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Project Overview

This Community Health Needs Assessment, a follow-up to and expansion of similar
studies conducted in 2002 and 2008, is a systematic, data-driven approach to
determining the health status, behaviors and needs of residents in the Omaha
metropolitan area, including Douglas, Sarpy, Cass and Pottawattamie counties.
Subsequently, this information may be used to inform decisions and guide efforts to
improve community health and wellness.

This effort was sponsored by a coalition comprised of local health systems and local
health departments. Sponsors include: Alegent Health; Douglas County Health
Department; Live Well Omaha; Methodist Health System; Pottawattamie County Public
Health Department/VNA; Sarpy/Cass County Health Department; and The Nebraska
Medical Center. The assessment was conducted by Professional Research Consultants,
Inc. (PRC). PRC is a nationally-recognized healthcare consulting firm with extensive
experience conducting Community Health Needs Assessments such as this in hundreds of
communities across the United States since 1994.

This report brings together a wide array of community health indicators in the Metro
Area, gathered from both primary and secondary data sources, including:

e A telephone survey (both landline and cell phone interviews) among 2,200
residents throughout the Metro Area (Douglas, Sarpy and Cass counties in
Nebraska, as well as Pottawattamie County in Iowa).

e County-level data from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System.

e Public health and vital statistics data related to births, deaths and notifiable
disease conditions.

e Focus group discussions among 88 key informants in the region, including
physicians, other health professionals, social service providers, business leaders
and other community leaders.

Most indicators identified in this assessment allow for benchmarking, including trending,
comparison to state and national data, and/or comparison against Healthy People 2020
objectives.

This Community Health Needs Assessment identifies opportunities and challenges for
government agencies, community organizations, and healthcare providers to modify
policy to improve the health and quality of life in the Metro Area. It is our hope that the
report will be used to help guide the efforts of the many excellent and effective programs
and services currently provided in our community, as well as inspire new programs that
focus on the most critical health needs of our population.
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Summary of Findings

Areas of Opportunity for Community Health Improvement

The following "health priorities” represent recommended areas of intervention, based on
the information gathered through this Community Health Needs Assessment and the
guidelines set forth in Healthy People 2020. From these data, opportunities for health
improvement exist in the region with regard to the following health areas (see also the
summary tables presented in the following section).

Prioritization

These areas of concern are subject to the discretion of area providers and other local
organizations and community leaders as to actionability and priority.

Areas of Opportunity Identified Through This Assessment

e Access to Health Services

e Diabetes

e Heart Disease & Stroke

e Maternal, Infant & Child Health

e Mental Health & Mental Disorders
e Nutrition & Weight Status

e Oral Health

e Sexually Transmitted Diseases

e Substance Abuse

Top Community Health Concerns Among Community Key Informants

At the conclusion of each key informant focus group, participants were asked to write
down what they individually perceive as the top five health priorities for the community,
based on the group discussion as well as on their own experiences and perceptions. Their
responses were collected, categorized and tallied to produce the top-ranked priorities as
identified among key informants. These should be used to complement and corroborate
findings that emerge from the quantitative dataset.

Access

Mental Health/Substance Abuse
Obesity/Nutrtion

Education

Maternal & Child Health

Prevention

N o un s w N R

Geriatric Care
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TREND SUMMARY
(Current vs. Baseline Data)

Survey Data Indicators:
Trends for survey-derived
indicators represent
significant changes since 2008
(or 2002 for much of the
Douglas County data). Trend
data are not available for
Pottawattamie County.

A few of the survey indicators
are derived from county-level
BRFSS findings; although
included in the following
summary tables, these are not
identified as such. Please
refer to the charts throughout
this report to identify these
BRFSS-derived data.

Other (Secondary) Data
Indicators: Trends for other
indicators (e.g., public health

data) represent point-to-point
changes between the most
current reporting period and
the earliest presented in this
report (typically representing
the span of roughly a
decade).

Summary Tables: Comparisons With Benchmark Data

The following tables provide an overview of indicators in the Metro Area, including
comparisons among the individual communities, as well as trend data. These data are
grouped to correspond with the Focus Areas presented in Healthy People 2020.

Reading the Summary Tables

M In the following charts, Metro Area results are shown in the larger, blue column.

The green columns [to the left of the Metro Area column] provide comparisons among
the five sub-areas within Douglas County as well as among the four counties comprising
the Metro Area, identifying differences for each as “better than” (3#), “worse than” (®), or
“similar to” () the combined opposing areas.

The columns to the right of the Metro Area column provide trending, as well as
comparisons between the Metro Area and any available state and national findings, and
Healthy People 2020 targets. Again, symbols indicate whether the Metro Area compares
favorably (3#), unfavorably (), or comparably (%) to these external data.

Note that blank table cells signify that data are not available or are not reliable for that
area and/or for that indicator.

Professional Research Consultants, Inc. e



Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

Metro TREND |vs.B
Area
Access to Health Services o o oM, o, Meom | Db S e Potoeme
% [Age 18-64] Lack Health Insurance & & $¥ ) 0 3 0 & = 121 03 & e a & i
18.9 21.7 7.8 122 6.7 145 5.7 10.0 10.2 16.5 12.6 14.9 0.0 9.5 44
% [Child 0-17] Lacks Healthcare Insurance Coverage s s s s 0 bl 0 0 & 5.3 &
8.6 7.9 39 8.9 0.0 6.9 1.6 1.9 4.4 7.8 41
% [65+] With Medicare Supplement Insurance L s s o3 s & s s & 77.9 s s &
58.9 754 85.9 93.9 76.3 78.7 80.8 745 727 75.5 815 76.7
% [Insured] Insurance Covers Prescriptions = S S ¥ & = = = = 93.6 = = 7
922 93.0 91.9 96.2 923 93.3 94.8 93.6 93.1 93.9 94.6 93.3
% [Insured] Went Without Coverage in Past Year - * 03 03 s s s 03 s 5.5 s s o
104 10.8 25 3.0 54 6.2 4.0 24 54 438 6.7 41
% Difficulty Accessing Healthcare in Past Year (Composite) L S ¥ ¥ o3 * o3 o3 = 334 o &= L%
473 40.7 289 299 25.0 36.0 273 255 315 373 327 337
% Inconvenient Hrs Prevented Dr Visit in Past Year # o3 7 = {:g 7 = {:g 7 12,5 7 < =
16.6 154 101 11.3 7.5 13.0 11.6 74 12.3 14.3 11.7 13.5
% Cost Prevented Getting Prescription in Past Year o s ;r:g s {:g & {:g {:g s 143 s & o
244 17.0 1141 1341 8.3 16.0 9.9 7.3 13.9 15.0 10.1 1.7
% Cost Prevented Physician Visit in Past Year & & o’ o’ s = &= &= = 145 = & 7
22.7 205 10.9 9.7 11.0 15.5 12.5 10.5 13.8 14.0 7.6 9.7
% Difficulty Getting Appointment in Past Year & & & = o = $¥ &= = 10.5 $¥ = &3
14.5 104 10.5 10.2 6.9 11.3 7.2 9.1 124 16.5 131 114
% Difficulty Finding Physician in Past Year - s s 0 03 - 03 03 s 6.6 03 - 3
1.7 8.1 6.9 4.7 4.4 7.7 3.5 3.3 6.8 10.7 54 341
% Transportation Hindered Dr Visit in Past Year - s 0 0 03 - 03 o3 s 4.7 o3 = o
11.8 7.2 0.7 35 2.0 5.6 2.3 35 43 7.7 4.7 21
% Skipped Prescription Doses to Save Costs - & & ¥ $E s s $E s 13.6 s s &3
214 14.7 10.9 9.9 9.1 14.0 11.9 8.4 15.9 14.8 14.7 10.5
% Difficulty Getting Child's Healthcare in Past Year s s 0 s s s 3 03 s 1.9 s s 3
43 4.6 0.3 1.8 1.3 25 1.3 0.0 0.7 1.9 3.0 3.3
% Cultural/Language Differences Prevented Medical Care/Past Yr s s s 0 s s 03 03 s 0.9 s 3
1.6 25 0.4 0.2 0.6 1.1 0.2 0.0 14 0.9 0.4




% [Age 18+] Have a Particular Place for Care = ol S 03 7 bl o3 = & 86.3 0 = 7
83.2 785 84.9 91.0 85.9 84.8 90.2 89.5 874 76.3 874 90.7
% Have Had Routine Checkup in Past Year &= & ) % & &3 s s &3 66.8 & & &
62.9 59.9 68.8 .7 72.5 66.4 66.5 70.5 67.9 67.3 68.6 64.5
% Child Has Had Checkup in Past Year s g s s s s s 0 & 87.8 s s &3
89.0 784 88.7 90.5 88.5 87.3 86.2 95.6 91.0 87.0 84.8 89.6
% Two or More ER Visits in Past Year = S S S 7 7 = = 7 49 & & =
6.5 35 39 43 43 4.7 48 6.7 5.8 6.5 55 7.6
% Traveled 30+ Minutes for Medical Care/Past Yr (Sarpy/Cass/Pott.) ¥ @ = 19.6 a
13.2 482 215 13.9
% "Frequently/Sometimes" Use Email/Text With Dr/Hospital &= &3 &3 &3 &3 &3 3 a3 &3 11.6
13.3 9.6 13.9 111 8.3 12.0 11.5 10.6 10.2
% Would Be "Very/Somewhat Likely" to Email or Text Dr/Hospital s * s s s s {} s s 59.2
56.1 528 61.5 63.1 60.7 58.7 63.5 56.3 55.6
% Have a Completed Advanced Directive/Living Will &Q- uﬁ' g::\g &3 g:} %Q- g:} a3 &3 29.2
19.9 20.0 349 312 40.3 274 355 33.6 273
% Rate Local Healthcare "Fair/Poor" L S $¥ ¥ o3 * o3 = = 89 o = )
15.6 11.5 6.3 6.8 41 9.7 45 8.4 11.5 15.3 121 8.5
s compate gane e rstof Dougos Couny. Toighad ese es, a ko empycol nciots it i are nx o= M
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful resuls. better  similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Arthritis, Osteoporosis & Chronic Back xR B N
Conditions Omaha  Omaha Omaha Omaha Douglas | County  County  County County : : . HP2020
% [50+] Arthritis/Rheumatism = & & 3% &= = &= & = 32,5 s = &3
36.3 399 293 234 33.0 31.7 329 418 33.2 354 35.6 30.1
% [50+] Osteoporosis % i S 7o G 7o S 7o 0 = R ) 9.6 = - s e
2.9 8.1 9.0 121 11.0 8.2 141 9.1 10.6 114 &3 111 9.2
% Sciatica/Chronic Back Pain &3 &3 &3 &3 &3 03 &3 &3 - 15.1 03 &3 =
1741 114 14.0 12.2 14.3 13.9 16.2 16.1 201 215 15.8 18.4
% Chronic Neck Pain N =~ ;Q {:g N = = K Frant 6.2 g} = =
47 47 9.1 35 6.3 5.6 6.1 8.4 8.6 8.3 6.8 5.6
s conpate g he rstof Doas Couny. Toghad hese es, a ko empycol st it are ot 3 @

available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results.

better  similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Metro
Cancer omaia  Omaha Owaha  Omaha Dougias | County cs;:g{y ciifiy N oty L Dougiasy SarpyiCass
Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) {'} L% @ %Q 178.9 @ 3 & @ o3
1789 1611 1865 189.2 167.7 170.6 1736  160.6 196.7
Lung Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) 0 o] 53.9 L L e L
53.9 69.9 491 492 51.6 455
Prostate Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) s & 20.2 0 &3 0 &3
20.2 21.7 24.7 19.6 239 21.2
Female Breast Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) $ {} 240 # # s #
240 15.9 216 208 235 206
Colorectal Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) o %Q- 12.6 3:} o 3:} o
12.6 15.1 18.5 16.4 14.5 145
% Skin Cancer = S S S & = = = = 5.3 o ] =
341 4.0 7.2 42 7.0 4.8 6.0 8.2 5.9 8.1 3.0 48
% Cancer (Other Than Skin) s s s * s s s s s 5.8 s s o3
47 3.8 4.6 8.7 4.9 6.5 6.0 7.3 6.9 55 4.0 41
% [Women 50-74] Mammogram in Past 2 Years &= = o’ = ) = 3 3 = 82.3 $¥ o’ s &3 = =
772 724 89.6 84.7 82.8 82.3 82.0 829 823 725 77.3 79.9 81.1 824 723
% [Women 21-65] Pap Smear in Past 3 Years = & & = o = &= &= = 86.7 $¥ o = & & 0
86.1 80.8 88.7 88.7 98.2 86.9 87.3 83.3 85.6 802 806 84.7 93.0 91.2 79.8
% [Age 50+] Sigmoid/Colonoscopy Ever s & s s s s o3 o3 s 74.2 {g 03 o3 {g 3
753 63.5 75.0 775 76.0 736 774 77.0 718 61.8 64.2 72.0 64.7 69.1
% [Age 50+] Blood Stool Test in Past 2 Years s s s s s * o3 o3 s 29.5 03 s s o
24.7 239 30.2 294 30.0 275 332 304 34.1 15.3 174 283 30.0 296
% [Age 50-75] Colorectal Cancer Screening = * & s s s s s s 75.3 o3
704 64.0 795 81.2 75.5 748 76.7 784 745 705
oot I o Aot A e e O AU AR F 3 @
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better  similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. Baseli
Metro
H NE SE NW sw Western | Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie Area vs.
Dlabetes Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha Douglas County County  County County petiE =l =ts HP2020 Deldlas Sainy/Cass
Diabetes Mellitus (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) %Q 03 03 %Q 21.3 & $ e $ &=
213 15.7 19.3 21.7 220 18.4 209 19.6 210
% Diabetes/High Blood Sugar 7 ®» S S S S & & = 10.6 L3 L3 = & s
134 14.7 8.1 8.5 7.5 10.8 9.1 8.4 12.2 7.7 7.5 101 7.2 9.7
Note: The Metro Area values displayed for age-adjusted death rates are in actuality the Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County i:k @ #
corresponding Douglas County rates. is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not W
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. Baseli
Metro
H H H ] H NE SE NW SW Western Douglas Sar| Cass Pottawattamie vs.
Dementlas! InCIUd | ng AIZheImer S Dlsease Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha  Douglas Cougnty Coum!y County County il pEtE pels =S HP2020 Ecliaaly RSaipy/Eass
. .
Alzheimer's Disease (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) {g {% @ 224 i} ;1:1; s
224 18.6 26.6 359 254 29.0 234 17.3
Note: The Metro Area values displayed for age-adjusted death rates are in actuality the Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County i:} = Q
corresponding Douglas County rates. is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not [
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. Baseline)
Educational & Community-Based etro
y NE SE NW SwW Western Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie Area vs. NE vs. 1A vs. US vs. Douglas | Sarpy/Cass
P Omaha Omaha  Omaha Omaha  Douglas County County  County County : : . HP2020 9 Py
rograms
% Attended Health Event in Past Year s & & & &3 &3 o o &3 23.8 &3 & =
253 1941 209 272 244 234 276 18.7 212 222 243 20.7
Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County i:k é})
is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not LR
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. Baseli
Metro
NE SE NW sw Western | Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie Area vs.
General Health Status Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha Douglas County County  County County peiE (R p=lts HP2020 Doiglas SIS
% "Fair/Poor" Physical Health ® = BB =B R ) 127 | & & % A A
184 14.0 8.1 1.5 8.8 12.7 121 9.3 14.9 12.0 115 16.8 11.8 10.2
% Activity Limitations A =R R = A =R A 184 | 83 & i A A
18.8 18.0 16.9 16.1 15.8 174 194 218 211 18.9 17.6 17.0 18.1 16.6
Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County i:l‘ ﬁ #
is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not N
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Hearing & Other S ey
ea”ng er ensory or NE SE NW sw Western | Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie Area NE A us vs. Dougl Sarov/C
H H H Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha Douglas County County  County County LL2 LL2 \L2 HP2020 ohgias SIRYLasS
Communication Disorders
% Deafness/Trouble Hearing &3 &3 &3 &3 &3 0 s s o] 9.8 & & o3
6.3 11.5 8.8 8.0 8.4 8.5 11.3 12.3 141 9.6 6.4 9.0
Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County i:} @ ﬁ
is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not b
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Heart Disease & Stroke I ‘IIJv:::;eI:s‘ %ﬁg::?; ::me Ciisnsty Mg«:’uar::;mle Ared | N vein wsus R Ecliaaly RSaipy/Eass
Diseases of the Heart (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) 0 {} L o« 156.7 | &= {} {} s o3
156.7 153.9 170.1 191.9 1540 1733 1798  152.7 220.3
Stroke (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) - g:} g:} - 436 L3 L3 qﬁ- L3 3:}
436 39.3 424 453 403 402 389 33.8 57.8
% Heart Disease (Heart Attack, Angina, Coronary Disease) = = = = = = o3 &= = 5.2 = &= &3
5.7 74 3.6 6.0 6.0 5.6 35 4.8 6.3 6.1 45 5.3
% Stroke o =R R R ¥ B AR o 23 [ B R R & o
1.5 1.5 24 1.7 1.0 1.8 34 1.7 3.5 24 2.8 2.7 20 0.9
% Told Have High Blood Pressure (Ever) i £% 217 | R R $¥ i ) o
21.7 21.0 271 28.0 343 26.9 271 329
% [HBP] Taking Medicine for Hypertension {} 794 &3 s
794 79.3 79.2
% Cholesterol Checked in Past 5 Years 7 = 73.7 = = & o
73.7 749 739 755 77.0 82.1
% Told Have High Cholesterol (Among Those Screened) - 03 393 | & &3 o * =
39.3 33.6 374 375 35.1 13.5 245 319
Note: The Metro Area values displayed for age-adjusted death rates are in actuality the Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County i:% & #
corresponding Douglas County rates. is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not B

available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results.

better  similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Metro
HIV . OnfaEha oo 0:1‘2’ha !)V::;T:; [():%l:ﬂ:; g:;zi/y C?:ansty Pm?:luar::;mie Ared | vsNe  vsiA  ve.Us HP2020 Douglas ™ #3arpy/Cass
% [Age 18-44] HIV Test in the Past Year 03 «_ Z & & 16.1 A a = s
20.0 12.0 15.9 16.6 15.7 19.9 16.9 18.5 18.4
s Somparedagant h et of Daas Couny. Troughothse 405 3 ek o ey coll e ht gt 1 = M
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful resuls. better similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Immunization & Infectious Diseases Omahs  Omaha Omaha Omna Doiges | Cous Coudy Comy  Gounty Ared | vone v wus o, Douglas | Sarpy/Cass
% [Age 65+] Flu Shot in Past Year e o o 6 | = R R M = =
726 783 712 704 716 90.0 68.9 734
% [Age 65+] Pneumonia Vaccine Ever &3 a3 &3 75.8 L% e’ L% ,@- & o
75.8 69.7 70.9 70.3 68.1 90.0 771 69.0
% Ever Vaccinated for Hepatitis B = Zan S o SR SR 7o =B R 73 289 qﬂ'
291 29.0 236 30.6 314 281 315 328 282 384
s comparedsgant e et of Dgos oy Troughothse s a ek oy coll s hat gt 1 o= @
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful resuls. better  similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Inj ury & Violence Prevention OgaEha Or::ha o::ma Or?l‘:lvha g::;?: %%ﬁ::; Cs:l:g{y ciisnsty Po“gmzmie Area | vone vl veUs HP2020 Dougiacly SayiCass
Unintentional Injury (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) {:1; {:g @ &Q 324 ¥ o ¥ o @
324 247 473 38.0 35.7 36.8 37.0 36.0 252
% "Always" Wear Seat Belt 03 79.6 $ @ ¥
79.6 85.3 924 725
% Child [Age 0-17] "Always" Uses Seat Belt/Car Seat - 07 s 03 7 93.9 & = o
86.5 98.3 934 96.9 921 91.6 89.5 94.4
% Child [Age 5-16] "Always" Wears a Bike Helmet * 03 s $E - 43.5 0 s &3
339 50.9 438 52.7 215 353 470 443
% Firearm in Home = ¥ & * i 0 - - bt 33.7 0 = =
253 184 344 345 448 294 39.6 54.6 421 379 299 36.2
% [Homes With Children] Firearm in Home &3 o3 & & & 0 L L & 32.3 & & 3
221 10.0 372 328 504 276 410 43.7 38.0 344 292 38.7




% [Homes With Firearms] Weapon(s) Unlocked & Loaded = S S S 7 & = = & 104 3§ = =
14.6 71 6.9 8.8 12.5 9.5 8.3 16.2 14.4 16.9 10.3 5.8
% Victim of Violent Crime in Past 5 Years = Za SN o SN o - L% o] ¥ = = 25 s s
8.4 3.2 0.9 0.8 0.4 3.2 0.4 1.8 2.0 1.6 5.2 0.6
% Perceive Neighborhood as "Slightly/Not At All Safe" & ® o3 o3 0 a ¥ ¥ 7 174 &3
477 31.1 6.0 74 6.9 219 6.4 46 15.3 236 5.1
% Ever Threatened With Violence by Intimate Partner L S o3 S 7 7 = = & 1141 7
16.8 12.9 4.0 10.7 9.8 10.9 114 12.3 113 1.7
% Victim of Domestic Violence (Ever) - =P R ) ) = B = 12.0 =
14.8 131 6.4 12.3 10.2 115 13.0 121 13.2 13.5
% Intimate Partner Has Been Harassing/Controlling in Past 5 Yrs ® = ¥ = = = & &= = 6.4
1.2 6.8 29 5.9 6.0 6.7 49 41 7.8
o Do o et e Do S oo o 2Bkt i B bt e o ST
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better  similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Maternal, Infant & Child Health o ot o, oM, leem | Do s cme o Pelmwtime || AR | N v US| | owes | Sawcas
% No Prenatal Care in First Trimester S 25.9 3:} ﬁ' a.* ﬁ' @
259 28.0 13.6 16.3 221 191
% of Low Birthweight Births # {;’g {;’g # 8.4 @ @ s @ #
8.4 6.9 6.7 8.1 71 6.6 8.2 7.8 7.8
Infant Death Rate & 03 03 & 5.7 o o $¥ ¥ 03
5.7 44 5.2 54 54 4.5 6.4 6.0 8.6
coresponding Douges Couny e, e e s compare aganet he st ofDougos Couny. Thgha hese e, a ko mpycell nccats ot a1 ot 3 @
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Metro
Mental Health & Mental Disorders Omaha  Omaha Omaha Omaha Doughs | Comy Coumy Comy  Goumy | | ‘O [ veME A weUS gy || Dougas | SapyiCass
% "Fair/Poor" Mental Health e R P B R | B B % e 90 3% a =
13.3 11.8 49 6.8 74 9.0 8.2 3.3 12.5 1.7 8.1 5.6
% Major Depression & S S 03 0 S = ¥ o] 10.1 e & a
14.0 8.0 11.0 6.5 5.9 9.8 9.6 5.0 13.6 1.7 6.6 8.3
% Symptoms of Chronic Depression (2+ Years) L * s ¥ s o] ¥ ¥ & 251 s s &3
33.7 31.7 224 205 212 26.6 19.8 18.6 274 26.5 26.8 16.6
% [Those With Major Depression] Seeking Help o« {} s s 88.7 s {} s
84.9 1000 818 91.7 82.0 75.1 81.5
% Typical Day Is "Extremely/Very" Stressful = S S = = = &= &= = 115 &= &= &3
12.3 12.0 9.5 111 10.5 111 11.0 1241 14.0 11.5 12.6 13.3
% Child [Age 5-17] Takes Prescription for ADD/ADHD $¥ &3 o &3 8.3 &3 &3 o
3.9 11.7 8.2 8.1 9.2 6.5 9.2 4.7
s comparedsgant e et of Do Couny. Troughouthso s a e o ey col e ht gt re o= @
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too smallto provide meaningful results. better  similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Nutrition & Weight Status Omaha  Omaha Omaha  Omaha ‘g::;?:; %%ﬁ::; g:l:g{y C?::snsty Po“gmzmie Area | e v wus ) WSIEED || Eapeee
% Eat 5+ Servings of Fruit or Vegetables per Day = & & 0 s = &= &= 3 35.8 & 3§ 7
31.0 30.6 38.1 411 333 35.3 39.0 424 3141 488 26.1 411
%é(e}Eild 5-17] 5+ Servings of Fruits/Vegetables Daily in the Past * = = = = = A * = 412
495 420 46.3 377 404 43.2 34.6 53.7 39.6
% Medical Advice on Nutrition in Past Year A &3 &3 &3 o3 &3 o3 & &3 384 &3 s &
353 374 33.7 415 485 374 446 36.5 345 419 35.2 37.7
% "Very/Somewhat Difficult" to Buy Fresh Produce Affordably - * & 0 $E i 03 = 7 228
320 325 20.0 17.0 11.9 244 16.8 218 232
% Had 7+ Sugar-Sweetened Beverages in Past Week # yﬁ 03 < < 7 = 03 7 28.3
326 328 244 28.0 217 291 284 226 254
% Would Favor a Local Tax on Sweetened Beverages s s s s - 03 3 &3 - 28.6
317 311 282 339 23.0 308 25.7 25.0 22.7
. :
é;esgg gSel\;AP Benefits Should Not Be Used for Sweetened @‘ = = {;’g = RQ {;’g = {;’g 65.0
46.8 61.5 60.7 74.8 67.4 61.0 73.7 69.7 7.7




% "Often/Sometimes" Worry That Food Will Run Out Q # {:g {:g {:g s@ {;’g {;’g & 18.8
294 294 15.3 1.7 13.0 20.7 12.9 12.0 19.9
% Healthy Weight (BMI 18.5-24.9) B R AR K R | BB R et 31.0 = - -3 =
299 30.1 29.8 36.7 29.0 315 315 26.3 28.7 317 339 377 29.0
% Overweight B B B ¥ B | B B A A 675 | 4 = = . S
69.0 67.8 68.2 61.2 70.8 66.7 67.1 73.3 70.1 649  66.2 66.9 59.6 70.5
% Obese = =R % s = = R & 3 | M® R R A ® =
335 30.3 30.5 226 30.0 29.3 315 26.3 34.6 2715 291 285 30.6 236 31.9
% Medical Advice on Weight in Past Year 7 S S S ) = & & = 26.2 e &= o3
250 249 241 26.9 26.1 253 29.2 26.2 26.3 25.7 231 211
% [Overweights] Counseled About Weight in Past Year = S = = = = & &= = 333 =
329 345 299 335 312 325 379 294 313 30.9
% [Obese Adults] Counseled About Weight in Past Year s s * s s s s {} s 443 s {} s {:\g
454 455 317 46.7 442 419 515 58.0 414 474 318 479 31.6
% Children [Age 5-17] Overweight &3 & &3 a3 &3 294 &3 = L%
3141 31.0 31.0 235 343 30.7 372 373
% Children [Age 5-17] Obese = «_ = 3 = 13.2 = 3 = &
19.7 114 14.8 8.7 15.4 18.9 14.6 21.7 16.2
s compate gane e rstof Douos Couny. Toghad ese es, a b o empycol nciots it i are o= M
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better  similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Oral Health On,:aEha Or::ha oxﬁa o:ma ‘gfféﬂi [::%l:.gr::; g:;g!t,y ciisniy Ponc?:uar::;mie Ared | vNe  vsA  ve.Us HPv;dzu Dolala=j RS ainy/Cass
% [Age 18+] Dental Visit in Past Year & & ¥ ¥ s = &= $¥ = 704 ) & $¥ o & 7
60.2 60.4 795 749 741 69.4 731 76.6 69.2 69.5 76.0 66.9 49.0 745 744
% Child [Age 2-17] Dental Visit in Past Year L0 i S S = = = = = 86.2 L5 o )
93.1 834 79.7 86.4 84.7 85.5 894 90.1 83.3 79.2 49.0 84.5 78.7
% Have Dental Insurance - 3 & 0 &3 &3 03 &3 - 70.1 o3 ¥
63.5 64.7 735 747 68.7 69.3 774 70.2 62.3 60.8 64.5 76.1

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County
is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not

available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results.

ffF B3

better  similar

worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Metro
Phy5ica| ACtiVity et Ons1aEha i oi‘ivha g::;:; [():%liﬁ::; cs;:g{y ciifiy Pm?:ﬁr::;mie Ared | vsNe  vsiA  ve.Us HP2020 Douglas ™ #3arpy/Cass
% [Employed] Job Entails Mostly Sitting/Standing = o3 o3 &Q o3 o3 ) L% L% 65.4 3 3 =
63.8 59.4 68.3 735 61.5 66.7 70.0 55.6 53.0 63.2 62.8 70.9
% No Leisure-Time Physical Activity 7 S S S L% = L% & o] 16.7 o3 o o3 o &= o3
204 18.3 174 14.6 11.6 174 11.6 14.5 21.7 247 248 28.7 326 16.9 219
% Meeting Physical Activity Guidelines s s s s 0 s s ¥ & 52.4 &3 {} 0 o3 &3
48.1 49.8 52.8 55.1 63.3 52.0 51.9 62.2 52.7 51.1 49.7 427 436 48.3
% Moderate Physical Activity s s s s s s s s s 30.7 ;:} 3:} o3
273 258 318 339 288 299 29.5 35.7 35.1 239 22.7 248
% Vigorous Physical Activity = S S S ¥ = &= &= = 43.7 o e’ o o &3
405 4.7 432 472 56.5 43.8 444 50.0 40.2 29.7 269 348 358 483
% Medical Advice on Physical Activity in Past Year = S = = o3 = & &= g 431 3 &3
432 377 4.7 473 51.0 431 46.5 46.5 36.8 478 37.5 43.7
% Have Access to Indoor Exercise Equipment - * ;z:g ;z:g {} o« {} s s 75.0
62.6 61.6 81.1 78.0 78.8 716 87.2 80.4 718
% Believe Schools Should Require PE for All Students &= = &3 {% &3 &3 {} o3 &3 96.6 3@ o3
949 94.7 96.7 98.2 96.7 96.2 98.4 97.3 95.9 98.0 972
% Use Local Parks/Recreation Centers At Least Weekly &= = &3 &3 &3 {} o3 #- %Q 40.5 s =
419 39.9 433 434 37.0 42.0 430 321 305 40.0 452
% Use Local Trails At Least Monthly in Good Weather & s s s s s o3 o3 s 49.8 s *
455 491 53.0 54.7 485 50.5 48.3 453 50.1 51.9 56.0
% [Child 5-17] Daily Compliance w/All 5-4-3-2-1 Go! Guidelines s @ s i:g s s o3 o3 s 3.4
45 14 2.2 49 2.2 33 3.2 5.6 3.7
% [Child 5-17] Walks/Bikes to School Most Days - & & s s {} $E - - 10.2
33 12.9 131 16.4 8.3 11.7 9.5 3.8 5.7
s compate gane e rstof Douas Couny. Toighod ese s, a ko empycol nciots it i are F 3 @

available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results.

better  similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Metro
H H NE SE NW SwW Western Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie vs.
ReSpIratOI’y Dlseases Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha Douglas County County County County g ySINE psli vs.US HP2020 Douglas Sarpy/Cass
Pneumonia (Age-Adjusted Death Rate) {} @ @ 03 12.5 @ {} {} {}
12.5 17.8 23.7 15.7 11.2 14.9 15.3 20.7
% Chronic Lung Disease = & & & ) A 2 2 A 74 A = i
8.5 6.1 5.0 7.0 49 6.6 8.6 6.0 10.1 8.4 75 7.8
% [Adult] Currently Has Asthma = A A A 03 < = 03 A 8.6 = o 7 = =
94 10.8 7.3 9.1 49 8.9 8.6 5% 8.1 7.8 7.8 75 8.5 5.8
% [Child 0-17] Currently Has Asthma s s s s s 0 L s s 7.9 s s o3
8.1 6.4 4.6 6.0 8.9 6.3 13.5 6.2 7.2 11.8 10.3 7.6
Note: The Metro Area values displayed for age-adjusted death rates are in actuality the Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County &
corresponding Douglas County rates. is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not {k #
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
H H NE SE NW SW Western Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie A vs.
Sexual Iy Tra nsm Itted D Iseases Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha  Douglas County County  County County rea pEtE pels =S HP2020 Ecliaaly RSaipy/Eass
Chlamydia Incidence per 100,000 & o3 {:g s 5451 | o & &
5451 2350 137.0 235.0 303.0 313.6 4053 4232
% [18-64] 3+ Sexual Partners in Past Year &3 &3 &3 &3 &3 %Q o3 {} &3 33 &3 &3 o
53 3.0 39 33 2.3 4.0 21 14 2.3 3.0 3.1 15
% [18-64] Using Condoms & P B ® = $¥ e K ) 19.5 & A =
26.3 284 19.0 15.2 13.2 215 15.1 16.7 16.0 19.2 209 13.3
Note: The Metro Area values displayed for disease incidence indicators are in actuality the Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County {} @ %
corresponding Douglas County rates. is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not "R
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. better similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. B
Metro
Substance Abuse . OnfaEha oo 0:1‘2’ha ‘6\’::;;2 [():%l::?:ta; g:;zi/y cﬁiﬁy Pm?:luar::;mie Ared | vsNe  vsiA  ve.Us HP2020 Douglas ™ #3arpy/Cass
% Current Drinker (1+ Drink/Past Month) %Q 60.4 3 & &
60.4 59.0 58.8 64.3
% Chronic Drinker (Average 2+ Drinks/Day) A a 5.2 = = = 3 =
5.2 51 55 5.2 5.6 SIS 3.6
% Binge Drinker (Single Occasion - 5+ Drinks Men, 4+ Women) 0 ﬂ 16.8 g:} s o3 g:} o3 Fa
16.8 205 194 16.9 16.7 243 17.0 18.5
% Drinking & Driving in Past Month o ’Z:? o3 * o3 - {} {} o3 5.8 - - s
54 42 6.2 1141 43 6.7 4.0 2.3 5.1 3.5 4.6 3.9
% Driving Drunk or Riding with Drunk Driver = S = g = * o3 o3 = 8.9 3 ] &3
9.0 94 8.7 14.3 7.5 10.3 6.6 42 6.8 55 7.9 7.3
% lliicit Drug Use in Past Month = S S S o3 g o3 &= = 2.2 = o &= &3
3.9 341 2.0 22 0.8 2.7 0.8 14 21 1.7 71 1.6 0.7
% Ever Sought Help for Alcohol or Drug Problem o o3 o3 o3 o3 03 o o3 o3 3.9 o3 o3 s
5.2 5.0 3.0 5.1 3.9 45 24 5.0 25 3.9 3.2 2.0
s sopare gaine e rstof Doulas Couny. Trghad ese ee, a ko empycol s hat s ars 3 @
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful resulfs. better similar  worse
Each Sub-County Area vs. Others Each County vs. Others Metro Area vs. Benchmarks TREND (vs. B
Metro
Tobacco Use OgaEha Or::ha oma Or?l‘:xvha g::;i:: [::ool:.gr::; g:sg:’y ciisnsty ng:luar::;mie Ared | vNe  vsA  ve.Us nglzsdzu Dolala=j RS ainy/Cass
% Current Smoker & = 3 17.0 ) = = * 3 =
17.0 16.9 27.0 17.2 16.2 16.6 12.0 209 16.2
% Someone Smokes at Home = & & S $E & & 15.1 = 3 =
19.0 203 12.8 154 6.6 16.2 104 10.7 17.9 13.6 214 12.1
% [Household With Children] Someone Smokes in the Home s s s s 03 s o3 3 s 9.3 s 03 3
10.5 71 1.7 9.7 3.3 9.6 7.5 8.0 11.6 1241 20.6 7.9
% [Smokers] Have Quit Smoking 1+ Days in Past Year {“f 53.5 & @ %‘} {:g
535 56.2 80.0 40.9 36.2
% Use Smokeless Tobacco QQ 3.0 = ﬁ- -QQ
3.0 2.8 0.3 1.7
s compate gane e st ofDouas Couny. Toighad ese s, a ko empycol st i are 3 @
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful resuls. better similar  worse




Each Sub-County Area vs. Others

Each County vs. Others

Metro Area vs. Benchmarks

TREND (vs. Baseli
Metro
] NE SE NW SW Western | Douglas Sarpy Cass Pottawattamie Area vs.
VISIon Omaha Omaha Omaha Omaha  Douglas County County  County County petiE el =ts HP2020 Dolola=ly [Rsaimy/Cass
% Eye Exam in Past 2 Years &\Q o3 o3 o3 7 %Q L% =~ = 55.9 R g\@ R

482 535 568  57.0 50.6

53.7 605 618 57.8

58.7

59.3

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all other counties combined; each subarea of Douglas County
is compared against the rest of Douglas County. Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not
available for this indicator or that sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results.

= M

better  similar  worse
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