1. Factor 1: Need/Extent of the Problem
a. Target Geography
The State of California as a whole has been hit with the brunt of the housing crisis on a geographical basis in comparison to any other state or region in the country. Over the course of the last 18 months the State’s foreclosure figures, reported by RealtyTrac.com, measured  foreclosure homes in the State of California equal to just over 24 percent of the Nations total reported foreclosures. Unfortunately, California is the leader in foreclosures and will likely be into the near future. There is urgency at local level to address the housing issues with additional and funds that are needed to assist in the effort to stabilize neighborhoods.
The State of California foreclosure activity counts for May 2009 are significantly above the runner up states of Florida and Nevada for the same period, according to RealtyTrac.com. California reported 92,249 foreclosure filings, with 1 in 144 units in foreclosure, trailed by Florida at 58,931 and Nevada at 17,157.  These are actual numbers and not formula projections like those found in models of foreclosure projections by HUD datasets for NSP 1 or NSP 2.  The table below listed the national, State and consortia member jurisdictions foreclosure counts that include the geographical target areas.
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Area Name Filings Stock in Foreclosure Housing in Foreclosure

United States 1 unit per every 398 1,963,443 0.25% N/Av.

State of California 1 unit per every 144 92,249 0.69% 1.19%

Delano city 1 unit per every 128 85 0.78% 1.09%

Taft city 1 unit per every 97 70 1.03% 3.79%

Hanford city 1 unit per every 155 138 0.65% 1.05%

Madera city 1 unit per every 70 392 1.43% 3.35%

Merced city 1 unit per every 79 425 1.27% 2.34%

Oceanside city 1 unit per every 123 584 0.81% 1.72%

Shasta Lake city 1 unit per every 95 31 1.05% 0.91%

Porterville city 1 unit per every 126 188 0.79% 1.58%

Kings county 1 unit per every 160 261 0.63% 3.77%

    Source: RealtyTrac.com  (*) - Ratio based on projection that all foreclosure filings are detached single-family units.

Forclosure per Stock

May 2009 - Foreclosure Filings / Total Housing Units 

 Foreclosure Trends of State & Target Area Cities

Fraction of Unit in 


Due to the competitive nature of NSP 2 the State has sought a consortia strategy to tackle the hardest hit areas as identified by HUD datasets.  As lead agency the State and its consortia members will only focus neighborhood stabilization activities in census tracts selected and have a max score of 20.  A list of the census tracts is located in the appendix to the application. 
The State had discussions with units of general local governments, non-profits and consultants regarding an effective strategy to further the stabilization efforts with NSP 2 funds. It was found that many larger urban jurisdictions have the capacity to apply and implement activities exclusively with NSP 2 funds or were seeking consortiums with local level jurisdictions.  Many of these jurisdictions, and others, have been working in conjunction with non-profits or developers on developing an application strategy at a neighborhood level from a city, county or regional approach.  As a result, the State opted to assist those areas of California that are not able to apply exclusively to HUD, but have capacity to implement NSP activities. These smaller, typically more rural, jurisdictions are often overlooked by non-profits as they are focused on more urban areas.

The State of California NSP 2 Consortium includes the Department of Housing and Community Development as the lead agency and the member cities of Merced, Madera, Hanford, Porterville, Delano, Taft, Oceanside and Shasta Lake, as well as Kings County. Overall there are 39 census tract’s represented, with the majority of these (28 CT’s) being located San Joaquin Valley, more commonly known as the Central Valley’s southern portion. In October 2008 a New York Times article cited the City of Merced as having the highest rate of foreclosures in the nation. This region of California, as well as Southern California, has been significantly impacted by the housing crisis. 
There were many reasons for the housing crisis. Major factors in the State included the preceding years of low cost credit, predatory lending practices with high cost loan products coupled with under educated homebuyers and homeowners refinancing to the maximum limits.  The unchecked finance markets allowed a larger segment of the population to enter the real estate market and create an atmosphere of high demand in real estate.  The high demand fueled a housing bubble that was driven in part by a sellers market demanding ever rising prices.  Now with the collapse of the subprime market, increases in foreclosures and tightening of available credit for homebuyers have combined to place downward pressure on housing prices. 
The California Association of Realtors lists the median sales price of homes monthly and the last three years recorded below are a snapshot of the downturn in the housing market at it corrects. All of the target areas were reported with the exception of the communities of Shasta Lake, Hanford and Kings County, but local reports indicate a similar story.  The tightening of the credit market and the return of distressed sales to the resale market has brought prices down considerably from the market peaks two to three years ago.  Each submarket peaked at different times during the period of 2006 to 2007, but nearly all had peaked by mid 2007.  The City of Merced has a median home price change from May 2007 to May 2009 of negative 186 percent as the largest example and Taft has a change for the same period of negative 57 percent as the smallest change in median price of the target geographical areas. 
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Madera County  $127,000.00   $209,500.00  -39.4% $307,500.00 -31.9%

 Madera  $122,750.00   $185,000.00  -33.6% $325,000.00 -43.1%

Merced County  $105,000.00   $176,000.00  -40.3% $276,000.00 -36.2%

 Merced  $100,000.00   $181,000.00  -44.8% $286,250.00 -36.8%

Tulare County  $128,000.00   $200,000.00  -36.0% $250,000.00 -20.0%

 Porterville  $125,500.00   $185,000.00  -32.2% $233,000.00 -20.6%

Kern County  $122,250.00   $212,000.00  -42.3% $263,000.00 -19.4%

 Delano  $118,500.00   $200,000.00  -40.8% $210,000.00 -4.8%

 Taft  $114,500.00   $119,000.00  -3.8% $180,000.00 -33.9%

San Diego County  $295,000.00   $380,000.00  -22.4% $495,000.00 -23.2%

 Oceanside  $213,500.00   $342,500.00  -37.7%

$445,000.00 -23.0%

Median Home Sales Price Comparison and Year-to-Year Percentage Change

Source: California Association of Realtors

Select Target Cities and Representative Counties


The California Department of Finance releases monthly reports with updates of the State’s current economic situation, with highlights.  In the most recent June release it cites that the months of April and May there were of mixed economic news. Broad-based job losses continued in both months, and the state’s unemployment rate rose in May. However, there were tentative signs of stability in residential real estate markets even though construction activity continued at a lull in April. Economic highlights included:
· California suffered widespread employment losses of 62,800 in April and 68,900 nonfarm jobs in May. California's unemployment rate rose 0.4 percentage point to 11.5 percent in May.
· Only one of the state's 11 major industry sectors gained jobs in May–educational and health services, with a gain of 2,100. The largest losses were in government (14,200), construction (11,300), professional and business services (10,900) manufacturing (9,600), trade, transportation, and utilities (8,300) and information (8,100). (Federal government employment fell by 11,400 as a one-month U.S. Census survey involving about 10,000 temporary employees ended. State government employment fell by 100 and local government by 2,700.) 

· From May 2008 to May 2009, nonfarm payroll employment fell by 739,500 jobs (4.9 percent) in California–a record percentage decline. Only one of the major industry sectors gained jobs over the year: again, educational and health services (23,300). The largest losses were in trade, transportation, and utilities (191,100), construction (149,200), professional and business services (126,100), and manufacturing (122,200).

· Home construction still appeared stuck at recessionary levels in April. Even though April was the third consecutive month-over-month increase in single-family construction, total residential permits were issued at a sluggish seasonally adjusted annual rate of 33,340 units, down over 54.8 percent from a year earlier. Single-family permits were down 34.7 percent, while multi-family permitting was down 72 percent.  

· Nonresidential construction continued to deteriorate in April as permitting fell 48.9 percent from a year earlier. Furthermore, the value of permits issued in April was the lowest since November 1997. For the first four months of 2009 as a whole, nonresidential permitting was down 46.6 percent from the same months of 2008. 

· Hopeful signs emerged for California’s real estate markets. The number of home sales (quantity of transactions) improved modestly in April and were up over 49 percent from a year earlier. Sales of existing, single-family detached homes totaled 540,360 units statewide at a seasonally adjusted annualized rate. 

· Home sales prices improved in April for the second consecutive month, putting the median price up 3.7 percent from February. March broke a string of 18 consecutive month-over-month drops. Despite the positive March-April showing, the median price of existing single-family homes sold in April — $256,700 — was down 36.5 percent from a year earlier. 

Overall the entire State finds itself in the middle of the economic downturn with government budgets at all levels in the red and unemployment at rates not seen since the mid 1990’s recession. The table below displays the overall jobs by industry and loss of employment in nearly every sector from month-to-month and the year-to-year period.
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Total Farm 393.7 373.0 403.3 5.5% -2.4%

Total, Nonfarm 14343.4 14412.3 15087.4 -0.5% -4.9%

  Construction 654.1 665.4 803.3 -1.7% -18.6%

  Manufacturing 1314.4 1324.0 1436.6 -0.7% -8.5%

  Trade, Transp.,

   & Utilities

  Information 447.0 455.1 480.7 -1.8% -7.0%

  Professional &

  Business Serv.

  Educational &

  Health Serv.

  Leisure &

  Hospitality Serv.

  Government 2509.6 2523.8 2523.8 -0.6% -0.6%

               Source: California Employment Development Department

2883.0 -0.3%

Percent Change 

May-08 Apr-09 May-08

1723.6 0.1%

-6.6%

2130.9 2141.8 2257.0 -0.5% -5.6%

2691.9 2700.2

Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

California Employment by Selected Industry

1.4%

1515.6 1518.3 1577.9 -0.2% -3.9%

1746.9 1744.8


The monthly labor force data for the target area cities and county are found in the following table. Although the State has and average unemployment rate of 11.5 percent for the month of May 2009, the majority of the target area cities are well above the State and national levels. These higher levels of unemployment reflect that these community governments require more assistance is stabilizing neighborhoods due to these markets having less qualified buyers that likely will require greater assistance in entering the residential market. The census tracts targeted are located in communities with unemployment rates between 12.6 and 34.7 percent for the same period. The only exception to this was the City of Oceanside, albeit reported a 9.0 percent unemployment rate it is in line with the national average.  
All of the economic factors of the State and consortia members boils down to a need for additional funding to assist in the stabilization of neighborhoods. The hardest hit neighborhoods will require the most assistance recovering and during this downturn and the need is compounded due to the high unemployment rates and businesses cutting income of employees to weather the economic times. Financial assistance to aid jurisdictions in the purchase and homebuyer assistance programs to reoccupy foreclosed properties is the best alternative to move toward recovery in California. 
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Area Name Force ment Number Rate

United States 154,336,000 140,363,000 13,973,000 9.1%

State of California 18,441,400 16,374,500 2,066,900 11.2%

Kern County                                                  379,500 325,600 53,900 14.2%

Delano city 20,000 13,100 7,000 34.7%

Taft city 3,700 3,200 500 13.8%

Kings County                                                 61,100 52,300 8,800 14.4%

Hanford city 24,100 21,100 3,000 12.6%

Madera County                                                68,600 59,200 9,400 13.7%

Madera city 24,600 19,900 4,700 19.2%

Merced County                                                105,800 87,500 18,300 17.3%

Merced city 31,300 25,900 5,400 17.1%

San Diego County                                             1,561,100 1,414,100 147,000 9.4%

Oceanside city 85,600 77,900 7,700 9.0%

Shasta County                                                84,400 71,600 12,800 15.1%

Shasta Lake city 4,600 3,700 900 19.5%

Tulare County                                                216,800 185,800 31,000 14.3%

Porterville city 22,500 19,500 2,900 13.1%

    Source: California Employment Development Department

Unemployment

Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

May 2009 - Preliminary

Monthly Labor Force Data for US, State & Select Cities


b. Market Conditions and Demand Factors
1. Absorption Projections of Foreclosures

Housing market data was researched with the California Association of Realtors in association with consortia members and their local real estate market experts. The upside for local real estate markets is that in the long-run recovery appears likely, but the timing is indeterminate. The infusion of NSP 2 funds in the consortia member markets is anticipated to have positive effect by assisting a more timely recovery, than if not funded.
According to the California Associate of the unsold inventory index for existing homes dropped for the third consecutive month in April, falling to 4.6 months statewide. The index stood at 9.8 months in April 2008. The median number of days needed to sell a home in April held steady at 48.7 days, which was a 6-percent improvement from a year earlier.
Most consortia members were able to report some inventory figures and sales counts from the first quarter months of 2009. These figures were based on interviews with local real estate professionals and data from their respective local Multiple Listing Service’s.  Not all homes were able to be accounted for in this calculations, due to not all homes are marketed the same way.  Absorption rates were based on the best information available.
The local consortia markets report absorption rates equating to 4 to 11 months of inventory with most in the range of 4 to 9 months. As a result, it is highly likely that the consortia member markets would rebound within a three year period, but the timing of the rebound is likely to take greater than 24 months.  The Central Valley submarkets report that greater than 50 percent of sales transactions are classified as being distress sales or properties sold under pre-foreclosure, REO’s or short sale circumstances. This lends additional support to the reasoning that there is a strong market for foreclosed properties as housing has become more affordable and that a rebound is inevitable, even if NSP2 funds were not awarded. 
The housing markets continues to be encouraged by historically low interest rates, home prices continuing to decline and motivated homebuyer activity statewide has increased sales.  The current market activity has improved in more sales transactions for the fifth consecutive quarter since bottoming out in the fourth quarter of 2007. Sales of existing single-family homes surged to 590,390 in the first quarter of 2009, an increase of 9.7 percent from the fourth quarter of 2008, and a jump of 82.7 percent from the first quarter of last year. The sales level was the highest since the third quarter of 2005 when sales reached a near-record of 634,090.
The median price for California continued to decline though as deeply-discounted distressed sales remained at high levels in many parts of the state, especially in the Central Valley. Many of these housing products have been abused by their former owners and require significant repair in order to resell.  The median home price for existing single-family detached homes dropped 40.1 percent from a year ago to $250,640 in the first quarter of 2009, reaching a level not seen since early 2001. Sales in the Central Valley and Southern California performed better than the Bay Area, although these gains were due primarily to the surge in distressed sales with steeply discounted prices. By comparison, the Bay Area has experienced weakness in sales because of prevailing high prices and the scarcity of jumbo loans.

According to the first quarter statistics reported by the California Association of Realtors, throughout most of 2008 and into the first quarter of 2009, sales have improved in California and its regions, in contrast to the national trend which has generally been flat since September 2007. However, California’s prices have declined by far more than the national median price, which has only recently begun to experience double-digit percentage decreases.

Central Valley 

The Central Valley region continued to have a high ratio of distressed sales to total sales, contributing to significant growth in sales and sharp decline in prices. After falling more dramatically than the other regions of the state in 2006 and 2007, sales started leveling off in the first quarter of 2008 and have been rising since then. Sales in the first quarter of 2009 increased 121.9 percent for Fresno, 119.5 percent for Kern, 168.5 percent for Merced, and 80.9 percent for Sacramento, from last year. The Central Valley region also experienced a longer period of price decline when compared to the state as a whole. Median prices for all of the above counties have been declining since they peaked in the mid 2006, a year earlier than when the statewide median price hit its record high. Counties in the region had year-to-year price decreases ranging from 49.8 percent for Merced to 34.5 percent for Sacramento in the first quarter of 2009. Central Valley communities also have high degrees of overcrowding, often with many extended family members living together. 
Southern California
Sales activity in Southern California followed the sales trend of the state closely with non seasonally-adjusted first-quarter sales increasing 95.8 percent on a year-to-year basis from the first quarter of 2008. All regions in the area experienced an increase in sales of over 50 percent from a year ago, with the Riverside/San Bernardino region growing the most at 141.7 percent. The median price for Southern California decreased 39.0 percent year-to-year to $259,000 in the first quarter of 2009, and had been declining in the range of 40 percent for three consecutive quarters. Home prices fell in all regions with year-to-year declines ranging from a drop of 51.6 percent in the Palm Springs/Lower Desert Region to a drop of 28.3 percent in Orange County. 

Bay Area 
Home sales in the Bay Area increased 33.9 percent year-to-year in the first quarter of 2009, but were still far below the growth rate of the state. The median price for the Bay Area dropped 42.7 percent year-to-year to $401,980 for the first quarter of 2009. Prior to the fourth quarter of 2008, the decline in home prices in the Bay Area was relatively mild compared to the state as a whole, but has caught up with the rest of the state since then. The Bay Area continued to show moderate price depreciations in the mid-20 percent range, as compared to the 40 percent shown at the state level.    

2. Contributing Negative Economic Factors

The most relevant economic factor contributing to the local market conditions and neighborhood decline within the target geographies is unemployment.  If NSP 2 funds are awarded to the consortium it would not only assist in the stabilization of neighborhoods, but also contribute to revitalization of the deeply impacted construction industry, which has the largest reduction in the labor force for the nonfarm segment.  High unemployment rates will likely stifle the efforts of government stimulus and prolong the recover period in each of the submarkets of the consortium.  Many companies and government agencies have chosen to furlough in lieu of layoffs and the results of this activity causes shrinkage in the market that is not as easy to quantify.  Many government agencies, the State included, have furloughs until the end of the 09/10 fiscal year, which diminished any chances of government sector employees, who are renters, from entering into the market as homebuyers.      
3. Income Characteristics of Households
The income characteristics of the cities the target geographies are located in are lower in comparison to the median income statewide, at $59,948.  The consortia member median incomes primarily range from $26,000 to $49,000 per year.  The exception to this is the City of Oceanside, which reported $61,813.  Oceanside should be considered in light that the higher cost of living coincides with the desirable coastline location and that most households must have two, three or more incomes to support the costs associated with quality of life.  As previously stated, seven of the nine consortia jurisdictions are located within the Central Valley and by comparison the median incomes indicated a concentration of low to moderate-income households in this region. The prospects for the consortia member housing markets is bleak and will likely continue to decline until the foreclosure crisis is abated.
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Area Name Median Income Households Earning Below Median

Delano city $37,248 9,663 52.2%

*Taft city $33,861 2,883 40.3%

Hanford city $48,962 15,916 50.7%

Madera city $40,477 14,642 56.1%

Merced city $35,042 22,993 49.9%

Porterville city $35,633 15,151 49.2%

*Shasta Lake city $26,275 3,384 48.8%

Oceanside city $61,813 56,615 50.4%

    Source: U.S. Census Bureau - 2007 Estimates (*) - 2000 Census Data, no 2007 estimate

By Target Area Cities

2007 Median Household Income


With the tightening of the credit market it is increasingly difficult to secure mortgage financing for those who may need some homebuyer assistant or that may be in a position to purchase a home.  The process is more time consuming and tedious due to more rigorous underwriting constraints. The jumbo loan market is nearly non-existent at the moment due to the real and perceived risk in the marketplace. The funding gap for income groups in the 50%, 80% or 120% of median area income varies, but homebuyer assistance of any sort is a definite need and in demand for those seeking to enter the market. 
The following table lists the percentages of households, per consortia member, paying above 30 percent of their household income on housing costs. These figures were the best available and are from the 2000 Census and are based on 1999 dollars. 
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Rate of Renters  w/ Mortgages

Paying >30%  Paying > 30%

Consortia Members of HH Income of HH Income

Delano 36.5% 27.0%

Taft 46.3% 21.9%

Hanford 46.1% 26.5%

Kings County 33.9% 26.5%

Porterville 47.5% 24.3%

Madera 38.8% 29.6%

Merced 45.2% 30.2%

Shasta Lake 53.8% 46.1%

Oceanside 44.6% 37.0%

of Household Income (1999 dollars) on Housing Costs

Percentages of Households Paying >30% 


According to the 2000 census data the percentage of homeowners with mortgages and renters paying above 30% of their income in the consortia member cities is evident of the significant need for affordable housing for both homebuyers and renters. Overpayment is most California real estate markets is not uncommon in relation to the median income, but now that many markets have declined dramatically those renters who have saved, or are able to secure homebuyer assistance, will likely take advantage of the more affordable costs of owning a home in comparison to renting. 
4. Additional Contributing Factors to Market Conditions & Neighborhood Instability

The current recession and loss of incomes statewide is a major contributing factor to market conditions and neighborhood instability.  The shrinking economy, due to employers scaling back or shutting down, has directly affected the stability of neighborhoods.  Homeowners who were hanging in there a year ago and still able to pay their mortgages are finding increasingly that if there incomes are not disappearing altogether, due to employer closures or layoffs, than their hours have been reduced and discretionary spending is nil.  The thought of purchasing large ticket items, like a home, is not realistic for most. 
5. Narrative Description of Most Likely Activities to Stabilize Neighborhoods

There is a mix of characteristics in these consortium member jurisdictions: an improving absorption rate, a very large number of foreclosed homes, many of which are in dilapidated condition, and high rates of overcrowding. Therefore, the program design is a mixture of activities, heavily weighted to financing mechanisms and acquisition/rehabilitation to allow dilapidated homes to be rehabilitated and sold to qualifying families. Also, a common characteristic of the southern Central Valley, where 7 of the 9 communities are located, is a very high rate of overcrowding. The Department’s large commitment of CalHome funds will help to increase the absorption rate by making it possible for many sub 50% AMI households, especially those living in overcrowded conditions, to buy a renovated home. The CalHome program has stringent qualifying requirements, to prevent homeowners from over-extending themselves and thus preventing another ruinous cycle of foreclosures in the future. In a few of the communities, unique opportunities to improve neighborhoods made demolition the right choice for those communities. 
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May-09 Unemployment

		

		Monthly Labor Force Data for US, State & Select Cities

		May 2009 - Preliminary

		Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

				Labor		Employ-		Unemployment

		Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate

		United States		154,336,000		140,363,000		13,973,000		9.1%

		State of California		18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

		Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%

		Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%

		Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%

		Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%

		Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%

		Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%

		Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%

		Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%

		Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%

		San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%

		Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%

		Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%

		Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%

		Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%

		Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%

		Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%

		Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%

		Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%

		Source: State of California, Employment Development Department





Employment by Industry

		

				California Employment by Selected Industry

				Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

												Percent Change From

						May-09		Apr-09		May-08		Apr-09		May-08

						(Prelim)		(Revised)

				Total Farm		393.7		373.0		403.3		5.5%		-2.4%

				Total, Nonfarm		14343.4		14412.3		15087.4		-0.5%		-4.9%

				  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.7%		-18.6%				Construction #1

				  Manufacturing		1314.4		1324.0		1436.6		-0.7%		-8.5%				Manufacturing #2

				  Trade, Transp.,		2691.9		2700.2		2883.0		-0.3%		-6.6%

				   & Utilities

				  Information		447.0		455.1		480.7		-1.8%		-7.0%				Technology

				  Professional &		2130.9		2141.8		2257.0		-0.5%		-5.6%

				  Business Serv.

				  Educational &		1746.9		1744.8		1723.6		0.1%		1.4%

				  Health Serv.

				  Leisure &		1515.6		1518.3		1577.9		-0.2%		-3.9%

				  Hospitality Serv.

				  Government		2509.6		2523.8		2523.8		-0.6%		-0.6%

				Source: California Employment Development Department





Initial Unemploy Data

		State of California												Employment Development Department

		June 19, 2009												Labor Market Information Division

		March 2008 Benchmark												http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov

														(916) 262-2162

		Monthly Labor Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places (CDP)

		May 2009 - Preliminary

		Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

				Labor		Employ-		Unemployment				Census Ratios

		Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate		Emp		Unemp

				18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

		Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%		1.000000		1.000000

		Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%		0.040167		0.128980

		Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%		0.009774		0.009433

		Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%		0.402739		0.345060

		Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%		0.335791		0.503950

		Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%		0.296529		0.293151

		San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%		0.055099		0.052228

		Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%		1.000000		1.000000

		Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%		0.051817		0.063779

		Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%		0.051255		0.069491

		Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%		0.069459		0.071884

		Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%		0.105003		0.095011

		CDP is "Census Designated Place" - a recognized community that was unincorporated at the time

		of the 2000 Census.   of the 2000 Census.

		Notes:

		1) Data may not add due to rounding.  All unemployment rates shown are calculated on

		unrounded data.

		2) These data are not seasonally adjusted.

		Methodology:

		Monthly city and CDP labor force data are derived by multiplying current estimates of county

		employment and unemployment by the employment and unemployment shares (ratios) of

		each city and CDP at the time of the 2000 Census.  Ratios for cities of 25,000 or more persons

		were developed from special tabulations based on household population only from the Bureau of

		Labor Statistics.  For smaller cities and CDP, ratios were calculated from published census data.

		City and CDP unrounded employment and unemployment are summed to get the labor force.

		The unemployment rate is calculated by dividing unemployment by the labor force.  Then the

		labor force, employment, and unemployment are rounded.

		This method assumes that the rates of change in employment and unemployment, since 2000,

		are exactly the same in each city and CDP as at the county level (i.e., that the shares are still

		accurate).  If this assumption is not true for a specific city or CDP, then the estimates for that area

		may not represent the current economic conditions. Since this assumption is untested, caution

		should be employed when using these data.





Initial Employ Data

		

		California Employment by Selected Industry

		Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

										Percent Change From

				9-May		9-Apr		8-May		9-Apr		8-May

				(Prelim)		(Revised)

		Total Farm		393.7		373		403.3		5.50%		-2.40%

		Total, Nonfarm		14,343.40		14,412.30		15,087.40		-0.50%		-4.90%

		  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.70%		-18.60%

		  Manufacturing		1,314.40		1,324.00		1,436.60		-0.70%		-8.50%

		  Trade, Transp.,		2,691.90		2,700.20		2,883.00		-0.30%		-6.60%

		   & Utilities

		  Information		447		455.1		480.7		-1.80%		-7.00%

		  Professional &		2,130.90		2,141.80		2,257.00		-0.50%		-5.60%

		  Business Serv.

		  Educational &		1,746.90		1,744.80		1,723.60		0.10%		1.40%

		  Health Serv.

		  Leisure &		1,515.60		1,518.30		1,577.90		-0.20%		-3.90%

		  Hospitality Serv.

		  Government		2,509.60		2,523.80		2,523.80		-0.60%		-0.60%

		Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, Current Employment Statistics Program






_1309180210.xls
Target City Median Income

		

				2007 Median Household Income

				By Target Area Cities

						2007 Survey Estimate		Number of		Rate of Households

				Area Name		Median Income		Households		Earning Below Median

				Delano city		$37,248		9,663		52.2%

				*Taft city		$33,861		2,883		40.3%

				Hanford city		$48,962		15,916		50.7%

				Madera city		$40,477		14,642		56.1%

				Merced city		$35,042		22,993		49.9%

				Porterville city		$35,633		15,151		49.2%

				*Shasta Lake city		$26,275		3,384		48.8%

				Oceanside city		$61,813		56,615		50.4%

				Source: U.S. Census Bureau		(*) - 2000 Census Data, due to no estimate for 2007





Target City Foreclosures

		

				Foreclosure Trends of State & Target Area Cities

				May 2009 - Foreclosure Filings / Total Housing Units

						Fraction of Unit in				Foreclosure		Ratio of Housing		*Ratio of Detached										Total		Total

				Area Name		Forclosure per Stock				Filings		Stock in Foreclosure		Housing in Foreclosure										Housing Units		Detached		Detached

				United States		1 unit per every		398		1,963,443		0.25%		N/Av.

				State of California		1 unit per every		144		92,249		0.69%		1.19%								0.0069444444		13283856		7756434		1.19%

				Delano city		1 unit per every		128		85		0.78%		1.09%								0.0078125				7789		1.09%

				Taft city		1 unit per every		97		70		1.03%		3.79%								0.0103092784				1848		3.79%

				Hanford city		1 unit per every		155		138		0.65%		1.05%								0.0064516129				13,154		1.05%

				Madera city		1 unit per every		70		392		1.43%		3.35%								0.0142857143				11687		3.35%

				Merced city		1 unit per every		79		425		1.27%		2.34%								0.0126582278				18185		2.34%

				Oceanside city		1 unit per every		123		584		0.81%		1.72%								0.0081300813				33974		1.72%

				Shasta Lake city		1 unit per every		95		31		1.05%		0.91%								0.0105263158				3409		0.91%

				Porterville city		1 unit per every		126		188		0.79%		1.58%												7756		0.00%

																						0

				Kings county		1 unit per every		160		261		0.63%		3.77%								0.00625				11890		1.58%

				Source: RealtyTrac.com		(*) - Ratio based on projection that all foreclosure filings are detached single-family units.





May-09 Unemployment

		

				Monthly Labor Force Data for US, State & Select Cities

				May 2009 - Preliminary

				Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

						Labor		Employ-		Unemployment

				Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate

				United States		154,336,000		140,363,000		13,973,000		9.1%

				State of California		18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

				Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%

				Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%

				Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%

				Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%

				Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%

				Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%

				Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%

				Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%

				Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%

				San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%

				Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%

				Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%

				Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%

				Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%

				Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%

				Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%

				Source: California Employment Development Department

				Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%

				Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%





Employment by Industry

		

				California Employment by Selected Industry

				Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

												Percent Change From

						May-09		Apr-09		May-08		Apr-09		May-08

						(Prelim)		(Revised)

				Total Farm		393.7		373.0		403.3		5.5%		-2.4%

				Total, Nonfarm		14343.4		14412.3		15087.4		-0.5%		-4.9%

				  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.7%		-18.6%				Construction #1

				  Manufacturing		1314.4		1324.0		1436.6		-0.7%		-8.5%				Manufacturing #2

				  Trade, Transp.,		2691.9		2700.2		2883.0		-0.3%		-6.6%

				   & Utilities

				  Information		447.0		455.1		480.7		-1.8%		-7.0%				Technology

				  Professional &		2130.9		2141.8		2257.0		-0.5%		-5.6%

				  Business Serv.

				  Educational &		1746.9		1744.8		1723.6		0.1%		1.4%

				  Health Serv.

				  Leisure &		1515.6		1518.3		1577.9		-0.2%		-3.9%

				  Hospitality Serv.

				  Government		2509.6		2523.8		2523.8		-0.6%		-0.6%

				Source: California Employment Development Department





Initial Unemploy Data

		State of California												Employment Development Department

		June 19, 2009												Labor Market Information Division

		March 2008 Benchmark												http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov

														(916) 262-2162

		Monthly Labor Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places (CDP)

		May 2009 - Preliminary

		Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

				Labor		Employ-		Unemployment				Census Ratios

		Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate		Emp		Unemp

				18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

		Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%		1.000000		1.000000

		Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%		0.040167		0.128980

		Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%		0.009774		0.009433

		Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%		0.402739		0.345060

		Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%		0.335791		0.503950

		Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%		0.296529		0.293151

		San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%		0.055099		0.052228

		Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%		1.000000		1.000000

		Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%		0.051817		0.063779

		Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%		0.051255		0.069491

		Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%		0.105003		0.095011

		CDP is "Census Designated Place" - a recognized community that was unincorporated at the time

		of the 2000 Census.   of the 2000 Census.

		Notes:

		1) Data may not add due to rounding.  All unemployment rates shown are calculated on

		unrounded data.

		2) These data are not seasonally adjusted.

		Methodology:

		Monthly city and CDP labor force data are derived by multiplying current estimates of county

		employment and unemployment by the employment and unemployment shares (ratios) of

		each city and CDP at the time of the 2000 Census.  Ratios for cities of 25,000 or more persons

		were developed from special tabulations based on household population only from the Bureau of

		Labor Statistics.  For smaller cities and CDP, ratios were calculated from published census data.

		City and CDP unrounded employment and unemployment are summed to get the labor force.

		The unemployment rate is calculated by dividing unemployment by the labor force.  Then the

		labor force, employment, and unemployment are rounded.

		This method assumes that the rates of change in employment and unemployment, since 2000,

		are exactly the same in each city and CDP as at the county level (i.e., that the shares are still

		accurate).  If this assumption is not true for a specific city or CDP, then the estimates for that area

		may not represent the current economic conditions. Since this assumption is untested, caution

		should be employed when using these data.

		Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%		0.069459		0.071884





Initial Employ Data

		

		California Employment by Selected Industry

		Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

										Percent Change From

				9-May		9-Apr		8-May		9-Apr		8-May

				(Prelim)		(Revised)

		Total Farm		393.7		373		403.3		5.50%		-2.40%

		Total, Nonfarm		14,343.40		14,412.30		15,087.40		-0.50%		-4.90%

		  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.70%		-18.60%

		  Manufacturing		1,314.40		1,324.00		1,436.60		-0.70%		-8.50%

		  Trade, Transp.,		2,691.90		2,700.20		2,883.00		-0.30%		-6.60%

		   & Utilities

		  Information		447		455.1		480.7		-1.80%		-7.00%

		  Professional &		2,130.90		2,141.80		2,257.00		-0.50%		-5.60%

		  Business Serv.

		  Educational &		1,746.90		1,744.80		1,723.60		0.10%		1.40%

		  Health Serv.

		  Leisure &		1,515.60		1,518.30		1,577.90		-0.20%		-3.90%

		  Hospitality Serv.

		  Government		2,509.60		2,523.80		2,523.80		-0.60%		-0.60%

		Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, Current Employment Statistics Program






_1308999176.xls
Target City Foreclosures

		

				Foreclosure Trends of State & Target Area Cities

				May 2009 - Foreclosure Filings / Total Housing Units

						Fraction of Unit in				Foreclosure		Ratio of Housing		*Ratio of Detached										Total		Total

				Area Name		Forclosure per Stock				Filings		Stock in Foreclosure		Housing in Foreclosure										Housing Units		Detached		Detached

				United States		1 unit per every		398		1,963,443		0.25%		N/Av.

				State of California		1 unit per every		144		92,249		0.69%		1.19%								0.0069444444		13283856		7756434		1.19%

				Delano city		1 unit per every		128		85		0.78%		1.09%								0.0078125				7789		1.09%

				Taft city		1 unit per every		97		70		1.03%		3.79%								0.0103092784				1848		3.79%

				Hanford city		1 unit per every		155		138		0.65%		1.05%								0.0064516129				13,154		1.05%

				Madera city		1 unit per every		70		392		1.43%		3.35%								0.0142857143				11687		3.35%

				Merced city		1 unit per every		79		425		1.27%		2.34%								0.0126582278				18185		2.34%

				Oceanside city		1 unit per every		123		584		0.81%		1.72%								0.0081300813				33974		1.72%

				Anderson city		1 unit per every		163		58		0.61%		2.14%								0.0061349693				2708		2.14%

				Shasta Lake city		1 unit per every		95		31		1.05%		0.91%								0.0105263158				3409		0.91%

				Suisun City city		1 unit per every		100		138		1.00%		1.78%								0.01				7756		1.78%

				Porterville city		1 unit per every		126		188		0.79%		1.58%								0.0079365079				11890		1.58%

				Source: RealtyTrac.com		(*) - Ratio based on projection that all foreclosure filings are detached single-family units.





May-09 Unemployment

		

				Monthly Labor Force Data for US, State & Select Cities

				May 2009 - Preliminary

				Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

						Labor		Employ-		Unemployment

				Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate

				United States		154,336,000		140,363,000		13,973,000		9.1%

				State of California		18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

				Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%

				Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%

				Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%

				Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%

				Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%

				Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%

				Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%

				Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%

				Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%

				San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%

				Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%

				Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%

				Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%

				Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%

				Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%

				Source: California Employment Development Department

				Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%

				Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%





Employment by Industry

		

				California Employment by Selected Industry

				Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

												Percent Change From

						May-09		Apr-09		May-08		Apr-09		May-08

						(Prelim)		(Revised)

				Total Farm		393.7		373.0		403.3		5.5%		-2.4%

				Total, Nonfarm		14343.4		14412.3		15087.4		-0.5%		-4.9%

				  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.7%		-18.6%				Construction #1

				  Manufacturing		1314.4		1324.0		1436.6		-0.7%		-8.5%				Manufacturing #2

				  Trade, Transp.,		2691.9		2700.2		2883.0		-0.3%		-6.6%

				   & Utilities

				  Information		447.0		455.1		480.7		-1.8%		-7.0%				Technology

				  Professional &		2130.9		2141.8		2257.0		-0.5%		-5.6%

				  Business Serv.

				  Educational &		1746.9		1744.8		1723.6		0.1%		1.4%

				  Health Serv.

				  Leisure &		1515.6		1518.3		1577.9		-0.2%		-3.9%

				  Hospitality Serv.

				  Government		2509.6		2523.8		2523.8		-0.6%		-0.6%

				Source: California Employment Development Department





Initial Unemploy Data

		State of California												Employment Development Department

		June 19, 2009												Labor Market Information Division

		March 2008 Benchmark												http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov

														(916) 262-2162

		Monthly Labor Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places (CDP)

		May 2009 - Preliminary

		Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

				Labor		Employ-		Unemployment				Census Ratios

		Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate		Emp		Unemp

				18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

		Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%		1.000000		1.000000

		Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%		0.040167		0.128980

		Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%		0.009774		0.009433

		Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%		0.402739		0.345060

		Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%		0.335791		0.503950

		Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%		0.296529		0.293151

		San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%		0.055099		0.052228

		Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%		1.000000		1.000000

		Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%		0.051817		0.063779

		Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%		0.051255		0.069491

		Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%		0.069459		0.071884

		Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%		0.105003		0.095011

		CDP is "Census Designated Place" - a recognized community that was unincorporated at the time

		of the 2000 Census.   of the 2000 Census.

		Notes:

		1) Data may not add due to rounding.  All unemployment rates shown are calculated on

		unrounded data.

		2) These data are not seasonally adjusted.

		Methodology:

		Monthly city and CDP labor force data are derived by multiplying current estimates of county

		employment and unemployment by the employment and unemployment shares (ratios) of

		each city and CDP at the time of the 2000 Census.  Ratios for cities of 25,000 or more persons

		were developed from special tabulations based on household population only from the Bureau of

		Labor Statistics.  For smaller cities and CDP, ratios were calculated from published census data.

		City and CDP unrounded employment and unemployment are summed to get the labor force.

		The unemployment rate is calculated by dividing unemployment by the labor force.  Then the

		labor force, employment, and unemployment are rounded.

		This method assumes that the rates of change in employment and unemployment, since 2000,

		are exactly the same in each city and CDP as at the county level (i.e., that the shares are still

		accurate).  If this assumption is not true for a specific city or CDP, then the estimates for that area

		may not represent the current economic conditions. Since this assumption is untested, caution

		should be employed when using these data.





Initial Employ Data

		

		California Employment by Selected Industry

		Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

										Percent Change From

				9-May		9-Apr		8-May		9-Apr		8-May

				(Prelim)		(Revised)

		Total Farm		393.7		373		403.3		5.50%		-2.40%

		Total, Nonfarm		14,343.40		14,412.30		15,087.40		-0.50%		-4.90%

		  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.70%		-18.60%

		  Manufacturing		1,314.40		1,324.00		1,436.60		-0.70%		-8.50%

		  Trade, Transp.,		2,691.90		2,700.20		2,883.00		-0.30%		-6.60%

		   & Utilities

		  Information		447		455.1		480.7		-1.80%		-7.00%

		  Professional &		2,130.90		2,141.80		2,257.00		-0.50%		-5.60%

		  Business Serv.

		  Educational &		1,746.90		1,744.80		1,723.60		0.10%		1.40%

		  Health Serv.

		  Leisure &		1,515.60		1,518.30		1,577.90		-0.20%		-3.90%

		  Hospitality Serv.

		  Government		2,509.60		2,523.80		2,523.80		-0.60%		-0.60%

		Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, Current Employment Statistics Program
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Target City Median Income

		

				2007 Median Household Income

				By Target Area Cities

						2007 Survey Estimate		Number of		Rate of Households

				Area Name		Median Income		Households		Earning Below Median

				Delano city		$37,248		9,663		52.2%

				*Taft city		$33,861		2,883		40.3%

				Hanford city		$48,962		15,916		50.7%

				Madera city		$40,477		14,642		56.1%

				Merced city		$35,042		22,993		49.9%

				Porterville city		$35,633		15,151		49.2%

				*Shasta Lake city		$26,275		3,384		48.8%

				Oceanside city		$61,813		56,615		50.4%

				Source: U.S. Census		Bureau - 2007 Estimates		(*) - 2000 Census Data, no 2007 estimate





Target City Foreclosures

		

				Foreclosure Trends of State & Target Area Cities

				May 2009 - Foreclosure Filings / Total Housing Units

						Fraction of Unit in				Foreclosure		Ratio of Housing		*Ratio of Detached										Total		Total

				Area Name		Forclosure per Stock				Filings		Stock in Foreclosure		Housing in Foreclosure										Housing Units		Detached		Detached

				United States		1 unit per every		398		1,963,443		0.25%		N/Av.

				State of California		1 unit per every		144		92,249		0.69%		1.19%								0.0069444444		13283856		7756434		1.19%

				Delano city		1 unit per every		128		85		0.78%		1.09%								0.0078125				7789		1.09%

				Taft city		1 unit per every		97		70		1.03%		3.79%								0.0103092784				1848		3.79%

				Hanford city		1 unit per every		155		138		0.65%		1.05%								0.0064516129				13,154		1.05%

				Madera city		1 unit per every		70		392		1.43%		3.35%								0.0142857143				11687		3.35%

				Merced city		1 unit per every		79		425		1.27%		2.34%								0.0126582278				18185		2.34%

				Oceanside city		1 unit per every		123		584		0.81%		1.72%								0.0081300813				33974		1.72%

				Anderson city		1 unit per every		163		58		0.61%		2.14%								0.0061349693				2708		2.14%

				Shasta Lake city		1 unit per every		95		31		1.05%		0.91%								0.0105263158				3409		0.91%

				Suisun City city		1 unit per every		100		138		1.00%		1.78%								0.01				7756		1.78%

				Porterville city		1 unit per every		126		188		0.79%		1.58%								0.0079365079				11890		1.58%

				Source: RealtyTrac.com		(*) - Ratio based on projection that all foreclosure filings are detached single-family units.





May-09 Unemployment

		

				Monthly Labor Force Data for US, State & Select Cities

				May 2009 - Preliminary

				Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

						Labor		Employ-		Unemployment

				Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate

				United States		154,336,000		140,363,000		13,973,000		9.1%

				State of California		18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

				Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%

				Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%

				Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%

				Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%

				Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%

				Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%

				Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%

				Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%

				Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%

				San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%

				Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%

				Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%

				Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%

				Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%

				Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%

				Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%

				Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%

				Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%

				Source: California Employment Development Department





Employment by Industry

		

				California Employment by Selected Industry

				Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

												Percent Change From

						May-09		Apr-09		May-08		Apr-09		May-08

						(Prelim)		(Revised)

				Total Farm		393.7		373.0		403.3		5.5%		-2.4%

				Total, Nonfarm		14343.4		14412.3		15087.4		-0.5%		-4.9%

				  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.7%		-18.6%				Construction #1

				  Manufacturing		1314.4		1324.0		1436.6		-0.7%		-8.5%				Manufacturing #2

				  Trade, Transp.,		2691.9		2700.2		2883.0		-0.3%		-6.6%

				   & Utilities

				  Information		447.0		455.1		480.7		-1.8%		-7.0%				Technology

				  Professional &		2130.9		2141.8		2257.0		-0.5%		-5.6%

				  Business Serv.

				  Educational &		1746.9		1744.8		1723.6		0.1%		1.4%

				  Health Serv.

				  Leisure &		1515.6		1518.3		1577.9		-0.2%		-3.9%

				  Hospitality Serv.

				  Government		2509.6		2523.8		2523.8		-0.6%		-0.6%

				Source: California Employment Development Department





Initial Unemploy Data

		State of California												Employment Development Department

		June 19, 2009												Labor Market Information Division

		March 2008 Benchmark												http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov

														(916) 262-2162

		Monthly Labor Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places (CDP)

		May 2009 - Preliminary

		Data Not Seasonally Adjusted

				Labor		Employ-		Unemployment				Census Ratios

		Area Name		Force		ment		Number		Rate		Emp		Unemp

				18,441,400		16,374,500		2,066,900		11.2%

		Kern County		379,500		325,600		53,900		14.2%		1.000000		1.000000

		Delano city		20,000		13,100		7,000		34.7%		0.040167		0.128980

		Taft city		3,700		3,200		500		13.8%		0.009774		0.009433

		Kings County		61,100		52,300		8,800		14.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Hanford city		24,100		21,100		3,000		12.6%		0.402739		0.345060

		Madera County		68,600		59,200		9,400		13.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Madera city		24,600		19,900		4,700		19.2%		0.335791		0.503950

		Merced County		105,800		87,500		18,300		17.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Merced city		31,300		25,900		5,400		17.1%		0.296529		0.293151

		San Diego County		1,561,100		1,414,100		147,000		9.4%		1.000000		1.000000

		Oceanside city		85,600		77,900		7,700		9.0%		0.055099		0.052228

		Shasta County		84,400		71,600		12,800		15.1%		1.000000		1.000000

		Anderson city		4,500		3,700		800		18.0%		0.051817		0.063779

		Shasta Lake city		4,600		3,700		900		19.5%		0.051255		0.069491

		Solano County		213,700		190,800		22,900		10.7%		1.000000		1.000000

		Suisun City city		14,900		13,300		1,600		11.0%		0.069459		0.071884

		Tulare County		216,800		185,800		31,000		14.3%		1.000000		1.000000

		Porterville city		22,500		19,500		2,900		13.1%		0.105003		0.095011

		CDP is "Census Designated Place" - a recognized community that was unincorporated at the time

		of the 2000 Census.   of the 2000 Census.

		Notes:

		1) Data may not add due to rounding.  All unemployment rates shown are calculated on

		unrounded data.

		2) These data are not seasonally adjusted.

		Methodology:

		Monthly city and CDP labor force data are derived by multiplying current estimates of county

		employment and unemployment by the employment and unemployment shares (ratios) of

		each city and CDP at the time of the 2000 Census.  Ratios for cities of 25,000 or more persons

		were developed from special tabulations based on household population only from the Bureau of

		Labor Statistics.  For smaller cities and CDP, ratios were calculated from published census data.

		City and CDP unrounded employment and unemployment are summed to get the labor force.

		The unemployment rate is calculated by dividing unemployment by the labor force.  Then the

		labor force, employment, and unemployment are rounded.

		This method assumes that the rates of change in employment and unemployment, since 2000,

		are exactly the same in each city and CDP as at the county level (i.e., that the shares are still

		accurate).  If this assumption is not true for a specific city or CDP, then the estimates for that area

		may not represent the current economic conditions. Since this assumption is untested, caution

		should be employed when using these data.





Initial Employ Data

		

		California Employment by Selected Industry

		Data in Thousands, Seasonally Adjusted 

										Percent Change From

				9-May		9-Apr		8-May		9-Apr		8-May

				(Prelim)		(Revised)

		Total Farm		393.7		373		403.3		5.50%		-2.40%

		Total, Nonfarm		14,343.40		14,412.30		15,087.40		-0.50%		-4.90%

		  Construction		654.1		665.4		803.3		-1.70%		-18.60%

		  Manufacturing		1,314.40		1,324.00		1,436.60		-0.70%		-8.50%

		  Trade, Transp.,		2,691.90		2,700.20		2,883.00		-0.30%		-6.60%

		   & Utilities

		  Information		447		455.1		480.7		-1.80%		-7.00%

		  Professional &		2,130.90		2,141.80		2,257.00		-0.50%		-5.60%

		  Business Serv.

		  Educational &		1,746.90		1,744.80		1,723.60		0.10%		1.40%

		  Health Serv.

		  Leisure &		1,515.60		1,518.30		1,577.90		-0.20%		-3.90%

		  Hospitality Serv.

		  Government		2,509.60		2,523.80		2,523.80		-0.60%		-0.60%

		Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division, Current Employment Statistics Program
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Owener Vs Renter Occupied

		

						California		Delano city, California		Hanford city, California		Madera city, California		Merced city, California		Oceanside city, California		Porterville city, California		Shasta Lake city, California		Suisun City city, California		Taft city, California

				Total:		3,606,086		643		5,242		2,711		5,227		21,745		3,593		1,659		2,636		1,156

				Housing units with a mortgage:		2,719,836		322		3,964		1,842		3,890		16,053		2,631		1,255		2,444		778

				Less than 10 percent		167,883		29		141		51		237		702		186		36		42		47

				10 to 14 percent		324,608		54		626		241		652		1,597		334		122		291		114

				15 to 19 percent		461,379		34		856		416		652		2,617		553		207		434		194

				20 to 24 percent		460,066		45		700		354		658		2,901		489		175		470		128

				25 to 29 percent		362,410		68		581		211		508		2,237		412		130		407		125

				30 to 34 percent		252,602		35		338		147		384		1,533		185		162		282		59

				35 to 39 percent		165,629		0		200		93		213		1,195		118		50		156		23

				40 to 49 percent		186,808		17		226		63		187		1,208		171		143		138		29

				50 percent or more		326,060		35		287		242		391		2,011		165		223		224		59

				Not computed		12,391		5		9		24		8		52		18		7		0		0

								92		1,060		569		1,183		5,999		657		585		800		170

								28.6%		26.7%		30.9%		30.4%		37.4%		25.0%		46.6%		32.7%		21.9%

				Housing units without a mortgage:		886,250		321		1,278		869		1,337		5,692		962		404		192		378

				Less than 10 percent		476,331		133		605		466		622		2,865		484		153		87		217

				10 to 14 percent		162,910		38		319		195		296		1,072		178		51		35		118

				15 to 19 percent		81,713		38		133		66		148		529		105		37		22		8

				20 to 24 percent		46,362		23		63		9		31		341		98		34		11		18

				25 to 29 percent		28,111		36		21		36		78		259		16		41		19		8

				30 to 34 percent		18,515		20		14		29		39		140		7		29		0		0

				35 to 39 percent		12,768		0		19		15		31		112		7		27		6		0

				40 to 49 percent		15,243		0		27		6		14		56		25		0		0		0

				50 percent or more		32,187		27		22		7		52		196		19		16		12		9

				Not computed		12,110		6		55		40		26		122		23		16		0		0

						90,823		53		137		97		162		626		81		88		18		9

								16.5%		10.7%		11.2%		12.1%		11.0%		8.4%		21.8%		9.4%		2.4%

				Housing Tenure		Total        Occupied Housing Units		Owner Occupied Units		% of Total		Renter Occupied Units		% of Total

				State of California		11,502,870		6,546,334		56.9%		4,956,536		43.1%

				Delano city		8,409		4,993		59.4%		3,416		40.6%

				Hanford city		13,931		8,213		59.0%		5,718		41.0%

				Madera city		11,978		6,310		52.7%		5,668		47.3%

				Merced city		20,435		9,508		46.5%		10,927		53.5%

				Oceanside city		56,488		35,062		62.1%		21,426		37.9%

				Porterville city		11,884		6,698		56.4%		5,186		43.6%

				Shasta Lake city		3,391		2,176		64.2%		1,215		35.8%

				Taft city		2,233		1,431		64.1%		802		35.9%

				Suisun City city		7,987		5,882		73.6%		2,105		26.4%





Renters Gap

		

				GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1999

						California		Kings County, California		Delano city, California		Hanford city, California		Madera city, California		Merced city, California		Oceanside city, California		Porterville city, California		Shasta Lake city, California		Taft city, California

				Total:		2,324,438		6,572		241		2,752		1,594		4,389		11,767		2,412		1,020		655

				Less than 10 percent		116,974		305		13		102		55		226		311		87		53		62

				10 to 14 percent		238,391		540		6		151		110		456		961		180		91		63

				15 to 19 percent		329,998		963		40		400		314		603		1,579		325		82		50

				20 to 24 percent		315,064		776		36		321		232		550		1,609		228		93		65

				25 to 29 percent		258,668		731		26		409		174		369		1,640		282		73		49

				30 to 34 percent		186,580		475		11		266		107		375		1,012		162		51		9

				35 to 39 percent		132,676		313		0		149		65		359		901		219		87		49

				40 to 49 percent		178,224		444		27		265		139		338		873		302		141		68

				50 percent or more		440,881		994		50		590		308		911		2,460		463		270		177

				Not computed		126,982		1,031		32		99		90		202		421		164		79		63

						938,361		2,226		88		1,270		619		1,983		5,246		1,146		549		303

						40.4%		33.9%		36.5%		46.1%		38.8%		45.2%		44.6%		47.5%		53.8%		46.3%

						34.2%		26.5%		27.0%		26.5%		29.6%		30.2%		37.0%		24.3%		46.1%		21.9%

				Percentages of Households Paying >30%

				of Household Income (1999 dollars) on Housing Costs

								Rate of Owners

						Rate of Renters		w/ Mortgages

						Paying >30%		Paying > 30%

				Consortia Members		of HH Income		of HH Income

				Delano		36.5%		27.0%

				Taft		46.3%		21.9%

				Hanford		46.1%		26.5%

				Kings County		33.9%		26.5%

				Porterville		47.5%		24.3%

				Madera		38.8%		29.6%

				Merced		45.2%		30.2%

				Shasta Lake		53.8%		46.1%

				Oceanside		44.6%		37.0%





Owners Gap

		

				MORTGAGE STATUS BY SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1999

						California		Kings County, California		Delano city, California		Hanford city, California		Madera city, California		Merced city, California		Oceanside city, California		Porterville city, California		Shasta Lake city, California		Taft city, California

				Total:		3,606,086		10,188		643		5,242		2,711		5,227		21,745		3,593		1,659		1,156

				Housing units with a mortgage:		2,719,836		7,514		322		3,964		1,842		3,890		16,053		2,631		1,255		778

				Less than 10 percent		167,883		429		29		141		51		237		702		186		36		47

				10 to 14 percent		324,608		1,176		54		626		241		652		1,597		334		122		114

				15 to 19 percent		461,379		1,490		34		856		416		652		2,617		553		207		194

				20 to 24 percent		460,066		1,334		45		700		354		658		2,901		489		175		128

				25 to 29 percent		362,410		1,082		68		581		211		508		2,237		412		130		125

				30 to 34 percent		252,602		588		35		338		147		384		1,533		185		162		59

				35 to 39 percent		165,629		350		0		200		93		213		1,195		118		50		23

				40 to 49 percent		186,808		393		17		226		63		187		1,208		171		143		29

				50 percent or more		326,060		663		35		287		242		391		2,011		165		223		59

				Not computed		12,391		9		5		9		24		8		52		18		7		0

				Housing units without a mortgage:		886,250		2,674		321		1,278		869		1,337		5,692		962		404		378

				Less than 10 percent		476,331		1,378		133		605		466		622		2,865		484		153		217

				10 to 14 percent		162,910		513		38		319		195		296		1,072		178		51		118

				15 to 19 percent		81,713		243		38		133		66		148		529		105		37		8

				20 to 24 percent		46,362		186		23		63		9		31		341		98		34		18

				25 to 29 percent		28,111		55		36		21		36		78		259		16		41		8

				30 to 34 percent		18,515		30		20		14		29		39		140		7		29		0

				35 to 39 percent		12,768		24		0		19		15		31		112		7		27		0

				40 to 49 percent		15,243		67		0		27		6		14		56		25		0		0

				50 percent or more		32,187		79		27		22		7		52		196		19		16		9

				Not computed		12,110		99		6		55		40		26		122		23		16		0

						931,099		1,994		87		1,051		545		1,175		5,947		639		578		170

						34.2%		26.5%		27.0%		26.5%		29.6%		30.2%		37.0%		24.3%		46.1%		21.9%
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Sheet1

		

				Median Home Sales Price Comparison and Year-to-Year Percentage Change

				Select Target Cities and Representative Counties

				Source: California Association of Realtors

				County/City/Area		May 2009		May 2008		Y-T-Y % Change		May 2007		Y-T-Y % Change

				Madera County		$   127,000.00		$   209,500.00		-39.4%		$307,500.00		-31.9%				-142%

				Madera		$   122,750.00		$   185,000.00		-33.6%		$325,000.00		-43.1%				-165%

				Merced County		$   105,000.00		$   176,000.00		-40.3%		$276,000.00		-36.2%				-163%

				Merced		$   100,000.00		$   181,000.00		-44.8%		$286,250.00		-36.8%				-186%

				Tulare County		$   128,000.00		$   200,000.00		-36.0%		$250,000.00		-20.0%				-95%

				Porterville		$   125,500.00		$   185,000.00		-32.2%		$233,000.00		-20.6%				-86%

				Kern County		$   122,250.00		$   212,000.00		-42.3%		$263,000.00		-19.4%				-115%

				Delano		$   118,500.00		$   200,000.00		-40.8%		$210,000.00		-4.8%				-77%

				Taft		$   114,500.00		$   119,000.00		-3.8%		$180,000.00		-33.9%				-57%

				San Diego County		$   295,000.00		$   380,000.00		-22.4%		$495,000.00		-23.2%				-68%

				Oceanside		$   213,500.00		$   342,500.00		-37.7%		$445,000.00		-23.0%				-108%

										-33.9%				-26.6%				-114.8%

										34.0%				28.0%				118.0%

				Solano County		$   188,500.00		$   299,500.00		-37.1%		$439,000.00		-31.8%				-133%

				*Suisun City		$   175,000.00		$   247,500.00		-29.3%		$419,000.00		-40.9%				-139%
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