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QUALITY OF LIFE IGBTORS

Quality of Lfe Indicators

indicators, and a prioritization process was

This community health assessment model used to select the final 20 indicators.

relies on indicators as the primary measure
to illustrate the status of a system or issue.

As an example, we migHifTﬁrsyKDatarselves, dDo

people have adequate access to health care?b9d
Increasing use of the emergency room for Measures of community progress depend

non-emergency purposes could be an upon consistent, reliable, and scientifically
indicator that they do not accurate sources of data. Qppe of data

gathered for this project is primary

For the purposes of this project, a special (original) data. The central primary data is a

meeting was held ith an invited group telephone survey of a sample of Coconino

known as the Technical Advisory County residents along with a community

Committee (TAC). This committee selfadministered survey with fewer

included a rich mixture of professionals, guestions. Surveys collect data about

advocates, and community volunteers, allof peod eds perceptions of th
whom were experts in their respective This data is essential, especially when

fields. peopl eds perceptions con

The TAC used special criteria to dayelkhe empirical evidence.

quality of life indicators used for this The intent of the surveys is to measure the
project. These criteria stipulated that opinions, attitudes, desires, and needs of a
indicators need to be understandable to the  demographically representativersple of

general user and the public, respond quickly t he countyds residents.
and noticeably to real changes, be relevant asked operended questions as well as

to policy decisions, and availataenually. guestions that present confined options.

The TAC identified many different

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 3



METHODOLOGY

Methodology

For example 25.6% of respondents stated

oyeso to Ddyeufeplweusatei on 0
economically better off this yeaaasdctonipst

yeap 0 Therefore, ASR is 95
across all residents of Coconino County, the
percentage of people that have the same

The Social Research Laboratory used economic situation is between 20.6% and
computerassisted telephone interviewing 30.6% (25.6% +5.0%).

(CATI) techniques to deliver the survey to

individuals selected by using random digit WEI ht|
dialing (RDD) sampling rthodology. To g rg

A telephone survey instrument was
designed by Applied Survey Research and
provided to the telephonealling cener at

the Social Research Laboratory of Northern
Arizona University.

qualify to complete the interview, Data from the telephone survey was

individuals had to be located in Coconino owghtedd along the di men:
County, be at least 18 years of age, speak prior to data analysis. Data weighting is a

English or Spanish, and reside in households procedure that adjusts for discrepancies

with telephones. The survey was between demographic proportions within a
administered to 400 people between sample and the population from which the

Novembe 5th and November 11th, 2003. sample was drawn. For example, the sample

obtained diring the phone survey was
comprised of 63.3% females and 36.8%
males, whereas the population 18 years and
over in Coconino County has a proportion
of 49.3% males and 50.7% females (2000
U.S. Census). When the data is weighted
to adjust for the over sartipg of females,
answers given by each female respondent
are weighted slightly downward, and

Data collection was designed to occur every
day of the week from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. A total
of seven days of fielding was necessary to
complete 400 interviews. The survey
response rate was 68%. The response rate
representstie proportion of residents who
were contacted on the telephone and agreed
to participate in the survey.

A sample size of 400 phone surveys was answers given by each male respondent are
selected, because such a sample enabled a  weighted slightly upward, thus

95% confidence level and a 5% margin of compensating for the disproportionate

error for this component of thproject. This sampling.

means ASR is 95% confident that the
opinions of phone survey respondents do Comﬂ.lnlty Surveys

not differ from those of the general

population of Coconino County by more In addition to the telphone survey, trained
than+/5%. Thi s omar gi n ocdomnfuhity Vilnfeers ahd ApSicd Istrey
in assessing how likely it is that resposse Research staff went out in the community
observed in the sample would be found in and distributed surveys to residents and
the population of all residents in Coconino selected groups and organizations

County if every resident were to be polled. throughout the county. Sekdministered, 5



METHODOLOGY

minute, faceto-face (communitysurveys
were conducted in Spanish and English to
respondents over 18 years of age. When
requested, surveys were read to the
respondent. On Saturday, Octobet' 18
2003, surveys took place in person
throughout the county. Volunteers were
stationed at groas stores, malls, Bashas on
the Navajo Reservation, the Homecoming
parade and game in Flagstaff and several of
the outlying communities in the county.
The following week surveys were
distributed through a myriad of
organizations such as Goodwill Industsie
Affordable Housing Coalition, Bank One,
Christ Church, Sunnyside Neighborhood
Association, Tuba City Unified School
District, Coconino County Health Services,
Flagstaff Medical Center and Behavioral
Health and Northern Arizona Regional
Gerontology Instiute. Faceto-face surveys
enabled the project to reach those groups
that may be under represented in the
telephone survey including those who do
not have a telephone, live in rural areas, have
lower incomes or difficulty with their non
native language. @v 1,100 fade-face
surveys were collected.

It should be understood that all surveys
have subtle and inherent biases. ASR has

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

worked diligently with the project
committee to reduce risks of bias and to
eliminate identifiable biases. One remaining
bias inthis study exists in the area of
respondent selselection, the capturing of
opinions of those willing to contribute
approximately 10 minutes of their time to
participate in the telephone survey. In
addition, the faceo-face surveying process
was subjetto the limitations common to
this form of convenience sampling, notably
inclusion of only those county residents
frequenting the various survey locations or
being present at the different organizations
where volunteers distributed the surveys.

Secondary Data

Another type of data used for this project is
secondary or empirical data. Secondary data
is collected from a variety of sources
including but not limited to: the U.S.

Census, federal, state, and local government
agencies, academic institutions, econo
development groups, health care

institutions, and computerized sources
through online databases and the internet.



DEMOGRAPHICS

DEMOGRAPHICS

County Overview

With 18,608 square miles and 11,886,720
acres of land, Coconino County is the
largest county in Arizoa and the second
largest county in the United States. Thity
seven percent of that land has been allotted
to Indian reservations that are home to
Navajo, Hopi, Paiute, Hualapai, and
Havasupai tribes. Coconino County was
named after the Coconino Indiarss)cestors
of the Havasupai.

Coconino County is home to the Grand
Canyon, which has an elevation of 2,000 feet
at its lowest point. Also found in the

County is the highest point in Arizona,
Humphreyds Peak in th
Mountains, with an elevatioof 12,670 feet.

When the 18 Territorial Assembly
established Coconino County in 1891, 4,000
people resided there. The 2000 U.S. Census
showed a total population of 116,320 in
Coconino County, with nearly 30%
identifying as American Indians or Alaska
Natives and 63% as White. In 2000, 7% of
the county population were seniors (adults
over the age of 65), and 33% of the
population consisted of children and
teenagers up to the age of 19 years.

Income Levels

Income levels of Telephone and Community
survey espondents closely matched income
levels found in the 2000 U.S. Census for
Coconino County and Arizona residents.
Almost 10% of Telephone Survey
respondents and 16% of Community Survey

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

respondents had household incomes of less
than $10,000 per year. Caa2000 data
showed that 11% of Coconino County and
9% of Arizona residents had household
incomes of less than $10,000 per year.
Thirty -eight percent of Telephone and
Community survey respondents reported
household incomes of less than $30,000 per
year. These figures are similar to Census
2000, where 39% of Coconino County
residents and 36% of Arizona residents

reported
household | TELEPHONE SURVEY QHO
incomes of | 0O | l i ke the
less than community in Coconino
$30,000 County. o
ger ySear. :

an Francisco

Over 33% of Telephone and Community
Survey respondents reported household
incomes of btween $30,000 and $59,000
per year. Census 2000 data showed that
33% of Coconino County and 34% of
Arizona residents earned in this same
income bracket.

Between 19% and 20% of Telephone and
Community Survey respondents as well as
Coconino County and Arizwa residents (as
evidenced by the Census 2000) reported
household incomes between $60,000 and
$99,000 per year.

Approximately 9% of Telephone and
Community Survey respondents earned
$100,000 or more per year. The U.S. Census
2000 also showed that almd3¥o of

Coconino residents earned $100,000 or more
per year while almost 11% of Arizona
residents were in that same income bracket.
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Poverty Status

According to the U.S. Census, poverty
status estimates in Coconino County
decreased between 1993 and 1999998,
there were an estimated 22,937 people in
poverty in the county, or 22% of the
population was estimated to be in poverty.
By 1999, that number had decreased to
18,066 people, or 16% of the population. The
state of Arizona also witnessed a declime i
the estimated number of people in poverty.
In 1993, there were 757,556 people in
poverty in the state, approximately 19% of
the population. By 1999, that number
decreased to 643,045 estimated people in
poverty, approximately 13% of the
population.

Povety status estimates also decreased for
children under age 18 in the county. In 1993,
there were an estimated 9,904 children in
poverty, approximately 30% of the child
population. By 1999, there were 7,063
estimated children in poverty,

approximately 28%bf the child population.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

Arizona experienced an even larger
percentage decrease in child poverty

estimates, from 28% in 1993 to 19% in 1999.

Educational Attainment

The | evel of a

iImportant factor when seeking employment.

In Coconino County in 2000, 84% of the
adult population were high school
graduates or had higher degrees; 30% had
bachel ords degrees
education levels were slightly lower than
Coconino in 2000: 81% of the adult
population had high schodliplomas or

hi gher degrees, whi
degrees or higher. Eightyne percent of
the 2003 Telephone Survey respondents
were high school graduates or had higher
degrees, while 44%
or higher. Additionally, the 2003
Community Survey results showed 91% of
the respondents as having high school
diplomas or higher degrees, and 40% had
bachel ords degrees

o

had

o

r

e

r
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DEMOGRAPHICS

County Demographics

1990 and 2000 Census Profile

Total population 96,591 116,320 100.0% 100.0%
EX

Male 48,099 58,061 49.9% 49.9%
Female 48,492 58,259 50.1% 50.1%
AGE

Under 5 years 8,613 8,444 7.3% 7.5%
5to 9 years * 9,122 7.8% 7.6%
10 to 14 years * 9,965 8.6% 7.4%
151to 19 years * 10,188 8.8% 7.2%
20 to 24 years * 12,512 10.8% 7.1%
2510 34 years * 16,280 14.0% 14.5%
35 to 44 years * 17,637 15.2% 15.0%
45 to 54 years 8,159 15,591 13.4% 12.2%
55 to 59 years 2,960 4,777 4.1% 4.7%
60 to 64 years 2,672 3,661 3.1% 4.0%
65 to 74 years 3,587 5,015 4.3% 7.1%
75 to 84 years 1,503 2,434 2.1% 4.6%
85 years and over 452 694 0.6% 1.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13, P17, P18, P
P20, P23, P2 P28, P33, PCT4, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100% Data) Matrices P1, P3, P5, P6,
P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, H1, H2, H3, HE1BAQH21, H23, H23B, H32, H32B, H41.

* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable to 1990 Census data.
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County Demographics, cort.

1990 and 2000 Census Profile

Median age (years) * 29.6 - 34.2 (age)
Total 18 years and over 66,682 82,895 71.3% 73.4%
Male * 40,849 35.1% 36.2%
Female * 42,046 36.1% 37.1%
21 years and over * 75,707 65.1% 68.9%
62 years and over * 10,204 8.8% 15.3%
Total 65 years and over 5,542 8,143 7.0% 13.0%
Male * 3,734 3.2% 5.8%
Female * 4,409 3.8% 7.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13, P17, P18, P
P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT4, PGOB3APCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Bureau

of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100% Data) Matrices P1, P3, P5, P6,
P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, H1, H2, H3, H5, H10, H18A, H21, H23, H23P H321.

* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable to 1990 Census data.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 9



DEMOGRAPHICS

County Demographics, cort.

1990 and 2000 Census Profile, continued

RAaCE

Ore race * 113,576 97.6% 97.1%
White 61,836 73,381 63.1% 75.5%
Black or African American 1,419 1,215 1.0% 3.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native 28,233 33,161 28.5% 5.0%
Asian * 910 0.8% 1.8%
Asian Indian * 252 0.2% 0.3%
Chinese * 219 0.2% 0.4%
Filigno * 92 0.1% 0.3%
Japanese * 119 0.1% 0.2%
Korean * 113 0.1% 0.2%
Vietnamese * 37 0.0% 0.3%
Other Asian (a) * 78 0.1% 0.2%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander * 108 0.1% 0.1%
Native Hawaiian * 46 0.0% 0.0%
Guamanian or Chamorro * 18 0.0% 0.0%
Samoan * 15 0.0% 0.0%
Other Pacific Islander (b) * 29 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race * 4,801 4.1% 11.6%
Two or more races * 2,744 2.4% 2.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, B13, P17, P18, P
P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT4, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Burec
of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100% Data) Matrices P1, P3, P5, P6,
P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, HH 3 H5, H10, H18A, H21, H23, H23B, H32, H32B, H41.

* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable to 1990 Census data.

(a) Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories, (b) Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 10
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County Demographics, cort.

1990 and 2000 Census Profile, continued

RACE ALONE OR IN COMBATION WITH ONE ORORE OTHER
RACEZC)

White 61,836 75,694 65.1% 77.9%
Black or African American 1,419 1,591 1.4% 3.6%
American Indian and Alaska Native 28,233 34,579 29.7% 5.7%
Asian * 1,291 1.1% 2.3%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander * 205 0.2% 0.3%
Some other race 4,242 5,852 5.0% 13.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13, P17, P18, P
P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT4, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Buree
of the Cesus, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100% Data) Matrices P1, P3, P5, P6,
P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, H1, H2, H3, H5, H10, H18A, H21, H23, H23B, H32, H32B, H41.

* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable @eh396 data.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 11
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County Demographics, cort.

1990 and 2000 Census Profile, continued

HISPANIC ORATINO ANDRACE

Total population 96,591 116,320 100.0% 100.0%
Hispanic or Latb (of any race) 9,696 12,727 10.9% 25.3%
Mexican * 9,950 8.6% 20.8%
Puerto Rican * 202 0.2% 0.3%
Cuban * 56 0.0% 0.1%
Other Hispanic or Latino * 2,519 2.2% 4.0%
Not Hispanic or Latino * 103,593 89.1% 74.7%
White alone 61,836 66,969 57.6% 63.8%
RB_ATIONSHIP

Total population 96,591 116,320 100.0% 100.0%
In households 89,568 113,230 97.3% 97.9%
Householder * 40,448 34.8% 37.1%
Spouse * 20,108 17.3% 19.2%
Child * 36,049 31.0% 29.2%
Own child under 18 years * 28,827 24.8% 23.3%
Other relatves * 7,558 6.5% 6.2%
Under 18 years * 3,904 3.4% 2.6%
Nonrelatives * 9,067 7.8% 6.2%
Unmarried partner * 2,980 2.6% 2.3%
In group quarters * 3,090 2.7% 2.1%
Institutionalized population * 313 0.3% 1.2%
Noninstitutionalized population * 2,777 2.4% 0.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13, P17, P18, P
P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT4, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Buree
of the Census, 199C@sus of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100% Data) Matrices P1, P3, P5, P6,

P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, H1, H2, H3, H5, H10, H18A, H21, H23, H23B, H32, H32B, H41.

* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable to 1990 Census dat

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 12
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County Demographics, cort.

1990 and 2000 Census Profile, continued

Households by Type and Housing Occupancy

HOUSEHOLDS BYPE

Total households 29,918 40,448 100.0% 100.0%
Family households (families) 21,157 26,946 66.6% 67.7%
With own children under 18 years * 14,121 34.9% 32.0%
Married-couple family 16,393 20,108 49.7% 51.9%
With own children under 18 years * 9,794 24.2% 22.6%
Female householder, no husband present * 4,937 12.2% 11.1%
With own children under 18 years * 3,163 7.8% 6.8%
Nonfamily households 8,761 13,502 33.4% 32.3%
Householder living alone 5,958 8,926 22.1% 24.8%
Householder 65 years and over 1,212 1,839 4.5% 8.6%
Households with individuals endl8 years * 15,779 39.0% 35.4%
Households with individuals 65 years and over * 6,071 15.0% 24.5%
Average household size * 2.80 - -
Average family size * 3.36 - -
HOUSINGOCCUPANCY

Total housing units 42,914 53,443 100.0% 100.0%
Occupied haging units 29,918 40,448 75.7% 86.9%
Vacant housing units 12,996 12,995 24.3% 13.1%
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 8,280 9,155 17.1% 6.5%
Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) 2.2 2.2 - -
Rental vacancy rate (percent) 8.8 6.5 - -

SourceU.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrices P1, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13, P17, P18, P1
P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT4, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Burec
of the Census, 1990 Census of Pajpmh and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100% Data) Matrices P1, P3, P5, P6,

P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, H1, H2, H3, H5, H10, H18A, H21, H23, H23B, H32, H32B, H41.

* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable to 1990 Census data.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 13
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County Demographics, cort.

1990 and 2000 Census Profile, continued

HOUSINGTENURE

Occupied housing units 29,918 40,448 100.0% 100.0%
Owneroccupied housing units 18,110 24,835 61.4% 68.0%
Renteroccupied housing units 11,808 15,613 38.6% 32.0%
Average household size of owsaacupied unit 3.18 2.93 - -
Average household size of rentsgcupied unit 2.70 2.60 - -

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary Filgidedval, P3, P4, P8, P9, P10, P12, P13, P17, P18, P19,
P20, P23, P27, P28, P33, PCT4, PCT5, PCT8, PCT11, PCT15, H1, H3, H4, H5, H11, H12, H17; Source 1990: U.S. Buree
of the Census, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1 (100atizea)P1, P3, P5, P6,

P8, P11, P15, P16, P23, H1, H2, H3, H5, H10, H18A, H21, H23, H23B, H32, H32B, H41.
* Many Census categories changed in 2000 and are not comparable to 1990 Census data.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment
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County Demographics, cort.

( /' Which income range best desribes your annual household income?

50%
40%
30%

0,
20% 16% 16%

" 0 13%
- T ig-i) '_]-i) Wi l()l_oiA) -9% I0 .100i ol

0%
Less than $10,000 to $20,000 to $30,000 to $40,000 to $50,000 to $60,000 to $75,000 to $100,000
$10,000 $19,999  $29,999  $39,999 $49,999  $59,999 $74,999  $99,999  or more

@ Telephone respondents (n=370) O Community respondents (n=1,066)

Source: Coconino County Telephone and Community Surveys, 2003.

Household Income

HOUSEHOLINCOME

Less tha$10,000 5,895 4,285 10.6% 8.6%
$10,000 to $19,999 5,691 5,544 13.7% 13.1%
$20,000 to $29,999 5,480 5,940 14.7% 14.2%
$30,000 to $39,999 4,211 5,204 12.9% 13.4%
$40,000 to $49,999 3,195 4,380 10.8% 11.1%
$50,000 to $59,999 2,102 3,727 9.2% 9.1%
$60,000 to $74,999 1,834 3,934 9.7% 10.1%
$75,000 to $99,999 1,029 3,950 9.8% 9.7%
$100,000 or more 730 3,422 8.5% 10.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 1, Matrix P52.

Source 1990: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Populatitmusind, Summary Tape File 3 (STF 3)
Matrix P80.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment 15
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County Demographics, cort.

Poverty Status Estimates People Under Age 18 by County and State

Number | Percent| Number | Percent| Number | Percent| Number | Percent| Number | Perent
Apache 13,617 | 47.5% | 13,688 | 46.1% | 13,080 | 45.4% | 12,369 | 43.4% | 9,128 | 34.5%
Cochise 9,692 | 30.7% | 9,541 29.2 10,333 31.8 10,021 30.7 7,512 24.7
Coconino| 9,904 | 27.9% 9,590 26.1 9,452 25.7 9,339 25.3 7,063 21.5
Gila 3,579 | 29.5% | 3,653 28.4 4,263 32.8 4,322 331 3,371 26.8
Graham 3,160 | 31.5% | 3,156 29.6 2,923 26.4 2,838 25.3 2,538 25.7
Greenlee 447 13.9% 413 12.4 427 12.6 452 13.8 382 14.3
La Paz 1,348 | 34.8% | 1,380 33.8 1,328 36.3 1,393 38.6 1,124 27.5
Maricopa | 164,747 | 25.4% | 156,791 | 21.5 | 148,482 | 19.1 | 149,679 | 186 | 127,695 | 15.8
Mohave 7,519 | 27.4% | 7,715 25.9 9,703 32.5 9,736 31.8 8,392 24.1
Navajo 13,445 | 39.0% | 13,395 36.5 12,800 341 12,205 321 9.934 294
Pima 55,770 | 29.0% | 52,347 25.8 50,547 24.4 51,857 | 24.4 40,783 20.0
Pinal 14,096 | 36.1% | 13,660 31.6 12,334 27.9 11,881 25.6 9,677 22.0
Santa 4,153 | 32.8% | 4,327 32.8 5,031 36.4 5,187 36.2 3,703 29.0
Cruz
Yavapai 6,332 | 22.1% | 6,558 20.8 7,707 23.2 7,391 21.6 6,411 18.6
Yuma 13,786 | 34.5% | 13,370 33.5 16,651 40.3 18,195 42.4 13,449 29.5
Arizona | 321,595 | 28.0% | 309,584 | 24.7% | 305,109 | 23.2 | 306,865 | 22.6 | 251,160 | 18.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Housing and Economic Statistics Division, Small Area Estimates Branch, 2003.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

16




DEMOGRAPHICS

County Demographics, cort.

Poverty Status Estimates All ages by County and State

Number | Percent| Number | Percent| Number | Percent| Number | Percent| Number | Percent
Apache 27,120 40.8 27,275 394 27,436 39.7 26,760 38.9 20,815 30.5
Cochise 22,998 21.9 22,229 20.7 23,611 21.7 23,235 21.3 19,021 17.0
Coconino | 22,937 22.0 21,821 20.3 21,855 20.0 21,711 19.8 18,066 15.9
Gila 9,543 21.3 9,218 194 9,885 20.2 10,209 20.8 8,998 17.9
Graham 7,150 26.1 6,862 23.6 6,885 22.8 6,599 21.7 5911 19.6
Greenlee | 1,172 12.8 966 10.2 972 10.3 965 10.7 855 10.1
La Paz 3,774 26.4 3,626 24.4 3,633 24.3 3,578 24.1 3,353 17.3
Maricopa | 379,587 | 16.0 | 362,298 | 13.8 | 355,924 | 12.7 | 344,304 | 12.0 | 323,288 | 10.7
Mohave 20,791 17.7 20,845 16.4 23,184 17.6 24,222 18.0 23,194 15.1
Navajo 27,034 31.2 26,729 29.0 27,546 284 27,340 27.8 22,465 23.6

Pina 139,155 19.0 129,300 16.9 127,496 16.2 126,812 | 15.9 110,933 13.5
Pinal 31,868 25.7 29,544 21.7 28,695 20.0 27,470 18.5 24,399 14.8
Santa 9,871 27.4 9,935 26.7 9,961 25.8 10,575 26.6 8,834 23.1
Cruz

Yavapai 19,145 15.0 19,115 13.6 20,549 13.8 20,325 13.3 19,040 11.6
Yuma 35,412 28.0 32,896 26.5 33,080 253 36,547 27.3 33,874 21.9
Arizona | 757,556 | 185 | 722,660 | 16.3 | 720,713 | 155 | 710,652 | 149 | 643,045 | 12.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Housing and Economic Statistics Division, Small Area Estimatez0Bganch,
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment of Area Adults, 2000

Less than®9grade 4,596 7.0% 254,696 7.8%
9thto 12th grade, no diploma 6,108 9.3% 364,851 11.2%
High school graduate (includes equiveygn 14,279 21.6% 791,904 24.3%
Some college, no degree 17,344 26.3% 859,165 26.4%
Associate degree 3,891 5.9% 219,356 6.7%
Bachel ords degree 12,316 18.7% 493,419 15.2%
Graduate or professional degree 7,442 11.3% 272,793 8.4%
Population 25 years andver 65,976 100.0% 3,256,184 100.0%
Percent high school graduates and higher 83.8% 81.0%
Percent bachel orés de 29.9% 23.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3, Matrix P2.

( /" Whatis the highest level of education yothave completed?

50%

40%

29.5%
28.7%
30% 20.0% o
. (1]
18.7%
18.3%
20% 14.3%
11.6%
10% 7.6% 6.8% 6.9%
3.3% 2.4% 4.4%
0y ‘u IR
Less than 9th 9th grade-12th  High school Some college, Associate Bachelor's  Graduate or
grade grade (no diploma no degree degree degree professional
diploma) degree

B Telephone respondents (n=399) O Community respondents (n=1,113)

Source: Coconino County Telephone and Community Surveys, 2003.
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QUALITY OF LIFE

QUALITY OF UFE

Thirty-seven percent of Telephone Survey
respondents said that the scenery,
geography or climate contributed most to
their quality of life in Coconino County.
Another 20% named outdoor recreation as
an important contribution. When asked
what contributed least to their quality of life
in Coconino County, nearly 19% said that
nothing took away from their quality of life.
Costof living was an issue for 18% of
respondents. Seventeen percent felt that
low wages, poor economic opportunities, or
difficulties in finding a job took away from
their quality of life.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

TELEPHONE SURVEY QHO
ol | ove t he

nat

Coconino County. You might eve

see deer i n

you
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Quality of Life

(  Generally speaking, what contributes most to youquality of life in Coconino
County? (Top responses)

Scenery / geography / climate 37.1%
Outdoor recreation 20.0%
Family / friends / friendly people 18.4%
Job / economic opportunity 18.1%
Clean air 17.4%
Low population 12.9%
Community 10.0%
School / education / university 6.2%
Cultural activities / entertainment 5.9%
Safe / low crime 5.4%
Quiet / peaceful 5.2%
Church / religion 3.2%

Multiple response question with 347 telephone respondents offering 627 responses. This is a resfipee
guestion and will therefore not total 100%.

( Generally speaking, what contributes least to your quality of life in Coconino
County? (Top responses)

Nothing takes away from quality of life 18.6%
Cost of living 17.8%
Low wage / poor ecoomic opportunities /

hard to find a job 16.7%
Traffic 9.3%
Cost of housing 8.7%
Unplanned growth 8.4%
Road conditions 5.5%
Local politics / bureaucracy / county

restrictions 5.5%
Weather / climate 4.1%
Distance from services / isolation / remoten 4.1%

Multiple response question with 369 telephone respondents offering 531 responses. This is a multiple response
guestion and will therefore not total 100%.

Source: Coconino County Telephone Survey, 2003.
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COST OF LIVING

COST OFLUVING

Cog of Living: Housang

TheTelephone Survey and the Community
Survey showed that many respondents
spent a large percentage of their household
take-home pay on rent and housing. The
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) and the housing
industry define affordable hasing as
spending no more than approximately ene
third of wages on housing. Over half (56%)
of Community Survey respondents spent
more than onehird (33%) of their wages

on rent and housing. In other words, more
than half of Community Survey respondents
had housing that is considered by HUD to
be unaffordable. Over forgix percent of
Telephone Survey respondents reported
paying for housing that HUD considers
unaffordable.

The 2000 U.S. Census showed that 39% of
Coconino County renters and 39% of
Arizona renters spent 30% or more of their
household income on rent; their housing,
therefore, would be considered unaffordable
by HUD. The Census also showed that 20%
of Coconino County homeowners and 23%
of Arizona homeowners spent 30% or more
of their hausehold income on home costs;
their household costs, therefore, would be
considered unaffordable by HUD. A greater
percentage of renters than homeowners
paid for housing that is considered
unaffordable by HUD.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

Per Capita Personal
Income and Median Family
Income

Per capita and median income levels are
measured annually as a way to compare
every county to the state and the nation.
They are also two ways to assess the
economic vitality of the county and the
spending power of individuals (including
their ability to afford housing and basic
needs).

Per Capita | TELEPHONE SURVEY QBO
personal ' My | ncome ¢
Income with the cos
levels were

lower in Coconino County than in Arizona
as a whole, and both were lower than the
national income level. In 2001, personal
income in Coconino County was 31% lower
than the natonal level. In 2001, per capita
personal income was $23,238 in Coconino
County, $25,878 in Arizona and $30,413 in
the nation.

Median family income in Coconino County
was similarly lower than in the state or the
nation. According to HUD estimates for
2003, median family income was $50,000 in
Coconino County, $52,700 in Arizona and
$56,500 in the nation. The county median
family income was 13% lower than the
national median family income.
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COST OF LIVING

Slf-Suffiaency

A family is considered sedfficient if itis

able to meet its basic needs without public
or private assistance. The S@iffficiency
Standard for Arizona provides information
on how much income is needed in different
counties for families of different sizes to
meet those basic needs without atsige.
The SeHlSufficiency Standard is chosen as a
leading indicator because it provides a more

comprehensive measure of income adequacy

than the Federal Poverty Level.

The SeHlSufficiency Standard is calculated
for Coconino County in two ways, by tho
including and excluding the city of

Flagstaff. Flagstaff is a more costly city than
the surrounding area and has a higher-Self
Sufficiency Standard. When including
Flagstaff alone, the Sedufficiency

Standard for a family of two adults, a
preschooleand a school age child is $3,681
per month or $44,173 per year. The hourly

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

wage is $10.46 for each of the two adults.
The SeHlSufficiency Standard excluding
Flagstaff is $3,559 per month for the same
family of four or $42,710 per year. The
hourly wage for each adult would be $10.11.

A sizable minority of respondents reported
that they were better off economically this
year as compared to last year. Over forty
one percent of Telephone Survey
Respondents and over thirfjve percent of
Community Surveyespondents reported
feeling better off economically this year as
compared to last year. Approximately 33%
of both groups of respondents felt they were
economically the same as last year. And
over twentyfive percent of Telephone
Survey and over 31%@dmmunity Survey
respondents said they were not better off
economically this year as compared to last
year.
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COST OF LIVING

Cog of Living 0 Income Spent on
Housing

( /, How much of your total household take home pay (income after taxes)
goes to rent/housing costs?

75%

53.5%
50% 43.7%
36.1%
31.8%
25%
15.0%
10.3%
[ [
0%
Less than 33% 33%-49% 50%-74% 75% or more

@ Telephone respondents (n=3633 Community respondents (n=1,06:

Source: Coconino County Telephone and Community Surveys, 2003.
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COST OF LIVING

Cog of Living 0 Income Soent on
Housng, cort.

Percent of Income Spent on Rent, 1999

Less than 15% 2,997 19.3% 95,354 15.8%
15-19% 1,567 10.1% 83,421 13.8%
20-24% 1,879 12.1% 79,363 13.1%
25-29% 1,627 10.5% 66,612 11.0%
30-34% 1,177 7.6% 47,066 7.8%
35% or more 4,806 31.0% 186,727 30.9%
Not computed 1,460 9.4% 46,640 7.7%
Total number of renters 15,513 100% 605,183 100%

Percent of Income Spent on Home Costs by Homeowners, 1999

Less than 15% 6,952 38.2% 359,216 34.8%
15-19% 3,314 18.2% 180,180 17.5%
20-24% 2,405 13.2% 147,807 14.3%
25-29% 1,708 9.4% 102,233 9.9%
30-34% 984 5.4% 65,802 6.4%
35% or more 2,737 15.0% 167,553 16.2%
Not computed 95 0.5% 9,312 0.9%
Total number of homeowners 18,195 100% 1,032,103 100%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3, Matrices H1, H7, H20, H23, H24, H30, HB4, H38, H4
H43, H44, H48, H51, H62, H63, HE69, H74, H76, H90, H91, and H94.

Note: The U.S. Census Bureau uses gross household income (before taxes) to calculate the figures in this chart.
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COST OF LIVING

Cog of Living 0 Economic
Sability

( / ! Do you feel that you are economidly better off this year compared to last
year?
50%

41.5%
35.4% 0
32.9% 33.6% 31.1%
25.6%
25%
0%
Yes, better off The same No, not better off

@ Telephone respondents (n=396) @ Community respondents (n=1,111

( If not, why do you feel this way? (Top 5 responses)

Cost of living increased 35.0%
Less income / taxes 28.7%
Additional expenses / debt 15.1%
Unemployed 11.2%
Ona fixed income 11.0%

Multiple response question with 124 telephone respondents offering 191 responses. This is a multiple response
question and will therefore not total 100%.

Source: Coconino County Telephone Survey, 2003.
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COST OF LIVING

Cog of Living @ Income

Per Capita Personal Income

ncowe 1997 | 1998

Coconino County $18,913 $20,058 $21,055 $22,526 $23,238 3.2%
State 21,892 23,118 23,939 25,361 25,878 2.0%
National $25,412 $26,893 $27,880 $29,760 $30,413 2.2%

Source: Regional Econarrinformation System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, TablCkAay 2003.

Per capita personal income (PCPI) is calculated by dividing the total personal income by the total population for a
given county. Total personal income (TPI) includes the earningsgéwaand salaries, other labor income,

proprietorsd income); di vidends, interest, and rent;
County.

Median Family Income

Coconino County $43,800 $45,500 $46,800 $48,200 $50,000 3.7%

State 45,300 47,800 49,700 51,900 52,700 1.5%

National $47,800 $50,200 $52,500 $54,400 $56,500 3.9%

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Income Limits, 2003.

Note: Median family income estates are calculated for each metropolitan and-metropolitan area and are
based on 1990 Census estimates updated to 2002, with a combination of Bureau of Labor Statistics earnings and
employment data.
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COST OF LIVING

Cog of Living 0 Self-Suffidency

SelfSufficiency Sandard for Coconino County, 2002, by Family Structure
(excluding Flagstaff)

Housing $623 $808 $808 $808 $808 $1,084 $808 $808
Child Care 0 385 440 825 264 1,089 825 704
Food 176 257 266 345 461 464 496 544
Transportation 221 227 227 227 227 227 437 437
Health Care 101 255 228 282 288 308 351 324
Miscellaneous 112 193 197 249 205 317 292 282
Taxes 280 448 463 584 400 757 680 641
Earned Income 0 0 0 0 (43) 0 0 0
Tax Credit )

Child Care Tax 0 (40) (40) (80) (40) (80) (80) (80)
Credit €)

Child Tax credit 0 (50) (50) (100) (100) (150) (100) (100)
SFLFSUFFICIENCY

WAGE

Hourly $8.60 $14.11 | $14.42 | $17.84 | $14.03 | $22.82 | $10.53 | $10.11

per adult | per adult

Monthly $1,513 | $2,484 | $2,539 | $3,140 | $2,470 | $4,016 | $3,708 | $3,559
Annual $18,159 | $29,805 | $30,464 | $37,679 | $29,639 | $48,196 | $44,494 | $42,710
Source: The Sefufficiency Standard for Arizona, March 2002, prepared by Diana Pearce, PhD. with Wider

Opportunities for Women f or "Bth#l60,cPhoenxsAZ, 830t2t i on Al |l i ance

Note: The SelBufficiency income ahdard is a measure of how much money working adults need to meet their
familyds basic needs for housing, child care, food, tr
such as welfare or food stamps.
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COST OF LIVING

Cog of Living 0 Self-Suffidency,

cort.

SelfSufficiency Standard for Coconino County, 2002, by Family Structure
(Flagstaff only)

Housing $685 $889 $889 $889 $889 $1,192 $889 $889
Child Care 0 385 440 825 264 1,089 825 704
Food 176 257 266 345 461 464 496 544
Transportation 221 227 227 227 227 227 437 437
Health Cae 101 255 228 282 288 308 351 324
Miscellaneous 118 201 205 257 213 328 300 290
Taxes 301 480 495 617 445 804 713 674
Earned Income 0 0 0 0 (8) 0 0 0
Tax Credit<)

Child Care Tax 0 (40) (40) (80) (40) (80) (80) (80)
Credit €)

Child Tax credit 0 (50) (50) (100) (100) (150) (100) (100)
SFLFSUFFICIENCY

WAGE

Hourly $9.11 $14.80 | $15.11 | $18.53 | $14.99 | $23.77 | $10.88 | $10.46

per adult | per adult

Monthly $1,603 | $2,605 | $2,660 | $3,262 | $2,639 | $4,183 | $3,830 | $3,681
Annual $19,235 | $31,256 | $31,916 | $39,140 | $31,664 | $50,195 | $45,958 | $44,173
Source: The Sefufficiency Standard for Arizona, March 2002, prepared by Diana Pearce, PhD. with Wider

Opportunities for Women f or "Bth#l60,cPhoenxsAZ, 830t2t i on Al |l i ance

Note: The Seluficiency income standard is a measure of how much money working adults need to meet their
familyds basic needs for housing, child care, food, tr
such as welfare or food stamps.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE

The Arizona Health Care Cost Containment
System (AHCCCS) is the Medicaid program
for the State of Arizona, but the program
also serves other leimcome individuals in
Arizona who do not qualify for Medicaid.
From October 1998 to October 2003,
AHCCCS enroliment grew 94% in
Coconino County and 121% in Arizona. In
that same time period, the number of
seniors (ages 65 and over) enrolled
increased 27% in Coconino County and
49% in Arizona.

KidsCare provides medical, dental, and
vision services to chiren under 18 years of
age and to the parents of those children.
Since October 1999, KidsCare enrollment
increased 157% in Coconino County and
190% in Arizona. While the majority of t
hose using KidsCare have been children
under 18, October 2003 sawiserin the use

of KidsCare by adults ages 18 through 65.
For example, in October 2002, 96% of those
enrolled in KidsCare in Coconino County
were under 18 years of age, and 97% in
Arizona were under 18. In October 2003,
however, 80% of those enrolled in€@nino
County were under 18, and, in Arizona, 81%
were children under the age of 18.

In October 2003, the Arizona Health Care
Cost Containment System (AHCCCS)
increased cgayments for lonincome

clients; the increased quayments will
especially impactlients in the Medical
Expense Deduction program (clients whose
income is too high for other AHCCCS
programs but whose medical expenses are
also high) and clients with an income that is
below and up to the Federal Poverty Level.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

If the copayments are nahade, it is
possible that care will be denied or
prescription medicines will not be
distributed. It is estimated that these
changes will affect 100,000 AHCCCS
members.

According TELEPHONE SURVEY QHO
to the OAnyone who
Behavioral to go to the emergency
Risk Factor [r oom, and 1t
Surveillance

System (BRFSS), in 2002, 16% rfdvans
did not have health insurance. Twenty
percent of Telephone Survey respondents
and 13% of Community Survey respondents
did not have health insurance.

Of those in the Telephone and Community
Surveys who did have health insurance,
most respondents3(7% and 86%
respectively) said that their health
insurance did cover prescriptions. More
than half of the respondents also had health
insurance that covered their dependents.
On the subject of treatment for substance
abuse, however, 43% of the Telephone
Survey respondents and 38% of the
Community Survey respondents did not
know whether their health insurance
covered it or not. Another 14% of the
Telephone Survey respondents and 24% of
the Community Survey respondents said
that their health insurance didot cover
treatments for substance abuse.

Most Telephone Survey respondents (72%)
and over half of the Community Survey
respondents (52%) did not have additional
coverage for lonterm care, including
nursing homes. Coverage for dental care,
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

however, wasnore common; 71% of the Survey respondents were going to medical
Telephone Survey respondents and 69% of  clinics, medical centers, or community
the Community Survey respondents had health clinics, including Indian medical or

health insurance with dental care coverage. health clinics. Thirtyone percent of
Telephone Surveespondents and 23% of
Community Survey respondenigent to
urgent care clinics or watkn clinics.

When asked if they had needed health care
in the last year and had been unable to
receive it, 9% of the Telephe Survey
respondents and 19% of the Community Emergency facilities were also commonly
Survey respondent s s a usdd; 3% ef Jelephone Sirveyt résposdents
who had been unable to receive health care, and 28% of Community Survey respondents

the most frequent answers as to why they used emergency rooms or hospitals as

could not receive it related to affordability; sources of health care. Use of the emergency
oOno insurance, 6cowi ns uroemfar primavyohedlthdcaré is not only

it, 6 and oO0coul d not a tobtly bualso inappropreate.erhigtypeof mo s t
common problems in both the Telephone use is generally indicative of a lack of

and the Community Surveys. When asked insurance.

what type of health care they went without,
61% of the Telephone Survey respondents
and 44% of the Community Survey
respondentseplied that they did not get
basic or primary care. Another 34% of
Telephone Survey respondents and 22% of
Community Survey respondents did not get
alternative care, such as acupuncture or care
from a homeopathic doctor, chiropractor, or
herbalist. Otheresponses included
preventive care, mental health care, and
specialist care.

While 84% of the Telephone Survey
respondents had not traveled outside of the
county for health care in the past yeaisit
still important to note that 16% had needed
to leave Coconino County in order to obtain
health care. Of those who had traveled
outside of the county, 4% had traveled
outside of the county on a regular basis, 6%
had done so occasionally, and 6% saad th
they seldom needed to travel outside of the
county.

When asked about the most important
issue regarding health care for residents of
Coconino County, Telephone Survey
respondents provided a variety of answers.
Nearly 31% said that cost of insurance was
the most important issue. Another 14% felt
that people being unable to receive health
care was a key issue. Cost of health care
The majority of both the Telephone and the (rather than health insurance only) was the

Telephone Survey respondents were also
asked if, in the past year, they had either
delayed or not gotten a prescription
medicine for themselves or their family
members becausé the cost. Nearly 80%
said that they had not encountered this
problem.

Community Survey respondents (70% and most important issue to 11% of the

67% respectively) went to a private doctor Telephone Survey respondents. Almost 10%
for health care. Another 36% of Telephone mentoned lack of health insurance as their
Survey respondes and 40% of Community primary concern.
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DENTAL HEALTH

Accessto Health Care

(' Inyour opinion, what is the most important issue regarding health care for

residents of Coconino County? (Top responses)

Total respondents

Cost of insurance 30.9%
People unable toeceive health care 13.5%
Cost of health care (not cost of insurance) 11.3%
Lack of health insurance 9.8%
Health care for everyone / equal services 5.9%
Availability of doctors / more doctors / availability of

specialty doctors 5.6%
Cost of prescriptins 3.5%
Availability of health care 3.5%

345

Source: Coconino County Telephone Survey, 2003.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

Access to Health Care, oont.

( /, During the past 12 months, have you needed health care (including

alternative health care such as homeofac or acupuncture) and been unable to
receive it?

100%
81.2%

75%

50%

250 18.8%

8.6% l .
0%
Yes No
@ Telephone respondents (n=399) O Community respondents (n=1,128)

( / | f yes, why couldndt you receive

5% 70.5%

26.4%

50%

46.7%

34.4%

43.5% 42.0%

25%

12.3% 11.5%
0%
Could not afford it Insurance wouldn't  No insurance Could not find a Transportation issues
cover it doctor to accept
insurance
B Telephone respondents 0O Community respondents

Multiple response question with 33 telephone respondents offering 70 respam$e&l2 community respondents
offering 303 responses. This is a multiple response question and will therefore not total 100%.

Source: Coconino County Telephone and Community Surveys, 2003.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

Access to Health Care, oont.

( [~ you were unable to receive halth care in the last 12 months, what type
of health care did you go without?
75%

60.5%

50% 43.6%

33.6% 32.8%
22.8%
0, 0, 0, 0,
25% 21.8% 21.3% 21.0% 183%  16.8% 19.3%
0% J I
Basic or primary  Alternative Preventive care Mental health Specialist Other
care (homeopathic or care
acupuncture)
@ Telephone respondents O Community respondents

Multiple response question with 32 telephone respondents offering 58 responses and 202 community respondents
offering 297 responses. This is dtiple response question and will therefore not total 100%.

( During the past 12 months, did you either delay or not get a prescription
medicine prescribed by a doctor, for yourself or a family member, because of its
cost?

No
80%

Yes

20%

N = 399

Saurce: Coconino County Telephone Survey, 2003.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

Access to Health Care, oont.

( /Do you have health insurance?

100%
86.3%

80.1%

75%
50%

25% 19.9% 15 g0

0.0% 08%
0% —

Yes No Don't know

@ Telephone respondents (n=398) O Community respondents (n=1,128

( /  Ifyou have health insurance, does it cover the following:
100%

87.3% 85.9%

7o% 65.9% g1.1%
50% 42.8%  38.0%
- .ﬂ

0%
Prescriptions Substance abuse treatment Dependents

B Telephone respondents 0O Community respondents

Note: Telephone suey respondents: prescriptions n=319, for substance abuse treatment n=318, and for dependents
n=302. For community survey respondents: prescriptions n=967, for substance abuse treatment n=963, and for

dependents n=929.
Source: Coconino County Telephone @wmmunity Surveys, 2003.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

Access to Health Care, oont.

If you have health insurance, do you have additional coverage for:

(/1

100%
75%
50%
25%

0%

(1

75%
50%
25%

0%

Long-term care (i.e., nursing homes)

22.9% 24.8%
17.7%
Yes No Don't know

@ Telephone respondents (n=319) @ Community respondents (n=963)

Dental care?
70.5% 69.4%

28.4% 21-8%
No

@ Telephone respondents (n=319) O Community respondents (n=965)

1.1% 2.8%

Yes Don't know

Source: Gconino County Telephone and Community Surveys, 2003.
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Access to Health Care, oont.

( / ! When you need health care, where do you go?

Privatedoctor 70.2% 67.3%
Genters (inoluding Indian medicaliealih cinice) 36.3% 40.4%
Urgent care clinics/walk clinics 38.8% 27.9%
Emergency room/hospital 31.0% 23.3%
Alternative care givers 17.9% 6.8%
Havendt needed care 3.9% 3.5%
Other 10.2% 4.1%

Multiple response qustion with 399 telephone respondents offering 833 responses and 1,119 community
respondents offering 1,939 responses. This is a multiple response question and will therefore not total 100%.

( During the past 12 months, did you ever travel outside of theoanty for health
care?

Regularly

4%
Occasionally
No 6%
84%
Seldom
6%
N = 399

Source: Coconino County Telephone Survey, 2003.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

Accessto Health Care, cort.

Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System (AHCCCS) Enrollment, Coconino County

# % # % # % # % # % # %
0<18 | 7,738 | 54.0% | 8,613 | 56.9% | 9,907 | 57.9% | 11,725 | 55.8% | 12,842 | 50.1% | 13,328 | 48.0%
18 < 5,333 | 37.2% | 5,246 | 34.6% | 5867 | 34.3% | 7,898 | 37.6% | 11,260 | 44.0% | 12,838 | 46.3%
65
65and | 1,248 | 87% | 1,289 | 85% | 1335 | 7.8% | 1,378 | 6.6% | 1,510 | 59% | 1,581 | 57%
over
Total 14,319 | 100% | 15,148 | 100% | 17,109 | 100% | 21,001 | 100% | 25,612 | 100% | 27,747 | 100%

Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System (AHCCCS) Enrollment, Arizona

# % # % # % # % # % # %
0<18 258,803 | 55.2% | 297,622 | 58.5% | 347,118 | 60.4% | 400,334 58.6% | 470,792 | 53.1% 526,988 51.0%
18 < 172,871 | 36.9% | 173,116 | 34.0% | 188,574 | 32.8% | 240,424 35.2% | 365,982 | 41.3% 451,310 43.7%
65
65 and 36,971 7.9% 38,134 7.5% 39,478 6.9% 42,736 6.3% 50,344 5.7% 54,997 5.3%
over
Total 468,645 | 100% | 508,872 | 100% | 575,170 | 100% | 683,494 100% | 887,118 | 100% | 1,033,295 | 100%

Source: Airona Health Care Cost Containment System, 2003.

*Data not available for October 1, 2001 to October 31, 2001
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

Accessto Health Care, cort.

AHCCCS Enrollment: KidsCare, Coconino County

# % # % # % # % # %
0<18 555 92.7% 1,006 93.1% 1,576 93.3% 1,113 96.0% 1,227 79.6%
18 <65 44 7.3% 75 6.9% 113 6.7% 46 4.0% 314 20.4%
65 and 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.1%
over
Total 599 100% 1,081 100% 1,689 100% 1,159 100% 1,542 100%

AHCCCS Enrollment: KidsCare, Arizona

# % # % # % # % # %
0<18 19,894 | 93.2% 35,727 93.3% 51,380 94.9% 46,610 97.4% 49,942 80.6%
18 <65 1,444 6.8% 2,575 6.7% 2,751 5.1% 1,232 2.6% 11,985 19.4%
65 and over 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 0.0%
Total 21,338 100% 38,302 100% 54,131 100% 47,842 100% 61,930 100%

Source: Arizondlealth Care Cost Containment System, 2003.

*Data not available for October 1, 2001 to October 31, 2001

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding. KidsCare, a program that was initiated in October 1998,
includes both children and their parents.
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ACCESS TO HEALTHEAR

DENTAL HEALTH

Over half of the respondents in both the
Telephone and the Community Surveys had
visited a dentist, hygienist, or orthodontist

in the past one to six months. Another 14%
of Telephone Survey respondents and 17% of
Community Survey respondenhad visited

a dentist, hygienist, or orthodontist in the
past seven to twelve months. These results
are similar to those found in the 1999
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey
(BRFSS)jn which 66% of the Arizona
population had visited a dentist aental

clinic within the past year.

In Arizona, very few infants from ages six
months to two years were found to have any
tooth decay in 1999. Toddlers from ages
two to four years, however, began to have
tooth decay; in Flagstaff and in Coconino
County, almost half of the toddlers observed
had decay, while 37% of the toddlers in
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Arizona had decay. Decay experience
increased with age in Flagstaff, Coconino
County, and Arizona. Fiftfive percent of
Flagstaff sixto eightyearolds, 53% of
Coconino Couty six- to eightyearolds,
and 60% of Arizona sixo eightyearolds

had decay

experience. Of | TELEPHONE SURVEY QBEO
elevento 0Coconino Cc
thirteen-year more dental offices, so th:
olds, 63% in people from the res@tion
Flagstaff, 65% | can also have access to
in Coconino dent al car e.
County, and

65% in Arizona
had experienced tooth decay.

In 1999, rates of oral cancer wergdoin
Coconino County males and females than in
Arizona.
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DENTAL HEALTH

Preventative Dental Care

Healthy People 2010 Obijective:

Adults (ages 35 to 44 years): no more than 15% will have untreated dental decay.

At least 65% of children and adults (age adjusted, agear gnd over) will have annual dental
Visits.

( /" How long has it been since you last visited a dentist, hygienist, or
orthodontist?

75%
50%

25% 17.2%

14.4% "7 15.0% 15.0%

0, 0,
10.0% 82%  6.9% g 49

2.3% 1.5%

0% T

Have never visited 1-6 months ago 7-12 months ago More thanone  More than 2 More than 5 years
year, up to 2 years, upto 5 ago
years ago years ago

B Telephone respondents (n=399) O Community respondents (n=1,117)

Source: Coconino County Telephone and Community Surveys, 2003.
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DENTAL HEALTH

Dental Care 0 Youth

Healthy People 2010 Objectives:

Young children (ages 2 to 4 years): no more than 9% will have untreated dental decay for primary teeth.

Children (ages 6 to 8 years): no more than 21% will have untreated dental decay for primary or
permanent teeth.

Adolescentgage 15 years): no more than 15% will have untreated dental decay for permanent teeth.

Arizona Youth: Oral Health Profile- 1999

DENTAPEATITATUS  FAGSTAE | COCONNOCOUNTY  ARZOWA |

INFANTS6 MONTHS2 YEARS

with decay experience 1% 1% 5%
with no eécay experience 96% 96% 95%
with untreated tooth decay 4% 4% 5%
with dental pain/infection 7% 7% 3%
TODDLER2-4 YEARS

with decay experience 49% 49% 37%
with no decay experience 51% 51% 63%
with untreated tooth decay 34% 34% 33%
with dental paininfection 6% 6% 4%
CHILDREMN-8 YEARS

with decay experience 55% 53% 60%
with no decay experience 45% 47% 40%
with untreated tooth decay 27% 26% 43%
with dental pain/infection 10% 8% 16%
with protective sealants 8% 8% 8%

ADOLESCENTS-13 YEARS

with decay experience 63% 65% 65%
with no decay experience 37% 35% 36%
with untreated tooth decay 22% 19% 32%
with dental pain/infection 0% 1% 5%
with protective sealants 13% 24% 16%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Healthc8smivision, Bureau of Community and Family
Health, Office of Oral Health, 2003.
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DENTAL HEALTH

Oral Health

Healthy People 2010 Objective:

Fifty percent of adults will have early detection of oral and pharyngeal cancers.

Lip, Oral Cavity and Pharynx: Oral Cancer Ina@ence Rates*, 1999
Males 10.48 12.04
Females 3.66 4.86

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Bureau of Community and Family
Health, Office of Oral Health, 2003.

*Rates are per 100,000mdation
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MATERNAL AND CHILEPAHTH

MAT

Prenatal Care

Early prenatal care can encourage healthy
habits during pregnancy, help to identify
potential medical problems, and facilitate
involvement with parenting support,
nutrition, and other educational resources
In 1999, 81% of births in Coconino County
and 74% of births in Arizona received
prenatal care in the first trimester of
pregnancy. While the percents remained
higher than those in Arizona from 1999 to
2002, Coconino County
with prenatal care in the first trimester
decreased in 2001 and 2002. By 2002, only
80% of births in Coconino County and 76%
of births in Arizona had prenatalre given

to mothers in the first trimester. American
Indian mothers had less prenatal care in the
first trimester than either Coconino County
or Arizona in 2001. Severttyo percent of
American Indian births in Coconino County
had prenatal care given to mothers in the
first trimester. Only 65% of American
Indian births in Arizona received that same
care.

From 1999 to 2002, teenage mothers did not
receive prenatal care during the first
trimester as frequently as mothers of all
ages. In 1999, 59% of Arizona teen births
had prenatal care in the first trimester,
increasing slightly over the next three years
to reach 62% in 2002. In 1999, 81% of
Coconino County teens giving birth
received prenatal care in the first trimester.
However, this same percentage dropped to
68% in 2002.
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AL AND CHILD HEALTH

Low Birth Weight Babies

Infant birth weight is affected by the quality
and timdiness of prenatal care and is
directly related to infant survival, health,
and development. Low birth weight (below
2,500 grams or 5.5 pounds) is a risk factor
for a variety of developmental problems
including mental retardation,
developmental

delays, \sual | HEALTHY PEOPLE 203QAL
and hearing 90% of women will receiv
Befectd} € I C | early and adequate
chronic prenatal care.

respiratory

problems, autism, and learning difficulties.

From 1999 to 2002, the numbers of low

birth weight babies in Coconino County
fluctuated. For instance, in 1999, 7.8% of
Coconino County newborns were
categorized akw birth weight, which
decreased to 6.7% in 2000, increased to 8.3%
in 2001, and fell to 7.3% in 2002. In that
same time period, the percent of low birth
weight babies in Arizona maintained an
average of 7.0%. In 2001, 7.3% of American
Indian newbornsn Coconino County and

in Arizona were low birth weight babies.
These figures for American Indians in the
county and in the state are lower than those
for the United States. According to the
Federal Interagency Forum on Child and
Family Statistics, the grcents of low birth
weight babies in the United States were
7.6% in 1999 and in 2000, and 7.7% in 2001.
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MATERNAL AND CHILEPAHTH

Teenagers in Coconino County and Arizona
generally had low birth weight babies more
frequently than mothers of all ages. In
Coconino County, 7.8% oewborns were

of low birth weight in 1999, increasing to
8.4% in 2000 and 8.7% in 2001, and then
decreasing to 6.1% in 2002. Arizona had
higher percentages of low birth weights

than Coconino County in 1999 and 2000;
8.2% of newborns were of low birth wéig

in Arizona in 1999, rising to 8.5% in 2000.
Il n 2001, however, Ar i
weights decreased to 8.1%, and continued to
decrease in 2002 (7.7%).
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Births

From 1999 to 2001, the overall number of
births in Coconino County increased 4%,
then decreasd less than half a percent in
2002. Births in Arizona increased 6% from
1999 to 2001 and rose another 3% in 2002.

There were fewer births to teenagers in
Coconino County than in Arizona. Teenage
births made up 11.4% of all births in
£agnina,County R0, 42,8% jn 2000,
13.6% in 2001, and 12.3% of all births in
2002. The percents of Arizona teenage
births were slightly higher; 12.1% in 1999,
14.3% in 2000, 13.8% in 2001, and 13.1% in
2002. In 2001, births to teenage American
Indian mothers were moredquent than in
Coconino County or Arizona. In Coconino
County, 17.2% of all births to American
Indians were to teenage mothers. In
Arizona, 19.0% of births were to teenagers.
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MATERNAL AND CHILEAHTH

Prenatal Care

Healthy People 2010 Objective

Beginning in the first trimeste 90% of women will receive prenatal care.

Prenatal care: 90% of women will receive early and adequate prenatal care.

Prenatal Cared All Births, Coconino County

Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Number Percent Number
1st Trimester 1,469 81.4% 1,554 83.6% 1,509 80.6% 1,485 79.5%
2nd Trimester 245 13.6% 226 12.2% 276 14.7% 298 16.0%
3rd Trimester 51 2.8% 40 2.2% 49 2.6% 55 2.9%
No Care 27 1.5% 23 1.2% 24 1.3% 16 0.9%
Unknown 12 0.7% 15 0.8% 15 0.8% 13 0.7%
Total 1,804 100.0% 1,858 100.0% 1,873 100.0% 1,867 100.0%

Prenatal Cared All Births, Arizona

Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Number Percent Number
1st Trimester 59,616 74.1% 63,697 75.0% 64,377 75.5% 66,146 75.7%
2nd Trinester 13,420 16.7% 13,901 16.4% 14,193 16.7% 14,535 16.6%
3rd Trimester 3,715 4.6% 3,857 4.5% 3,683 4.3% 3,826 4.4%
No Care 1,732 2.2% 1,788 2.1% 1,585 1.9% 1,891 2.2%
Unknown 2,022 2.5% 1,742 2.0% 1,375 1.6% 981 1.1%
Total 80,505 | 100.0% | 84,985 | 100.0% | 85,213 | 100.0% | 87,379 | 100.0%

Statistics, 1992002.
Note: ethnicity breakdowns were not available.
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Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Arizona Health Status and Vital
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MATERNAL AND CHILEAHTH

Prenatal Care, cont.

Prenatal CaredAmerican Indians in Arizona, 2001

1st Trimester 554 72.1% 3,448 64.6%
2nd Trimester 149 19.4% 1,313 24.6%
3rd Trimester 39 5.1% 361 6.8%
No Care 15 2.0% 102 1.9%
Unknown 11 1.4% 116 2.2%
Total 768 100.0% 5,340 100.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Health Status Profile of American
Indians in Arizona, 2001 Data Book.

Note: All births to American Indians in this chartareih uded in the i nformatdAn provi
Births. ¢ Hence, these numbers are duplicated and not |
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MATERNAL AND CHILEAHTH

Prenatal Care, cort.

Prenatal Cared Teen Births, Coconino County

i

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1st Trimester 166 80.6% 162 68.4% 177 69.7% 156 67.8%
2nd Trimester 31 15.0% 56 23.6% 59 23.2% 67 29.1%
3rd Trimester 6 2.9% 11 4.6% 10 3.9% 6 2.6%
No Care 3 1.5% 7 3.0% 6 2.4% 0 0.0%
Unknown 0 0.0% 1 0.4% 2 0.8% 1 0.4%
Total 206 100.0% 237 100.0% 254 100.0% 230 100.0%

Prenatal Cared Teen Births, Arizona

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Number Percent
1st Trimester 5,808 59.4% 7,516 61.7% 7,319 62.1% 7,120 62.1%
2nd Trimester 2,621 26.8% 3,085 25.3% 3,093 26.2% 2,972 25.9%
3rd Trimester 707 7.2% 892 7.3% 816 6.9% 811 7.1%
No Care 352 3.6% 371 3.0% 319 2.7% 402 3.5%
Unknown 287 2.9% 325 2.7% 243 2.1% 169 1.5%
Total 9,775 100.0% 12,189 100.0% 11,790 100.0% 11,474 100.0%

Statistics, 1992002.
Note: ethnicity breakdowns were not available.

Coconino County Community Health Assessment

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Arizona Health Status and Vital
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MATERNAL AND CHILEAHTH

Low Brth Weight Babies

Healthy People 2010 Objective

Low birth weigh (LBW) infants (less than 2,500 grams) will not exceed 5% annually.

Weight at Birth d All Births, Coconino County

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
<2,500 Grams 140 7.8% 125 6.7% 155 8.3% 137 7.3%
2,500 Grams+ 1,658 91.9% 1,727 92.9% 1,718 91.7% 1,729 92.6%
Unknown 6 0.3% 6 0.3% NA* - 1 0.1%
Total 1,804 100.0% 1,858 100.0% 1,873 100.0% 1,867 100.0%

* Unknown was not a category in the 2001 Report.

Weight at Birth d All Births, Arizona

‘

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
<2,500 Grams 5,652 7.0% 6,101 7.2% 5,943 7.0% 5,926 6.8%
2,500 Grams+ 74,162 92.1% 78,262 92.1% 79,233 93.0% 81,411 93.2%
Unknown 691 0.9% 622 0.7% 37 0.0% 42 0.0%
Total 80,505 | 100.0% 84,985 | 100.0% 85,213 | 100.0% 87,379 | 100.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Arizona Health Status and Vital

Statistics, 1992002.
Note: ethnicity breakdows were not available.

Weight at Birth - Births to American Indians in Arizona, 2001

<2,500 Grams 56 7.3% 392 7.3%
2,500 Grams+ 712 92.7% 4,942 92.5%
Unknown 0 0.0% 6 0.1%
Total 768 100.0% 5,340 100.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Health Status Profile of American
Indians in Arizona, 2001 Data Book.

Note: All births to American Indians in this chart are includesh t h e
Al | Births. & Hence, these numbers

informati on
ar e

prdovi ded
duplicated and n
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MATERNAL AND CHILEAHTH

Low Birth Weight Babies cort.

Weight at Birth d Teen Births, Coconino County

TemBRTis

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
<2,500 Grams 16 7.8% 20 8.4% 22 8.7% 14 6.1%
2,500Grams+ 190 92.2% 217 91.6% 232 91.3% 216 93.9%
Unknown 0 0.0% 0 0.0% NA* - 0 0.0%
Total 206 100.0% 237 100.0% 254 100.0% 230 100.0%

* Unknown was not a category in the 2001 Report

Weight at Birth 8 Teen Births, Arizona

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
<2,500 Grams 802 8.2% 1,036 8.5% 959 8.1% 884 7.7%
2,500Grams+ 8,917 91.2% 11,095 91.0% 10,826 91.8% 10,586 92.3%
Unknown 56 0.6% 58 0.5% 5 0.0% 4 0.0%
Total 9,775 100.0% 12,189 | 100.0% 11,790 | 100.0% 11,474 | 100.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Arizona Health Status and Vital

Statistics, 1992002.
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MATERNAL AND CHILEAHTH
Brths

Births to Teens and Adults, Coconino County

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Teen Births
<15to 19 Years 206 11.4% 237 12.8% 254 13.6% 230 12.3%

Total All Births 1,804 | 100.0% 1,858 | 100.0% 1,873 | 100.0% 1,867 100.0%

Births to Teens and Adults, Arizona

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Teen Births
<151to 19 Years 9,775 12.1% 12,189 14.3% 11,790 13.8% 11,474 13.1%

Total All Births 80,505 | 100.0% | 84,985 | 100.0% | 85,213 | 100.0% | 87,379 | 100.0%

Source: Arizona Department of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Arizona Health Status and Vital
Statistics, 1992002.

Births to American Indian Teens and Adults, Arzona, 2001

American Indian Teen Births
<15to0 19 Years 132 17.2% 1,013 19.0%

Total All Births to American Indians 768 100.0% 5,340 100.0%

Source: Arizona Deparent of Health Services, Public Health Services Division, Health Status Profile of American
Indians in Arizona, 2001 Data Book.

Note: Al births to American Indians in this chart are
Adul t se, thesd-hembers are duplicated and not in addition to the preceding county chart.
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IMMUNIZATIONS

IMMUNIZATIONS

In September 2003, Coconino County was 29% below the
Healthy People 2010 goal for immunizations (90%).
However, this was an improvement from the pregithree
years, as only 38% in 2000, 60% in 2001, and 45% in 200
Coconino County children were immunized by age 24
months.
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IMMUNIZATIONS

Inmunizations

Healthy People 2010 Objective:

90% coverage by 24 months of age: 4 DTaP (diphtheria, tetanus, and pertussie), BNPIR

(measules, mumps, and rubella)

Immunization Coverage Levels: 4:3:1 by 24 Months of Age
100%

72.0%
75% 68.0% 69.0% 69.0% 68.0%

63.0% 60.0% 61.0%
50% 45.0%
41.0% 38.0%
B I I I
0%

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Source: Coconino County Health Department, Fall 2003 Immunization Assessment Report.
Note: Data from September each year.
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