,681 2.26% Toro Canyon CDP 40 2.30%
Hayward city 2,557 1.79% Vandenberg AFB CDP 194 3.06%
Hawthorne city 2,479 2.86% Vandenberg Village CDP 43 0.74%
Chula Vista city 2,476 1.41%
Glendale city 2,452 1.24%
Santa Barbara city 2,325 2.46%
Pasadena city 2,301 1.69%
South Gate city 2,276 2.31%
Santa Maria city 2,259 2.84%
Fontana city 2,234 1.70%
Moreno Valley city 2,229 1.54%
Compton city 2,153 2.25%
Garden Grove city 2,107 1.26%
Fremont city 2,065 1.00%
Costa Mesa city 2,045 1.85%
Oceanside city 2,007 1.23%
Huntington Beach city 1,941 1.01%
Downey city 1,846 1.69%
Sunnyvale city 1,831 1.37%
Escondido city 1,812 1.34%
Palmdale city 1,807 1.53%
Fullerton city 1,786 1.40%
Vallejo city 1,740 1.47%
Richmond city 1,735 1.72%
Huntington Park city 1,722 2.73%
Norwalk city 1,701 1.62%
Lynwood city 1,700 2.38%
Corona city 1,698 1.34%
Rialto city 1,693 1.81%
Visalia city 1,669 1.79%
Chico city 1,614 2.62%
Santa Rosa city 1,558 1.04%
Berkeley city 1,552 1.49%
---- Continued ----



California Cities with an Undercount in 2000
of more than 1,000 people

2000 2000
Numerical Undercount
Area Name Net Undercount Rate
Bellflower city 1,535 2.06%
Orange city 1,523 1.17%
Baldwin Park city 1,505 1.95%
Lancaster city 1,495 1.24%
West Covina city 1,470 1.38%
Fairfield city 1,470 1.51%
Merced city 1,455 2.23%
Santa Clara city 1,452 1.40%
Paramount city 1,429 2.52%
Vista city 1,390 1.52%
Rancho Cucamonga city 1,389 1.08%
Concord city 1,381 1.12%
Daly City city 1,366 1.30%
Alhambra city 1,354 1.55%
Carson city 1,340 1.47%
Montebello city 1,298 2.05%
Santa Clarita city 1,289 0.85%
Irvine city 1,285 0.89%
Bell Gardens city 1,279 2.82%
Burbank city 1,276 1.26%
El Cajon city 1,276 1.33%
Whittier city 1,271 1.50%
Torrance city 1,258 0.90%
Gardena city 1,185 2.01%
Pico Rivera city 1,169 1.81%
Buena Park city 1,143 1.44%
Redding city 1,137 1.39%
San Luis Obispo city 1,132 2.50%
Redwood City city 1,130 1.48%
Mountain View city 1,125 1.57%
Turlock city 1,124 1.97%
Tustin city 1,112 1.62%
San Mateo city 1,106 1.18%
Santa Monica city 1,049 1.23%
National City city 1,049 1.90%
San Buenaventura
(Ventura) city 1,045 1.02%
Pittsburg city 1,019 1.76%
Colton city 1,011 2.08%
Indio city 1,001 2.00%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau
Table prepared by the California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit



Number of Persons Potentially Missed in the 2000 Census if only 6 Persons per Household Had Been Counted by the Census Bureau
Santa Barbara County

Number of Persons Potentially Missed (1)
Native
American Hawaiian & Hispanic

Households Indian & Pacific Origin White alone,

of 7 or more White Black| Alaska Native Asian Islander| (may be of| not of Hispanic
County/Place (2) persons| Total (3) alone alone alone alone alone any race) Origin
Santa Barbara County 5,373 13,968 5,812 201 359 404 52 11,664 1,568
Buellton city 32 56 40 0 1 0 0 43 10
Carpinteria city 234 560 235 0 9 0 1 523 35
Guadalupe city 148 319 152 0 1 23 0 290 7
Lompoc city 470 954 342 29 18 90 0 725 111
Santa Barbara city 1,130 3,172 1,227 50 52 7 24 2,887 208
Santa Maria city 2,049 6,003 2,197 72 219 148 15 5,559 210
Solvang city 35 67 32 1 0 1 0 58 8
Goleta CDP 505 1,200 533 18 20 85 1 869 219
Isla Vista CDP 174 421 257 0 12 29 0 124 230
Los Alamos CDP 9 18 4 0 0 0 0 18 0
Mission Canyon CDP 11 29 29 0 0 0 0 2 27
Mission Hills CDP 32 53 33 1 0 0 0 28 21
Montecito CDP 40 98 72 0 0 0 11 21 65
Orcutt CDP 174 318 225 10 9 6 0 129 160
Santa Ynez CDP 21 32 23 0 5 0 0 4 22
Summerland CDP 8 12 12 0 0 0 0 2 10
Toro Canyon CDP 12 42 31 0 0 0 0 17 23
Vandenberg AFB CDP 12 19 12 3 0 1 0 1 12
Vandenberg Village CDP 23 43 37 1 1 0 0 11 31

Notes:

1. The 2010 census questionnaire can enumerate a maxium of 6 persons in each household. For larger households, the respondent is instructed to
list the names, gender, age, and date of birth of "others in the household". The Census Bureau plans to contact these households at a later date
to obtain information about these people.
This table shows the hypothetical number of persons who would have been missed if "others in the household" had not been counted in
the 2000 census. These estimates have not been adjusted for household growth to 2010.

2. CDP refers to Census Designated Place.

3. Total includes all race/ethnic groups.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1
Table prepared by the California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit




DEFINITION

Hard-to-Count Score

The planning database contains a “hard-to-count” (HTC) score that summarizes the attributes of each
census tract in terms of enumeration difficulty. Comparative HTC scores across tracts provide indicators
of the degree of difficulty of enumeration: tracts with the highest HTC scores (over 69) are likely to be
areas with relatively high non-return and undercount rates while tracts with the lowest scores (under 30)
are likely to be areas with low rates.

A total of 12 variables correlated with non-response rates in 1990 and 2000 are used to derive the HTC
score. These 12 variables are:

(1) Percent of total housing units that are vacant

(2) Percent of total housing units with 2 or more units in a multi-unit structure

(3) Percent of total housing units that are renter-occupied

(4) Percent crowded = percent of occupied housing units with more than 1.5 persons per room

(5) Percent of households that are not husband/wife families (this includes all non-family households as well as
family households in which the spouse is not present)

(6) Percent of occupied housing units with no telephone

(7) Percent of adults (ages 25 or older) who are not high-school graduates

(8) Percent of persons below poverty level

(9) Percent of households receiving public assistance income

(10) Percent of persons (ages 16 or older) unemployed

(11) Percent of households that are linguistically isolated (percent of households in which a language other than
English is spoken at home and no person age 14 years or older speaks English very well)

(12) Percent of occupied housing units where the householder moved into the unit in 1999 or in 2000 (January to
March 2000)

The hard-to-count score was calculated for census tracts in the following way:

1. Each one of the 12 variables listed above was sorted across geographic areas from high to low
(e.g. sort tracts from the highest percent poverty to the lowest).

2. Each variable was recoded: Scores (0 to 11) were assigned to each variable for each tract. The
highest values of a particular variable were recoded as 11, down to the lowest values which were
recoded as a 0 (e.g. values of 11 are given to tracts with the highest poverty rates, over 44.3%,
and values of 0 are given to tracts below the national poverty median of 9.9% in 2000).

3. The scores (0-11) assigned to each of the 12 variables are summed to form a composite HTC
score for the tract. For any one variable, the HTC score can range from 0 to 132. A tract with the
highest values (=11) for all 12 variables would have a score of 132 (11 x 12 = 132).

The predictive effectiveness of the planning database and the HTC scores has been proven by testing
against empirical measures of mail return rates and net under-coverage rates in the 1990 census, 1995 test
census, the Census 2000 Dress Rehearsal, and Census 2000. Variations across census tracts in 2000 mail
return rates and HTC scores may be excellent predictors of patterns of public cooperation in returning the
Census 2010 questionnaire.
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