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Overview

The City of Los Angeles is truly seeing a renaissance and there is no shortage of economic opportuni es on the hori-
zon. Virtually every aspect of the City’s economy is improving. Despite California’s reputa on for being ‘an -business,’
Los Angeles con nues to be a significant source of California’s growth. The vast majority of indicators show that the
2015 was a good year and that economic growth will extend into 2016.

One area of ongoing strength in the City of Los Angeles is its labor market. As the U.S. economy con nues into its
current expansion, one of the longest in recorded history, the City’s labor market will con nue to inch towards full
employment. More Angelenos will see will see their hours an earnings increase this year, and more will find full- me
employment.

The City has regained virtually all of the economic ac vity that was lost during the Great Recession. Concerns over
China and weak global demand ra led the stock market this year, but the economy keeps moving along. Many local
industries are expanding their job base. Trade through the port was weak last year, but container ac vity is up sub-
stan ally this year. Even so, there are concerns about the types of job gains, especially middle-wage jobs, and the
adequacy of the wage increases that accompany these jobs.

Los Angeles has set a tourism record for the fi h year in a row. Downtown is a huge new center of social ac vity,
restaurants are booming across the City, and the hotels are busy. Los Angeles con nues to offer a number of diverse
a rac ons, and is also one of the leading candidates to host the 2024 Summer Olympic Games.

Demand for housing is now stronger than it has been at any other point during the current economic expansion due
in large part to the improved state of household finances and historically low interest rates. Many households have
turned to the City’s rental market for housing needs, making it one of the ho est rental markets in the na on. With
higher home prices and increase in rents, Los Angeles once again finds itself facing a chronic and persistent problem:
Housing prices have escalated faster than incomes, resul ng in a heavier housing cost burden for many Angelenos.

On net, the outlook is solid—but the city will have to con nue to deal with important issues to maintain its newfound
prosperity.

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 1
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Highlights

Employment

From the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quar-
ter of 2015, total private employment grew by 2.4%
in the City of Los Angeles, whereas total private em-
ployment in the balance of Los Angeles County grew
by 2.0%. Beacon Economics expects the labor mar-
ket to improve over the course of the next year as
wage gains and the prospect of full- me employment
draws more people into the labor force.

Business Ac vity

With the unemployment rate on the decline, busi-
nesses are hiring and consumers con nue to spend
more of their incomes in the local economy. Taxable
sales for the City of Los Angeles increased by 3.6%
from the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter
of 2015. Taxable sales have grown 39.1% since reach-
ing a low in the second quarter of 2009.

Commercial Real Estate

New retail stores, offices, and industrial structures
are developing throughout the City. Permits for new
nonresiden al construc on increased from 2013-14
by 51% in the City of Los Angeles, compared to 107%
growth in the balance of Los Angeles County. Growth
con nued into 2015, but was less than in 2014, which
was an excep on for both the City and County.

Residen al Real Estate

With the Great Recession fading further into the past,
California’s housing market has staged a solid recov-
ery, and Los Angeles is no excep on. The median
price for an exis ng home in the City of Los Ange-
les in 2015was $644,000, a 14.4% increase over 2014
prices.
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Demographics

A er falling for three consecu ve years, median
household incomes in the City of Los Angeles have
con nued to gain trac on, growing by an impressive
7.7% from 2011 to 2014. The median household in-
come in the City of Los Angeles increased to $49,682
in 2014, which represents an improvement of 0.4%
from 2013. This also marks the third year in a row
since 2008 that the City of Los Angeles experienced
posi ve year-over-year growth in median household
income.

Tourism

Through its a rac ons, experiences, and cultures,
Los Angeles con nues to be a des na on of choice
for tourists. In 2015, 20.7 million interna onal pas-
sengers and 54 million domes c passengers traveled
through LAX, an increase of 8.9% and 4.7%, respec-
vely, over 2014.

Known not only as the largest railroad passenger
terminal in the Western United States, Los Angeles'
Union Sta on is the busiest California Amtrak sta on
with 1.55million riders in 2014 and 1.59million riders
in 2015.

Technology

Tech investment in the City has been hea ng up this
last year, primarily due to a $537 million investment
in Snapchat Inc. during the second quarter. Through-
out the first three quarters of 2015, venture capital
funding for tech companies in the City of Los Angeles
totaled $921.9million, up sharply from the $77.6mil-
lion received during the first three quarters of 2014.
In contrast, tech related venture capital funding in
the remainder of Los Angeles County totaled $346.8
million during the first three quarters of 2015, down
from $394.6 million during the same me period in
2014.

Median Household Income ($)

Loca on 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

L.A. City 48,617 47,031 46,148 46,803 49,497 49,682
L.A. County 54,467 52,684 52,280 55,001 55,909 55,870

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Port Ac vity

Weak global demand and a strong dollar have con-
tributed to a recent decline in exports to other coun-
tries. Shipments leaving the Ports of Los Angeles and
Long Beach declined by 18.5% from 2014 to 2015.
However, over the last ten years, exports have in-
creased 56.8%.

In an ongoing trend, import prices con nued to fall,
contribu ng to a general downtrend in the value of
shipments entering the region. The value of imports
entering the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach de-
clined by 6.4% from 2014 to 2015, however, over the
last ten years, import values have increased 34.1%.

Lower trade prices con nued to make trade flows
look smaller when measured in nominal terms. Total
trade with China, the largest trading partner for the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, decreased 6.5%
over the year, to $180.7 billion. However, growth on
average was 5.3% for the last five years.
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Total Trade by Value

Exports and Imports by Port in 2015

Year
Port of Los Angeles Port of Long Beach

$ Bill. Change (%) $ Bill. Change (%)

Exports 31.7 -20.7 31.2 -16.1
Imports 238.9 -5.0 59.1 -11.9

Source: WISERTrade
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Employment

Much like the labor market in the State of California and across the United States, the job markets in the City of Los
Angeles and the balance of Los Angles County are expanding at steady paces. At the close of 2015, the momentum in
job growth appeared to favor the City of Los Angeles compared with the balance of the County. Also, while declining
unemployment rates in the United States and California are a good sign for the overall economy, the labor market
outlook for the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles County appears especially bright for 2016.
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From the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quar-
ter of 2015, total private employment in the City in-
creased by 3.5%. Over the same period, total private
employment in the balance of Los Angeles County
increased 2.1%. On an annual basis, the City of Los
Angeles outperformed the balance of Los Angeles
County as well. From 2014 to 2015, total private em-
ployment in the City of Los Angeles increased 2.4%,
whereas total private employment in the balance of
Los Angeles County increased 2.0%.

The City of Los Angeles is home to a diverse labor
force and a number of growing industries. The in-
dustries showing the largest growth from the fourth
quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015 were
Other Services, Leisure and Hospitality, and NR/Construc on (Natural Resource Mining and Construc on). The Other
Services sector was the strongest sector at the close of 2015, with payrolls increasing an impressive 18.8% year-over-
year. The Other Services sector supports businesses that are centered aroundmachinery repairing, religious ac vi es,
laundry services, pet care services, personal care services, and the like.While this industry is broad, the substan al gain
in payrolls suggests that there is enough demand for these services for industry to support employment. Consumers
in the City of Los Angeles are able to spend their disposable incomes on consump on outside of basic necessi es such
as food and rent. The gains in Other Services were not evenly dispersed elsewhere in Los Angeles County. Employment
in Other Services in the balance of Los Angeles County actually declined 13.6% over the same period.

Another industry that stood out was Leisure and Hospitality. From the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter
of 2015, employment increased 5.5% in the City and 4.6% in the rest of Los Angeles County. This industry is a major
component of economic ac vity in the City of Los Angeles, and the employment gains observed over the past year
bode well for the City moving forward. Further details of tourism and Leisure and Hospitality spending in the City and
the balance of Los Angeles County will be detailed in the Business Ac vity sec on of this report.

Strong gains were also observed in the Educa on and Health Services industries, which increased payrolls by 4.8%
in the City and by 4.0% in the rest of Los Angeles County. The Health Care sector is one of the largest private-sector
employers in the City. This bodes well for the workforce in the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles
County because the wages in this sector are slightly higher than the average wages for private-sector jobs overall.
Other high-wage industries increased their payrolls as well, including Informa on (4.7% L.A. City/2.3% L.A. County

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 5
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balance), Financial Ac vi es (2.0% L.A. City 1.5% L.A. County balance), and Professional, Scien fic, Technical Services,
and Management (2.2% L.A. City/ 3.5% L.A. County balance).

Employment by Industry
City of Los Angeles and Balance of Los Angeles County
Percentage Change, Q4-14 to Q4-15

Industry L.A. City (%)
L.A. County
Balance (%)

Admin Support -0.4 2.6
Educa on/Health 4.8 4.0
Financial Ac vi es 2.0 1.5
Informa on 4.7 2.3
Leisure and Hospitality 5.5 4.6
Manufacturing -2.9 -0.6
NR/Construc on 4.0 7.2
Other Services 18.8 -13.6
Prof, Sci, Tech, and Mgmt 2.2 3.5
Retail Trade 1.7 1.4
Transport/Warehouse 3.4 3.5
Wholesale Trade -1.8 3.7

Total Private 3.5 2.1

Source: California Employment Development Department

The largest industry in the City of Los Angeles to con-
tract in the fourth quarter of 2015 was the Manufac-
turing sector, which reduced payrolls by 2.9%. Man-
ufacturing s ll con nues to be a posi ve contributor
to the Los Angeles economy. Employment in Manu-
facturing con nues to decline because the City is pro-
ducingmore andmore capital-intensive goods, which
in turn reduces the demand for labor. As the indus-
try becomes more automated, labor demands will
shi . In otherwords,manufacturers are able produce
more with lower labor costs because of advances in
technology. Employment numbers are only part of
the story; output is telling of the industries’ perfor-
mance.

Overall, the labor market in the City of Los Angeles
and the balance of Los Angeles County appears to be
poised for stead growth into 2016. These job trends
will also bode well for other parts of the economy,
including consumer and business spending and real
estate.

Business Activity

Taxable sales in the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles County have generally seen consistent in-
creases since declining during the Great Recession. With growth in the housing market encouraging retail and whole-
sale spending and improving labor market condi ons helping to increase personal income for the residents of Los
Angeles County, taxable sales are likely to see con nued growth in the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los
Angeles County. As measured by taxable sales growth, consumer spending in the City of Los Angeles has increased
more quickly than it has in the balance of Los Angeles County from 2014 to 2015. From the fourth quarter of 2014 to
the fourth quarter of 2015, taxable sales in the City of Los Angeles increased 3.6%, compared with 1.7% in the balance
of Los Angeles County during the same period. A er reaching a cyclical low in mid-2009, taxable sales in the City of
Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles County have increased at healthy paces — 35.3% and 40.4%, respec vely.
Consumer spending in the City of Los Angeles was slower to recover, but last year proved a strong one for the city.

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 6
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Taxable Sales

Like the much of Southern California, consumer-spending growth in the City and the balance of the County has been
robust over the long run. From the fourth quarter of 2005 to the fourth quarter of 2015, taxable sales in Los Angeles
County increased by 15.5% (2.2% growth over the course of 2015). In comparison, from the fourth quarter of 2005 to
the fourth quarter of 2015, taxable sales increased 11.2% in Orange County (3.2% growth in 2015), 15.6% in San Diego
County (2.1% growth in 2015), 16.1% in the Inland Empire (6.4% growth in 2015), and 17.4% in the State of California
overall (3.0% growth in 2015). Indeed, taxable sales con nue to trend upwards, surpassing their pre-recession peaks.
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Taxable Sales

Consumer spending growth in the City and the bal-
ance of the County has been robust over the long
run; however, this is true of all coun es in South-
ern California. From the fourth quarter of 2002 to
the fourth quarter of 2015, taxable sales in Los An-
geles County increased by 39.9% (2.2% growth over
the course of 2015). In comparison, from the fourth
quarter of 2002 to the fourth quarter of 2015, tax-
able sales increased 35.9% in Orange County (3.2%
growth in 2015), 38.5% in San Diego County (2.1%
growth in 2015), 67.4% in the Inland Empire (6.4%
growth in 2015), and 45.3% in the State of California
overall (3.0% growth in 2015).

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 7
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Taxable Sales by Region
Los Angeles County Ci es, Selected Coun es, and California, Q4-14 to Q4-15

Region
Quarterly Taxable Sales

Quarterly Taxable Sales
Per Capita

Q4-14 Q4-15 Change Q4-14 Q4-15 Change

City in $ millions (%) in $ (%)

Los Angeles 10,805.2 11,198.2 3.6 2,760 2,830 2.5
Long Beach 1,286.9 1,154.4 -10.3 2,735 2,442 -10.7
Glendale 980.6 1,021.0 4.1 5,006 5,126 2.4
Torrance 1,000.2 987.0 -1.3 6,768 6,650 -1.8
Santa Clarita 776.8 783.2 0.8 3,713 3,673 -1.1
Pasadena 758.3 740.8 -2.3 5,380 5,235 -2.7
Lancaster 391.5 437.5 11.7 2,448 2,721 11.2
Palmdale 363.3 409.4 12.7 2,333 2,608 11.8
Downey 378.0 389.0 2.9 3,333 3,415 2.5
Pomona 346.7 334.1 -3.6 2,284 2,192 -4.0

County in $ millions (%) in $ (%)

Los Angeles 37,743.3 38,587.9 2.2 3,754 3,807 1.4
Orange 15,102.9 15,581.2 3.2 4,850 4,950 2.1
San Diego 13,351.2 13,637.6 2.1 4,182 4,225 1.0
Riverside-San Bernardino 16,486.9 17,537.0 6.4 3,778 3,974 5.2

California 157,323.7 162,102.6 3.0 4,102 4,187 2.1

Sources: California Board of Equaliza on, California Department of Finance

Taxable Receipts by Major Categories
Los Angeles County, Q4-14 to Q4-15

Category
Q4-14 Q4-15 Change Share of

($ millions) ($ millions) (%) Taxable Receipts

Building and Construc on 23.7 25.9 8.9 6.8

Autos and Transporta on 58.5 62.5 6.7 16.4

Restaurants and Hotels 52.8 55.9 5.7 14.7

Food and Drugs 20.6 21.3 3.5 5.6

General Consumer Goods 88.2 90.3 2.4 23.7

Business and Industry 52.1 47.7 −8.3 12.5

Fuel and Service Sta ons 36.6 31.7 −13.4 8.3

Total 375.7 380.7 1.3 100.0

Source: The HdL Companies

From the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015, taxable sales growth in the City of Los Angeles was
stronger than it had been in many major ci es in Los Angeles County. Only the City of Glendale (4.1%), the City of Lan-
caster (11.7%), and the City of Palmdale (12.7%) showed faster taxable sales growth in that me, but each of these
ci es had much smaller total taxable sales compared with the City of Los Angeles. Furthermore, taxable sales growth

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 8
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is more vola le in smaller communi es and ci es. The economic expansion over the past couple of years has been
par cularly beneficial to consumer spending in the City of Los Angeles rela ve to that of surrounding ci es.

Taxable receipts data for Los Angeles County show that from the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015,
spending on Buildings and Construc on (8.9%), Autos and Transporta on (6.7%), and Restaurants and Hotels (5.7%)
was significantly stronger than spending in any other categories. The largest category of consumer spending, General
Consumer Goods, showed moderate growth of 2.4%. Business and Industry spending declined over the same period.
In the County of Los Angeles, as in the rest of the State, rela vely low gasoline prices have led to a substan al drop-off
in Fuel and Service Sta ons spending. From the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015, taxable receipts
in that category fell 13.4%. Fuel and Service Sta on spending represents 8.3% of total taxable receipts in Los Ange-
les County and the substan al drop helped slow growth in total taxable sales. However, growth in employment and
commercial real estate suggests that the business sector remains healthy in Los Angeles.

Venture Capital Technology Investment
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Tech investment in the City has been hea ng up this
past year, primarily thanks to a $537 million invest-
ment in Snapchat Inc. during the second quarter.
Throughout the first three quarters of 2015, venture
capital funding for tech companies in the City of Los
Angeles totaled $921.9 million, up sharply from the
$77.6 million during the first three quarters of 2014.
In contrast, tech-related venture capital funding in
the remainder of Los Angeles County totaled $346.8
million during the first three quarters of 2015, down
from $394.6 million during the same me period in
2014. Although tech investment slowed in the last
quarter of 2015, tech investment in the City of Los
Angeles increased 609.4% from 2014 to 2015; in the
rest of the County, tech-related investment fell 24.1%
over the same period.

The largest tech company investments for the City of Los Angeles occurred in the so ware industry. Investments re-
lated to venture capital funding in the so ware industry were more elevated in the City of Los Angeles than in the
rest of Los Angeles County. The second-largest contribu on behind Snapchat Inc. was a $70 million investment for
Flipagram, Inc. In the rest of Los Angeles County however, the largest investment related to the so ware industry
went to Service Titan Inc. for roughly $19 million. So ware has proven to be L.A.’s strongest-growing industry in tech
investment. From 2014 to 2015, investment in so ware-related tech increased 870%; in the rest of the County, how-
ever, investment in so ware-related tech companies fell 63.4%. Although Los Angeles may not be as well-known for
its tech sector as the Silicon Valley or San Francisco, investment in tech-related industries has taken off in the past
couple of years. And with tech hubs such as San Francisco and San Jose becoming increasingly less affordable rela ve
to Los Angeles, it is possible that more and more companies will look to invest outside of the Bay Area in the years to
come, and instead choose growing areas such as the City of Los Angeles.

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 9
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Tourism
Hotel data suggest that tourism and business travel are growing steadily in the City of Los Angeles and the rest of Los
Angeles County. From 2014 to 2015, the average annual daily hotel room rate in the City of Los Angeles increased
by 6.2% to roughly $207/night, with especially strong growth in Downtown Los Angeles (7.1%), the San Fernando
Valley (7.3%), and West Los Angeles (5.2%). The rate for the balance of Los Angeles County increased at nearly the
same tempo, at 6.3%, with some of the strongest growth in Long Beach (10.6%) and Santa Clarita (7.9%). From 2014
to 2015, the annual average hotel occupancy rate increased by 1.4 percentage points in the City of Los Angeles to
80.0%, with strong growth in Downtown (2.6 percentage points). In comparison, the annual average hotel occupancy
rate increased by 0.2 percentage points in the balance of Los Angeles County, with strong growth in Santa Clarita (4.2
percentage points) and Marina del Rey (1.9 percentage points). Clearly, Leisure and Hospitability spending con nues
to grow in Los Angeles County as well, with taxable receipts up 1.3% from the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth
quarter of 2015. This is the kind of growth we should expect for Los Angeles County as the economy grows over the
foreseeable future.

Occupancy Rate

Year
L.A. City L.A. County Balance

Rate (%) Y-o-Y Change Rate (%) Y-o-Y Change

2006 74.1 - 78.5 -
2007 75.2 1.1 78.1 -0.5
2008 74.4 -0.9 74.3 -3.8
2009 68.0 -6.4 68.2 -6.1
2010 69.7 1.7 72.6 4.4
2011 71.5 1.8 76.0 3.4
2012 75.6 4.1 78.5 2.4
2013 77.9 2.0 80.2 1.7
2014 78.6 0.0 82.5 2.9
2015 80.0 1.4 82.6 0.2

Source: PKF Consul ng

Average Daily Rate

Year
L.A. City L.A. County Balance

Rate ($) Y-o-Y Change Rate ($) Y-o-Y Change

2006 154.79 - 161.57 -
2007 165.11 6.7 174.00 7.7
2008 166.79 1.0 180.46 3.7
2009 146.65 -12.1 156.41 -13.3
2010 147.90 0.9 158.84 1.6
2011 165.68 12.0 169.23 6.5
2012 172.26 4.0 178.24 4.6
2013 178.85 3.8 186.46 4.6
2014 194.57 8.8 197.26 5.8
2015 206.54 6.2 209.65 6.3

Source: PKF Consul ng
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Passenger traffic out of Los Angeles Interna onal Airport (LAX) shows that more tourists and business travelers, in-
cluding domes c and foreign, are traveling to the City of Los Angeles each year. In 2015, nearly 54 million domes c
passengers traveled through LAX, an increase of 4.9% from 2014 and 10.5% from 2013. In comparison, 38.8 million
domes c passengers traveled through San Francisco Interna onal Airport (SFO) in 2015, an increase of 5.4% from
2014 and 10.3% from 2013. A total of 20.7 million interna onal passengers traveled through LAX in 2015, up 8.7%
from 2014 and 16.0% from 2013. In comparison, a total of 15.4 million passengers traveled through SFO in 2015, up
9.4% from 2014 and 15.4% from 2013.

Unfortunately, the data do not separate domes c and interna onal passengers traveling to the City of Los Angeles
from passengers traveling to other parts of Los Angeles County. However, it seems likely based on the rela vely high
levels of traffic growth at LAX, that 2015 brought an increase in travelers to both the City of Los Angeles and the bal-
ance of Los Angeles County. The total volume of both domes c and interna onal passenger traffic was higher at LAX
than at the largest comparable West Coast airport, SFO.

Amtrak ridership out of Union Sta on in Los Angeles, the busiest Amtrak sta on in California, and one of the busiest
in the United States, grew 2.5% from 2014 to 2015 to nearly 1.6 million riders. In comparison, ridership out of Down-
town Sacramento, the second-busiest Amtrak sta on in California, grew 0.5%, and ridership out of Downtown San
Diego, the third-busiest Amtrak sta on in California, grew 10.5%. Because many riders travel between the City of Los
Angeles and the other two des na ons, it is difficult to draw conclusions about growth in one city rela ve to growth
in others. What is important, however, is that the increase in ridership at Union Sta on suggests that tourism and
business travel via rail remains robust in the City of Los Angeles.

Tourism and business travel should con nue to be strong in 2016. Employment and income growth in Los Angeles and
in other areas leads to more spending on leisure goods and services including tourism, and Los Angeles con nues to
be among the top U.S. des na ons for domes c and interna onal visitors, not only because of its accommoda ng
weather but because of its culture, nightlife, and natural a rac ons. As the U.S. economy con nues to grow, the ben-
efits of growth will boost tourism along with other sectors in Los Angeles in the coming years. Furthermore, business
growth in the City of Los Angeles will encourage business travel, and with Los Angeles home to one on the Country’s
most renowned business communi es, business travel to Los Angeles is likely to grow, benefi ng local hotels and
restaurants.

Port Activity
Known as the busiest ports in the Western Hemisphere, the Port of Long Beach and the Port of Los Angeles account
for roughly 40% of United States imports. Port ac vity for both the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of Long Beach was
down in 2015 rela ve to 2014. The total value of exports depar ng from both ports in 2015 was roughly $63 billion,
an 18.5% decrease over 2014 values. The annual decline was driven by a number of factors, however.

Despite a strong U.S. dollar and consumer spending growth worldwide, the weak global economy — a slowdown in
China in par cular — and labor disputes in 2015 played a significant role in declining port ac vity in 2015 rela ve to
their 2014 levels. Trade with China, which is the largest trade partner for both the Port of Los Angeles and the Port of
Long Beach, declined 15.0% and 24.0%, respec vely. However, trade with Japan, the second-largest trading partner
with the Port of Los Angeles, rose 12.9% from 2014 to 2015. In comparison, exports to Japan from the Port of Long
Beach declined 44.4% over the same period.

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 11
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Total Trade by ValueImport ac vity at both ports also fell from 2014 to

2015. The Port of Los Angeles experienced a 5.0%
decline in imports rela ve to their 2014 levels. How-
ever, the decline in imports to the Port of Long Beach
was more severe, sliding by almost 12.0% over the
same period. Although 2015 was a rela vely weak
year, new data suggest that import volumes into the
West Coast ports have rebounded this year. Imported
container volume at the port of Los Angeles grew
46.6% from February 2015 to February 2016, and
container volume increased 11.0% during the same
me. At the Port of Long Beach, container volume in-

creased 45.0% from February 2015 to February 2016,
while exported container volume increased 11.0%.
Although 2015 was a tough year for port ac vity rela ve to 2014, the outlook for port ac vity for Los Angeles and
Long Beach remains posi ve. With new data sugges ng that 2016 is off to a healthy start, 2016 could reverse last
year’s trend in local port ac vity.

What caused the drop-off in port ac vity in 2015? Recently there have been a number of concerns over the largest
trading partner with both ports: China. Currently, policy-makers in China are pursing a number of reforms to wean off
the export-led growth strategy in favor of a more investment focus. In the first quarter of 2016, the Chinese economy
grew 6.7% — the slowest it had since the global financial crisis. Chinese officials have stated that they are willing to
accept slower growth in order to carry out structural reforms in their economy.

Is uncertainty in China a cause for concern? Possibly, but not necessarily. For one thing, U.S. exports to China are rela-
vely small, represen ng less than one percent of the U.S. GDP. Moreover, uncertainty in China will drive investment

into the United States. Over the past five years, there has been a surge in Chinese buying of real estate, primarily in
commercial real estate. Chinese investment in property has been concentrated in three areas — New York, the San
Francisco Bay Area, and Los Angeles. With Chinese investment into the U.S. totaling $22.3 billion in 2015, an increase
over the $18 billion during the previous year, the ongoing trend of increased investment into the City of Los Angeles
will aid in economic expansion in the future.

City of Los Angeles: A Compara ve Analysis 12
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Exports by Port

Year
Port of Los Angeles Port of Long Beach

Exports ($ Bill.) Change (%) Exports ($ Bill.) Change (%)

2005 20.7 3.2 19.4 27.8
2006 26.3 27.0 21.6 11.3
2007 30.2 15.1 26.7 23.5
2008 34.8 15.0 31.9 19.5
2009 28.0 -19.5 24.2 -24.2
2010 33.7 20.5 31.8 31.3
2011 43.8 29.8 34.8 9.6
2012 42.8 -2.3 35.7 2.5
2013 40.8 -4.6 39.6 11.2
2014 40.0 -1.9 37.2 -6.1
2015 31.7 -20.7 31.2 -16.1

Source: WISERTrade

Imports by Port

Year
Port of Los Angeles Port of Long Beach

Imports ($ Bill.) Change (%) Imports ($ Bill.) Change (%)

2004 159.7 12.3 48.5 13.6
2005 169.1 5.9 53.0 9.4
2006 200.1 18.3 57.7 8.7
2007 211.2 5.6 60.6 5.1
2008 210.5 -0.3 60.0 -1.0
2009 169.2 -19.6 44.4 -26.0
2010 204.0 20.5 56.7 27.7
2011 229.9 12.7 59.9 5.6
2012 241.3 4.9 65.3 9.1
2013 245.1 1.6 69.8 6.8
2014 251.4 2.6 67.2 -3.7
2015 238.9 -5.0 59.1 -11.9

Source: WISERTrade
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Top 10 Commodity Exports
Port of Los Angeles, 2015

Commodity
2014 2015 Change 2015

($ billions) ($ billions) (%) Share (%)

Industrial Machinery/Computers 6.1 4.6 -24.6 14.5
Plas cs 3.3 2.6 -21.7 8.1
Vehicles/Parts 2.5 1.5 -40.1 4.8
Electric Machinery/ Sound Equipment 2.0 1.7 -16.1 5.4
Meat 1.9 1.4 -29.9 4.3
Misc. Chemical 1.3 1.2 -11.2 3.6
Op c/Photo/Medical Equipment 1.2 1.0 -16.5 3.1
Edible Fruit/Nuts 1.2 1.1 -9.3 3.4
Co on 1.1 1.1 0.2 3.5
Inorganic Chemicals 1.1 1.0 -12.6 3.0
Organic Chemicals 1.1 0.9 -15.0 2.9

Total All Commodi es 40.0 31.7 -20.7 100.0

Source: WISERTrade

Top 10 Commodity Exports
Port of Long Beach, 2015

Commodity
2014 2015 Change 2015

($ billions) ($ billions) (%) Share (%)

Industrial Machinery/Computers 4.7 4.4 -5.8 14.2
Vehicles 3.3 2.8 -15.4 9.0
Plas cs 2.5 1.9 -25.7 6.0
Electric Machinery/Sound Equipment 1.7 1.5 -9.1 4.9
Mineral Fuel 1.7 1.1 -33.6 3.5
Meat 1.5 1.4 -8.6 4.4
Edible Fruits/Nuts 1.5 1.3 -14.1 4.1
Aircra /Spacecra /Parts 1.2 0.6 -52.0 1.8
Misc. Chemicals 1.1 0.8 -20.4 2.7
Copper 1.0 0.6 -38.9 1.9

Total All Commodi es 37.2 31.2 -16.1 100.0

Source: WISERTrade
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Top 10 Trade Partners (Exports)
Port of Los Angeles, 2015

Commodity
2014 2015 Change 2015

($ billions) ($ billions) (%) Share (%)

China 9.3 7.9 -15.0 24.8
Japan 5.5 6.3 12.9 19.7
South Korea 5.0 4.2 -17.3 13.1
Australia 3.7 0.8 -78.4 2.5
Taiwan 2.5 1.9 -23.6 6.1
Singapore 1.7 1.4 -20.6 4.4
Hong Kong 1.6 1.4 -12.8 4.4
Thailand 1.0 0.8 -18.1 2.6
Vietnam 0.8 0.9 6.8 2.8
Malaysia 0.8 0.6 -24.6 1.8

Total All Partner Countries 40.0 31.7 -20.7 100.0

Source: WISERTrade

Top 10 Trade Partners (Exports)
Port of Long Beach, 2015

Commodity
2014 2015 Change 2015

($ billions) ($ billions) (%) Share (%)

China 11.9 9.0 -24.0 28.9
Japan 4.5 2.5 -44.4 8.0
Taiwan 3.3 2.5 -23.4 8.0
South Korea 3.2 3.1 -2.5 10.1
Hong Kong 2.7 1.8 -32.3 5.8
Australia 1.9 3.9 103.1 12.4
Singapore 1.6 1.0 -33.2 3.3
Indonesia 1.0 0.7 -31.4 2.1
Philippines 0.7 0.7 -12.2 2.1
Vietnam 0.7 0.8 10.2 2.6

Total All Partner Countries 37.2 31.2 -16.1 100.0

Source: WISERTrade
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Residential Real Estate
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City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County, Q1-04 to Q4-15
Median Price for Existing Single-Family Homes
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Home Sales

Home prices have appreciated steadily in the City of Los Angeles, and demand for housing in the region is now stronger
than it has been at any other point during the current expansion. This is due in part to the improved state of house-
hold finances and historically low interest rates. Strong demand coupled with a shortage of homes has produced a
ght market for the city. Beneath these trends has been a divergence in the markets for single-family and mul -family

housing. There is simply not enough land for single-family construc on projects. Developers in the City of Los An-
geles are willing to pursue mul -family projects because of higher returns on investment. Demand for mul -family
development is par cularly strong in the City of Los Angeles, which, on average, has accounted for roughly 70% of all
mul -family permits in Los Angeles County.

Home prices in the City of Los Angeles have seen significant apprecia on since declining during the Great Recession.
The median price for an exis ng single-family residence in the City was a seasonally adjusted $632,000 in the first
quarter of 2015, a 10.7% increase over the median price in the first quarter of 2014. In the balance of Los Angeles
County, home prices increased by a more moderate 5.9% over the same period.

Compared with the balance of Los Angeles County, the City of Los Angeles has had a faster recovery in the housing
market since the Great Recession. Median home prices for exis ng-family residences in the City of Los Angeles sur-
passed $625,000 in the la er half of 2007 before declining a er the housing downturn. Since 2015, however, home
prices in the City of Los Angeles surpassed the pre-recession peak. The median home price in the City is now 1.0%
above its pre-recession peak from the third quarter of 2007, whereas the median home price in the rest of the County
is 12.4% below its pre-recession peak from the third quarter of 2007. The City of Los Angeles has come a long way. In-
deed, as noted in our 2014 edi on of this report, themedian home price in the City was 14.1% below its pre-recession
peak from the third quarter of 2007.

At the regional level, the City of Los Angeles also has outpaced other large ci es in nearby coun es from the fourth
quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015, such as Anaheim and Santa Ana, both in Orange County. While other
ci es have each seenmedian prices increase by double digits during that period, two surpassed the price gains seen in
Los Angeles, albeit by a modest margin. Median home prices in the City of Riverside increased 10.8% from the fourth
quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015. In the City of Los Angeles, home prices appreciated at nearly the same
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pace of 10.7% over the same period. The leader of the pack was Long Beach, which saw median home prices rise
12.0% from the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015. The major ci es in Orange County grew more
slowly over the same period: Home prices appreciated 9.6% in Anaheim and 3.8% in Santa Ana.

Southern California is not the only area in the State to see strong price apprecia on over the past year, giving rise to
talk about a bubble in the housing market. We don’t think one exists. With credit rela vely ght, it is hard to argue
that specula on is driving the market. One of the big reasons the City and County have seen such strong apprecia on
is that the housing market has such a ght supply in those areas. According to the California Associa on of Realtors,
the current supply of homes on the market in Los Angeles County is less than five months, well below the six- to
seven-month levels that are considered to be normal.

The ght supply of homes on the market is reflected in recent home sales volumes over the past few quarters. For
example, in the fourth quarter of 2015, therewere 2,180 sales of exis ng homes in the City of Los Angeles on a season-
ally adjusted basis, a 3.7% decrease from the sales volume in the fourth quarter of 2014. In comparison, the remainder
of Los Angeles County saw a 5.5% increase in home sales over the same period. However, from the third quarter of
2015 to the fourth quarter of 2015, both the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles County balance saw home sales
decline by 5.5% and 5.8%, respec vely.

Exis ng Home Prices and Sales
City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Balance

Q4-14 to Q3-15 to
Loca on and Metric to Q4-15 (%) to Q4-15 (%)

L.A. City Home Prices 10.7 -2.1
L.A. County Balance Prices 5.9 2.5
L.A. City Home Sales -3.7 -5.5
L.A. County Balance Sales 5.5 -5.8

Source: DataQuick

Defaults and Foreclosures
City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Balance

Q4-14 to Q3-15 to
Loca on and Metric to Q4-15 (%) to Q4-15 (%)

L.A. City Defaults -11.4 0.8
L.A. County Balance Defaults -12.0 7.3
L.A. City Foreclosures -19.8 -13.4
L.A. County Balance Forclosures -15.9 -5.5

Source: DataQuick

In the last quarter of 2015, the most recent
quarter of ac vity for which there is data,
the City’s real estatemarket deviated some-
what from the trend during the previous
quarters. The median home price declined
by 2.1% from the third quarter of 2015 to
the fourth quarter of 2015, however, af-
ter such a strong price apprecia on over
the year, this comes as no surprise. We do
not, however, see this as the start of a new
downward trend in home prices, but rather
a temporary hiccup as home prices start to
grow in line with the incomes in the region.
We also sawa 0.8% increase in defaults over
the same period, but again, one quarter’s
worth of data does not mark the start of a
new trend. In the last quarter of 2015, there
were 525 defaults on a seasonally adjusted
basis, a number that is dwarfed by the 3,635
we saw in the first quarter of 2009 in the
wake of the housing bubble.

Residential Construction
The ght housing supply in the City of Los Angeles and the rest of Los Angeles County has brought builders back into
the housing market, par cularly for mul -family proper es. The number of permits for mul -family housing units in
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the City of Los Angeles was up 29.9% in 2015 from the prior year, and as of the first quarter of 2015, mul -family
permi ng surpassed its pre-recession peak. The remainder of Los Angeles County has followed a much similar trend,
however, the balance of Los Angeles County saw the number of permits for mul -family units decline by 7.3% in 2015
overall.

Permi ng ac vity for single-family residences in the City of Los Angeles has made solid progress since the end of the
Great Recession and has outpaced the balance of Los Angeles County. In 2015, there were 13.1% more single-family
permits in the City than there had been in 2014, whereas single-family permi ng in the remaining part of Los Angeles
County was down 5.5% over the same period.
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Mul -family permi ng in the City of Los Angeles is showing stronger growth rates than single-family proper es be-
cause there is not enough land to develop single-family residences in the City of Los Angeles. As of the fourth quarter
of 2015, single-family permi ng in the City was 20.3% below the pre-recession peak. Addi onally, mul -family con-
struc onmakes up a larger por on of new residen al units. In the fourth quarter of 2015, therewere 460 single-family
units permi ed on a seasonally adjusted basis versus 3,560 mul -family units.

Rental Market
Demand for mul -family rental housing has remained strong from the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of
2015, as indicated by the increasing number of construc on permits issued for these proper es. Moreover, the va-
cancy rate for apartments in the City of Los Angeles has been below 4% since the fourth quarter of 2011. The balance
of Los Angeles County has trended much the same over the past couple of years and has had a vacancy rate of 3.2%
in the fourth quarter of 2015.

As previously stated, the City of Los Angeles, the rest of Los Angeles County, and virtually all of coastal California
have very ght housing supplies. The low vacancy rates for apartments are yet another clear indicator of the current
housing market shortage. Because of the constraint on supply, rents in the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los
Angeles rise because there simply is not enough living space to accommodate the demand for apartments. As of the
fourth quarter of 2015, the average asking rent for apartments in the City of Los Angeles was $1,665, a 5.6% increase
over the same quarter the previous year, and the rental rate in the balance of Los Angeles County was $1,553, up 4.5%
over the same period.
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Vacancy and Rental Rates for Apartments
City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Balance, Q4-15

Loca on Vacancy (%)
Q4-14 to

Rent ($)
Q4-14 to

Q4-15 (pp) Q4-15 (%)

L.A. City 3.4 0.3 1,665 5.6
L.A. County Balance 3.2 0.1 1,553 4.5

Source: REIS

Retail store rental rates in the City of Los Angeles were cheaper than in the balance of Los Angeles County. In addi on
to the lower cost of rent, the rental rate for commercial property in the City of Los Angeles increased 0.6% from the
fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015, and 6.4% in the County balance of Los Angeles over the same
period.

The demand for offices remains stronger in Los Angeles County than in the City of Los Angeles, but that trend is begin-
ning to subside. Over the past year, the office vacancy rate in the City of Los Angeles declined 1.1 percentage points
to 15.1%. In comparison, the office vacancy rate in the balance of Los Angeles County fell 0.3 percentage points to
13.4%. Similarly, the average rental rate increased by 3.5% year over year in the City of Los Angeles, and 3.7% in the
rest of Los Angeles County, although the average rental rate in the City of Los Angeles was s ll lower than the rest of
Los Angeles County.

Industrial proper es in both the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles County con nued their ongoing
improvements into the end of 2015. The vacancy rate for Warehouse and Distribu on Centers in the City of Los An-
geles declined 6.1% to 5.7% from the fourth quarter of 2014 to the fourth quarter of 2015, similar to the drop from
6.6% to 6.1% seen in the rest of Los Angeles County over the same me period. Rent prices grew by 2.4% in the City
and by 2.8% in the rest of the County. For Flex/R&D facili es, however, the trend is more pronounced. The vacancy
rate for Flex/R&D facili es hit new lows, declining from 4.0% in the fourth quarter of 2014 to a new low of 2.9% in the
fourth quarter of 2015. The demand for Flex/R&D facili es is also strong in the rest of Los Angeles County, which saw
vacancy rates fall from 3.7% to 2.4% over the same period.

Commercial Real Estate

As the economy con nues to grow, the demand for local rental space has been improving in not only the City of Los
Angeles, but also the rest of Los Angeles County as well. A low-interest rate environment in an expanding economy
con nues to drive demand for commercial real estate. The City of Los Angeles con nues to provide a safe opportunity
for investors.

The demand for retail space in par cular remains solid throughout many parts of the City of Los Angeles and the rest
of Los Angeles County. Since the Great Recession, the City of Los Angeles has experienced vast improvements with
respect to its retail store vacancy rate, which has declined from a peak of 7.0% to 4.0% in the fourth quarter of 2015.
The rest of Los Angeles County was not as fortunate during the same period, by the end of 2015, retail vacancy rates
in the county balance of Los Angeles increased to 6.5%. However, retail vacancy rates in the rest of Los Angeles has
been rela vely stable, for the last five years, the average vacancy rate was 6.3%.
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Vacancy Rates for Commercial Property (%)
L.A. City and L.A. County Balance; Q4-15

Loca on Retail Office Warehouse R&D

L.A. City 4.0 15.1 5.7 2.9
L.A. County Balance 6.5 13.4 6.1 2.4

Note: Loca on determined by geographic descrip ons.
Source: REIS

Rental Rates for Commercial Property ($)
L.A. City and L.A. County Balance; Q4-15

Loca on Retail Office Warehouse R&D

L.A. City 28.25 34.69 6.85 13.68
L.A. County Balance 31.62 36.47 6.52 10.58

Note: Loca on determined by geographic descrip ons.
Source: REIS

Non-residential Construction
Nonresiden al construc on in Los Angeles County experienced a slight downturn in 2015 when compared with 2014;
however, the levels observed in new commercial permi ng ac vity in 2014 were the largest observed over the past
decade. A total of $5.1 billion in nonresiden al construc on permits were filed in Los Angeles County in 2015, and a
larger share of construc on permits were categorized as new structures (48%) than there had been since 2008.

The City of Los Angeles has benefited immensely from construc on projects in its Downtown area. Construc on per-
mits for new structures filed in the City of Los Angeles totaled $1.16 billion in 2015, down 6.9% from the $1.25 billion
filed in 2014. Construc on permits filed in the balance of Los Angeles County totaled $1.81 billion in 2015, down by
28% from 2014.

The majority of nonresiden al construc on projects throughout Los Angeles County are s ll composed of altera ons
and renova ons, as businesses upgrade their facili es to incorporate the newest technologies and a ract high-skilled
workers. While altera on and renova on construc on permits in the City of Los Angeles declined by 27.3% over the
year from $1.71 billion in 2014 to $1.24 billion in 2015, the past two years saw more construc on ac vity than any
me over the past decade. In the rest of Los Angeles County, nonresiden al altera on and renova on permits de-

clined 14.2% from $1.62 billion in 2014 to $1.39 billion in 2015. Although the value of new permits for altera ons
and addi ons to exis ng structures were lower than the levels observed during the previous year, they appear to be
trending toward their pre-recession levels.
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New Commercial Permits
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Non-Res Alteration Permits

There are impediments to increasing the supply of commercial space in both the City of Los Angeles and the rest of the
County. Developing new structures in California can be difficult and risky due in part to the threat of California Envi-
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ronmental Quality Act (CEQA)-related lawsuits, the lack of developable land, and costs associated with tearing down
exis ng buildings and addressing environmental concerns that arise during the redevelopment phase. S ll, Beacon
Economics’ outlook for commercial real estate in the City of Los Angeles and the rest of the County remains posi ve.

Demographics
Population
The City of Los Angeles is the second-largest city in the United States, home to 3.96 million residents from amul tude
of ethnic and na onal backgrounds. Its racial and ethnic makeup is unique among large ci es. Over the past 20 years,
popula on growth for the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles County has been posi ve and steady.
The majority of the popula on growth over the past two decades occurred during the 1990s, with the growth rate
decelera ng in the early 2000s. As the recession hit, and the coastal regions of California became less and less afford-
able rela ve to the inland regions, popula on growth slowed and even began to decline during the later part of the
early 2000s. With economic expansion underway and the recession behind us, popula on growth is again picking up
in the City and the County overall.
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According to the Department of Finance, the City
of Los Angeles has a popula on of 3.96 million res-
idents, while the balance of Los Angeles County is
home to 6.18million residents. Looking at popula on
growth over the past five years, the City has grown
on an average by 0.8%, whereas the rest of the bal-
ance of Los Angeles County has grown by an average
of 0.6% over the past five years.

Although the City’s popula on has grown faster than
that of the rest of Los Angeles County in the past five
years, it has grown at roughly the same pace as the
rest of the County in the long run. Disregarding any
effects a ributed to the recession, this is due in part
to the fact that the County of Los Angeles is more
sprawled out than the City. Net migra on in Los An-
geles County was nega ve in 2015 but fell to its low-
est level since the recession. High costs of living are typically blamed when residents leave; while this is true, it is only
part of the explana on. In a typical year, much of the migra on out of Los Angeles County spills into other coun es
in Southern California. While high home prices rela ve to income offer one explana on, there may also be a desire
for more space or a different lifestyle. This is however not a new trend. For years, net domes c migra on at the State
level has been nega ve. Net domes c migra on in the State of California was nearly -47,000 in 2014 and -61,000 in
2015. In other words, more people aremoving from California to other States than aremoving to California from other
parts of the Country. However, in a State with nearly 40 million residents, these are very small changes and they are
more than offset by interna onal migra on (+145,000 last year) for a net gain of 84,000 residents.
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The City of Los Angeles has far less space rela ve to ci es on the northern end of the County of Los Angeles, such
as Palmdale, Lancaster, and Santa Clarita, where there is an abundance of open land for expansion. Santa Clarita, for
example is home to 213,000 residents. This is a much smaller popula on than the City of Los Angeles, but it is now
one of the largest ci es in Los Angeles County as its popula on has increased by 21.1% over the past five years. Much
of the growth in Santa Clarita came from various annexa ons of surrounding areas into city limits. Housing in areas
such as Santa Clarita is cheaper than in Los Angeles and there is abundant room to build, so residents of Los Angles
and other areas have migrated to these ci es in droves in recent years. Those ci es’ popula ons such as Santa Clarita,
Santa Fe Springs, and Azusa are booming as a result.

Popula on, 2015

Loca on
Popula on Average Growth (%)
(000s) 5-Yr. 10-Yr. 20-Yr.

City of L.A. 3, 957 0.8 0.5 0.5

L.A. County Balance 6, 180 0.5 0.2 0.5

Long Beach 473 0.4 0.0 0.4

Santa Clarita 213 3.8 2.5 2.5

Glendale 199 0.7 0.1 0.3

Lancaster 161 0.6 1.6 1.7

Palmdale 157 0.6 1.5 2.1

Pomona 152 0.4 0.0 0.4

Torrance 148 0.4 0.3 0.5

Pasadena 142 0.7 0.3 0.4

El Monte 116 0.4 −0.2 0.3

Downey 114 0.4 0.2 0.7

L.A. County Total 10, 137 0.6 0.3 0.5

Source: California Department of Finance

Education
The City of Los Angeles is home to some of the largest and most pres gious schools and universi es in the United
States. With the University of California Los Angeles (UCLA) and the University of Southern California (USC) in its bor-
ders, the City of Los Angeles is home to bright students and faculty who are perpetually producing innova ve and vital
research on many of the na on’s important issues. Although these universi es may be more famous throughout the
na on, the balance of Los Angeles County is home to five California State Universi es: Dominguez Hills, Long Beach,
Los Angeles, Northridge, and Pomona (Cal Poly Pomona); as well as the renowned California Ins tute of Technology
(Caltech).

For the past several years, more residents in the City of Los Angeles have achieved higher educa onal a ainment
levels than their counterparts in the rest of the County. The most recent data from the U.S. Census Bureau indicate
that the propor on of the popula on with a bachelor’s degree or higher in the City con nues to exceed the share in
the balance of the County of Los Angeles. In 2014, 30.8% of the City’s residents ages 25 years and older possessed a
bachelor’s degree or higher, compared with 28.3% of the residents in the County balance of Los Angeles.
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Although the City of Los Angeles historically has had a larger propor on of residentswith a bachelor’s degree or higher,
the balance of Los Angeles County has had a larger share of residents with at least a high school diploma. In 2014,
76.9% of residents in the rest of the County had at least a high school diploma, compared with 73.9% of the City’s
popula on. This a ainment gap has lingered around 3 to 5 percentage points since 2007.

Four out of the 10most-populated ci es in the balance of Los Angeles County had higher percentageswith a bachelor’s
degree or higher than seen in the City overall in 2014: Santa Clarita (33.0%), Glendale (37.4%), Torrance (49.4%), and
Pasadena (51.6%). Of the other six ci es, El Monte (10.0%), Lancaster (13.7%), Palmdale (14.9%), Pomona (17.2%),
Downey (23.4%), and Long Beach (29.4%) had the lowest percentages of residents with a bachelor’s degree or higher.

Educa onal A ainment, 2014
% of Popula on

Loca on
Less Than High Some Bachelor's Graduate or
High School School College Degree Professional
Diploma Diploma Degree

City of L.A. 23.9 19.7 24.1 21.2 11.0

L.A. County Balance 21.7 21.6 27.7 19.0 10.1

Long Beach 20.8 18.2 31.6 19.5 9.9

Santa Clarita 8.9 20.2 37.9 22.5 10.6

Glendale 14.8 20.2 27.6 24.1 13.3

Lancaster 18.2 32.8 35.4 8.8 4.8

Palmdale 27.8 24.2 33.1 10.5 4.4

Pomona 30.5 27.5 24.8 12.3 4.9

Torrance 6.1 17.8 26.7 32.6 16.8

Pasadena 12.0 15.8 20.7 26.4 25.3

El Monte 45.0 25.1 20.0 8.1 1.8

Downey 24.1 25.6 27.0 15.8 7.6

L.A. County Total 22.5 20.8 26.3 19.9 10.4

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

Income
Median Household Income ($)

Loca on 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

L.A. City 47,031 46,148 46,803 49,497 49,682
L.A. County 52,684 52,280 53,001 55,909 55,870

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Unlike average annual wages, which are reported
by place of employment rather than place of res-
idence, median household income in Los Ange-
les County con nues to exceed that of the City.
In 2014, the median household income in Los An-
geles County was $55,870, while the median household income in the City of Los Angeles was $49,682. It appears,
however, that median household income is beginning to trend upward. In the years a er the Great Recession, median
household incomes in the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County declined from 2008 to 2011, falling 5.9% in the
City and 6.2% in the County. However, since 2012, median household incomes in the City and County have con nued
to rise, growing 7.7% from 2011 to 2014 in the City of Los Angeles, and 6.9% in the County of Los Angeles over the
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same period. Median household incomes for the City and County have surpassed their peak levels experienced in
2012. The posi ve growth over the past couple of years is a sign of improving economic condi ons in the area.

Household Income, 2014
% of Popula on

Income Bracket ($) L.A. City L.A. County Balance L.A. County Total

< 25K 26.8 20.5 23.1

25K-50K 22.6 21.9 22.2

50K-100K 26.4 29.1 28.0

100K-200K 16.8 21.4 19.5

> 200K 7.3 7.1 7.2

Long Beach Santa Clarita Glendale Lancaster Palmdale

< 25K 23.7 11.9 27.2 30.6 23.0

25K-50K 22.7 16.2 21.8 24.0 22.6

50K-100K 28.0 34.4 25.4 30.7 32.5

100K-200K 20.2 28.1 19.0 13.3 18.9

> 200K 5.3 9.4 6.6 1.5 3.0

Pomona Torrance Pasadena El Monte Downey

< 25K 23.0 14.8 20.4 29.1 15.3

25K-50K 29.3 17.0 16.0 34.7 27.4

50K-100K 31.4 26.7 28.2 23.6 38.9

100K-200K 14.9 32.3 24.0 10.8 14.7

> 200K 1.4 9.2 11.4 1.8 3.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

In addi on to the improvement of median household incomes, sizable por ons in the City of Los Angeles and the rest
of the County have high incomes. Although 26.8% of households in the City of Los Angeles earn less than $25,000,
24.1% of households earn $100,000 or more. In the rest of the County of Los Angeles, 28.5% of households earn at
least $ 100,000. Among the 10 largest ci es in Los Angeles County, Santa Clarita, Pasadena, and Torrance hold the
highest percentage of households earning $100,000 or more. This is to be expected, as noted earlier, Santa Clarita,
Pasadena, and Torrance possess higher levels of educa onal a ainment on average than the residents of any of the
other largest ci es in Los Angeles County.

Occupations
The latest occupa onal outlook for the City of Los Angeles and the rest of Los Angeles County shows that the resi-
dents’ occupa ons in those areas are quite similar. In the City and the rest of the County, office and administra ve
support and sales occupa ons are the largest occupa onal categories by propor on of total employment. They con-
s tute 12.3% and 10.7% of jobs for the City of Los Angeles residents, respec vely, and 14.3% and 11.1% of jobs for
the balance of Los Angeles County residents, respec vely. Tradi onally, these occupa ons offer rela vely lower wages
than the regions’ other occupa ons. Management occupa ons represent the third-largest occupa onal category in
the City and County.
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2014 Employment by Occupa on
Share of Total Employment, Share of L.A. City to L.A. County

Occupa on
L.A. City L.A. County Share in
(%) Balance(%) L.A. City (%)

Office and administra ve support 12.3 14.3 36.9

Sales and related 10.7 11.1 39.7

Management 9.6 9.7 40.1

Food prepara on and serving related 6.8 5.4 46.1

Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media 6.3 3.3 56.5

Produc on 6.2 6.4 39.7

Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance 5.5 3.8 49.2

Construc on and extrac on 5.5 4.4 45.9

Personal care and service 4.9 4.6 41.8

Business and financial opera ons 4.7 4.8 39.8

Educa on, training, and library 4.5 5.2 37.1

Transporta on 3.0 3.9 34.8

Health diagnosing and trea ng prac oners 3.0 3.4 37.5

Material moving 2.6 3.4 34.4

Installa on, maintenance, and repair 2.1 2.7 34.6

Computer and mathema cal 2.1 2.2 39.0

Healthcare support 1.8 1.9 39.5

Legal 1.7 1.2 49.1

Community and social services 1.4 1.6 37.1

Fire figh ng and other protec ve service workers 1.3 1.4 38.8

Health technologists and technicians 1.3 1.7 33.5

Architecture and engineering 1.1 1.7 29.8

Life, physical, and social science 0.8 0.8 42.4

Farming, fishing, and forestry 0.4 0.4 43.9

Law enforcement workers including supervisors 0.2 0.7 18.7

Total 100.0 100.0 40.4

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

A er these categories, the City of Los Angeles and the balance of Los Angeles County begin to differ in terms of their
occupa onal composi on, though not by a wide margin. One no ceable difference is the share of residents in arts,
design, entertainment, sports, andmedia occupa ons. In the City of Los Angeles, this category is 6.3% of occupa ons,
compared with 3.3% of occupa ons in the rest of Los Angeles County. This should come as no surprise, as the City of
Los Angeles is well known for its television andmovie industry. Over the past few years, very li le change has occurred
in the occupa onal rankings in the City or the County. The occupa onal outlook for the City of Los Angeles looks very
much like that of the balance of Los Angeles County.
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About Beacon Economics
Beacon Economics, LLC is a leading provider of economic research, forecas ng, industry analysis, and data services.
By delivering independent, rigorous analysis we give our clients the knowledge they need to make the right strategic
decisions about investment, growth, revenue, and policy. Learn more at www.BeaconEcon.com.

Services Contacts
Economic, revenue and occupa onal
forecas ng

Economic impact analysis

Regional economic analysis

Economic policy analysis

Real estate market analysis

Industry and market analysis

EB-5 Economic analysis

Public Speaking

Expert Tes mony

Sherif Hanna
Managing Partner
(424) 646-4656
Sherif@BeaconEcon.com

Victoria Pike Bond
Director of Communica ons
(415) 457-6030
Victoria@BeaconEcon.com

Rick Smith
Director of Business Development
(858) 997-1834
Rick@BeaconEcon.com
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