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Dynamics of San Diego’s Economic Recovery

t has become clear in 2011

that both local and national
economies, rather than re-
bounding from the recession
purportedly ending in 2009,
continues to struggle. So far
the U.S. has avoided a double-
dip recession, yet economic
circumstances remain tenu-
ous. While NUSIPR does not
project the region will slip into
another recession, our outlook
for 2012 shows only moderate
growth.

According to the latest esti-
mate of the nation’s gross do-
mestic product (GDP), the most
comprehensive measure of
economic activity and produc-

tion calculated by the
U.S. Department of
Commerce’s Bureau of
Economic  Analysis
(BEA), after declining
2.8 percent in 2008
and 2009, the national
economy grew 2.6
percent in 2010.1 In
2011, we estimate
growth slowing to an
annual rate of only 1.6
percent.

On a quarterly basis,
economic momentum
nearly stalled in the
first quarter of 2011 at
0.4 percent, and only
improved in the sec-
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ond quarter to 1.3 percent, the
slowest paces since the reces-
sion ended two years prior.
Preliminary third quarter fig-
ures indicate the annual rate
rising to 2.5 percent. Consider-
ing recent BEA revisions of
GDP figures back through the
recession revealed the down-
turn was more serious than
previously understood, we
would not be surprised to see
the 3rd quarter figure revised
downward as well. The 4th
quarter of 2011 is projected to

quarters it took for “real” GDP
growth to regain prior peak
levels from every downturn
since World War |l (the top
date is the quarter that GDP
regained the peak, the bottom
date is the prior peak). The 15
quarters from the 4th quarter
of 2007 to the 3rd quarter of
2011 was by far longer than
any other recovery.

While noteworthy that eco-
nomic production has recov-
ered, it is also telling that em-
ployment remains far below

h 2.0 t o
SAN DIEGO GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT increase, leaving the  [OTMe levels. About 8.4 millon
San Diego Annual Percent Change annual rate for the 100S disappeared in 2008 and
GDP_[Percentage of:| CurrentDollars | ConstantDollars* | oo 5t 1.6 percent. 2000 With 1.1 million added
Year|(Billions)| Calif. U.S. [ S.D. Cal. US.| S.D. Cal. US.| in 2010 and 800,000 so far in
2001 [$114.372 | 855% 1.12%| 4.8% 1.6% 3.4%| 1.3% 0.1% 1.3%| With the latest GDP 2011, employment remains
2002 [$123.180 | 8.89% 1.17%| 7.7% 3.6% 3.5%| 5.3% 2.0% 1.7%| estimate as of 3rd 6.2 million lower than the pre-
2003 [$130.944 | 8.97% 1.18%| 6.3% 5.4% 4.7%| 3.9% 3.1% 2.1%| quarter 2011, the recession peak.
2004 |$141.549 | 9.01% 1.20%| 8.1% 7.6% 6.5%| 52% 4.7% 3.4% U-S-hezonotrgy finally 1 national unemployment
2005 |$151.571 | 8.96% 1.21%| 7.1% 7.7% 6.5%| 3.9% 4.3% 2.8%| 'eache € Pre- te also remains elevated
2006 [$159.813 | 8.87% 1.20%| 5.4% 6.4% 6.0%| 2.2% 3.3% 2.7%| fecession peak after = TS0 percent in 2011.
2007 |$166.387 | 8.88% 1.19%| 4.1% 4.1% 4.9%| 1.3% 12% 1.9%| 15 quarters.  The Including those that are under-
chart (above left) .
2008 |$171.174 | 8.95% 1.20%| 2.9% 2.0% 2.2%| 1.0% -0.1% -0.3% _ mployed or discouraged
depicts the number of ~ EMPlOyed © too discourage
2009 |1$168.976 | 9.15% 1.21%| -1.3% -3.4% -1.8%| -2.9% -3.7% -2.5% P to seek emp|oyment the figure
2010|$171.568 | 9.02% 1.18%| 1.5% 2.9% 3.8%| 0.9% 1.8% 2.6%
2011e[$177.479 | 9.06% 1.18%| 3.4% 3.3% 3.5%| 1.4% 1.2% 1.6%| 'See Appendix: Definition and methodology of GDP estimates,
2012f| $184.481 | 9.09% 1.18%| 3.9% 3.8% 3.8%| 1.8% 1.6% 1.9%| Pages.
*Adjusted by GDP implicit price deflator. e: estimate  f: forecast 2For a discussion of the BEA’s revisions of GDP numbers, see “Six
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S.Department of Commerce; National University System years into a lost desade - The number§ keep being revised inexo-
. ) rably downwards”, The Economist, August 6, 2011,
Institute for Policy Research. http://www.economist. com/node/21525440.
www.nusinstitute.org 1



(Continued from page 1)
is well above 16 percent.

San Diego and California lag
nation’s GDP growth

Sub-regional counterparts to
the nation’s GDP are also cal-
culated by the BEA for state
and metropolitan areas.3 The
recession and sluggish recov-
ery lag in California and San
Diego as evidenced by the
rates of GDP change. Califor-
nia’s economy fell 3.8 percent
between 2007 and 2009, and
only recovered 1.8 percent in
2010, according to the BEA
estimates.

Although not falling by as much
as California, San Diego’'s 2.9
percent GDP decline in 2009
was deeper than the rest of the
nation. The growth reported in
2010 of only 0.9 percent, how-
ever, trailed both California
and the nation. This seems
countervailing to other indica-
tors of economic activity for
San Diego. Job growth was
stronger, and the unemploy-
ment rate remained much
lower than California in 2010
and so far in 2011. Since the
BEA will revise GDP figures, we
suspect the revision will

The economic recovery is also
not accomplished with job
numbers significantly improv-
ing and will remain far below
prerecession peaks. San
Diego’s unemployment rate
remains around 10 percent,
while California’s is nearly 12
percent, the second highest in
the nation. This is the result of
the more devastating effects of
the recession, housing finan-
cial meltdown, and business
and employment losses ab-
sorbed by the state.

World rankings remain signifi-
cant although slipping

Based upon the latest World
Bank estimates of 2010 na-
tional economies, the U.S. re-
mains by far the world’s largest
economy. Our top ranking may
be in jeopardy, however, be-
cause of the nation’s financial
turmoil and fast growing China
catching up. Based upon cur-
rent economic trends, the In-
ternational Monetary Fund
(IMF) projects China will sur-
pass the U.S. economy over
the next five years if one ad-
justs for exchange rates and
“purchasing power parity”.4

California’s prominent ranking
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slipped from as high as 5th in
the world just ten years ago, to
8th in 2009, and 9th as of
2010, falling behind both Bra-
zil and Italy. Brazil jumped
above ltaly in 2010 to become
the 7th largest economy.

San Diego would rank as the
47th largest economy just after
Pakistan at 46th. San Diego’s
ranking also slipped in recent
years largely as the value of
the U.S. dollar faltered against
other currencies.

San Diego’s economy nonethe-
less exceeds nearly one-half of
U.S. states. The metro area’s

$171.6 billion GDP remains
larger than 24 state econo-
mies.

Among the nation’s 366 metro-
politan areas, San Diego’'s
2010 economy ranked 16th.
The ranking increased from
17th moving ahead of San
Jose-Santa Clara in 2002. With
San Jose’s vigorous increase in
2010, however, the metro
nearly overtook San Diego
again, and will likely do so in
2011.

Over the past decade, San
Diego’s GDP has increased 50
percent, the 5th strongest rise

among the nation’s 30

show San Diego’s growth
closer to, if not stronger
than California in 2010.

Nevertheless, although
growth is evident in both
San Diego and California,
the recovery is weaker
than for the rest of the
nation. Our estimate of
California’s economic pro-
duction in 2011 is for
growth to slow to 1.2 per- 9
cent, while San Diego im- 10
proves to 1.4 percent. | 4
Although not considered a 12
double-dip recession, eco- | 13
nomic momentum clearly | 44
remains lackluster. 15
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Projections for 2012 indi- | 1°
cate the economy will 1;
continue improving at a 19
sluggish pace. Although 20
the rest of the nation 21
reached the pre-recession 2
peak in 2011, San Diego 23
and California economies, 24
after adjustment for infla- | o5

Rank Countries (billions)

WORLD $63,048.8
UNITED STATES 14,551.8
China 5,878.6
Japan 5,497.8
Germany 3,309.7
France 2,560.0
United Kingdom 2,246.1
Brazil 2,087.9
ltaly 2,051.4
CALIFORNIA 1,901.1
India 1,729.0
Canada 1,574.1
Russian Federation 1,479.8
Spain 1,407.4
Mexico 1,039.7
Korea, Rep. 1,014.5
Australia 924.8
Netherlands 783.4
Turkey 735.3
Indonesia 706.6
Switzerland 523.8
Poland 468.6
Belgium 467.5
Sweden 458.0
Norway 414.5
Venezuela, RB 387.9
Austria 376.2

WORLD RANKING OF GROSS PRODUCT -2010 U.S. Dollars

Rank Countries (billions)

metro areas having GDPs
of more than $100 billion.
Adjusted for inflation, the

tion will not recover until
2012.

Source: World Development Indicators database, World Bank; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

26 Saudi Arabia $375.8 g
27 Argentina 368.7 | ‘real” increase was 22.4
28 South Africa 363.7 | percent, which was 8th
29 Iran, Islamic Rep. 331.0 | highest.
30 Thailand 31881 san Diego’s growth of just
31 Denmark 310.4 1.5 percent in 2010, how-
32 Greece 304.9 .
33 Colombia 2gg2 | Sver along with  other
34 Finland 238.8 California metro areas,
35 Malaysia 237:8 was among the lower
36 United Arab Emirates 230.3 | gains recorded by large
37 Portugal 2085 | Metro areas. San Jose
38 Hong Kong SAR, China 224.5 | Was the significant excep-
39 Singapore 290 7| tion with 13.3 percent
40 Egypt, Arab Rep. 218.9| gain In 2010, by far the
41 lsrael 217.3 | highest for the nation’s
42  Ireland 203.9 | large metro areas. The
43 Chile 203.4 | next highest was Hous-
44  Philippines 199.6 | ton’s 5.6 percent gain.
25 lc\l:igeri:R bli 132; 3State and metropolitan GDP
5 Ze.c epublic ) are only estimated on an
46 Pakistan 174.8 annual basis.
SAN DIEGO 171.6 4Brett Arends, “IMF bomb-
47 Romania 161.6 | shell: Age of America nears
48 Algeria 159.4 | end”, MarketWatch, Wall
49 Peru 153.8 | Street Journal, April 25, 2011,
50 Kuwait 148.0 http://www.marketwatch.com
/story/imf-bombshell-age-of-
america-about-to-end-2011-
04-25

Economic Analysis; National University System Institute for Policy Research.

www.nusinstitute.org



Comparable Metropolitan GDPs

"Real" Per Capita GDP

2010

Despite San Jose’s stellar performance, California’s eco-
nomic growth in 2010 was relatively weaker than most
states. The 1.8 percent “real” increase in California GDP
was 34th among states, compared with 2.6 percent
across the U.S. Nevertheless, California’s $1.9 trillion

$230 - $53,000 — W United States
é $51,000 —| M California
= » $49,000 — ESANDIEGO
$210 3 $47,000 ——— |
[=)
& $45,000
$ E $43,000 —~
190 % $41,000
/ 5 $39,000
$37,000
$170 — - $35,000
$150 /
12) Seattle
==13) Minneapolis-St. Paul
—14) Detroit
$130 % —15) Phoenix
«=16) SAN DIEGO
—=17) San Jose-Santa Clara
$110 - - . . - 18) Denver
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
RANKING OF LARGEST METROPOLITAN GDPs
2010 2010 Change Adjusted for inflation
Rnk |Area ($millions) ['10/'01 Rnk|'10/'09 Rnk|'10/'01 Rnk|'10/'09 Rnk
1 |New York-Northern New Jersey-Long
Island, NY-NJ-PA $1,280,517|40.0% 19 | 55% 4 |13.6% 20 | 4.7% 4
2 |Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana,
CA 735,743140.3% 18 | 2.6% 21 |16.0% 16 | 1.7% 19
3 [Chicago-Joliet-Napenille, IL-IN-WI 532,331|132.0% 26 | 3.0% 17| 6.6% 26| 1.9% 17
4 |Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-
VA-MD-WV 425,167|61.4% 2 | 42% 10 [30.0% 4 | 3.6% 7
5 [Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 384,603|164.9% 1 56% 2 |20.7% 10| 1.6% 20
6 |Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 374,081149.2% 6 | 43% 9 |242% 6 | 25% 12
7 |Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-|
NJ-DE-MD 346,932|143.9% 14 | 3.4% 13 |16.2% 14 | 2.3% 14
8 |San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 325,927136.7% 21 | 2.3% 24 |11.8% 23 | 0.5% 29
9 [Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 313,690/35.6% 23 | 55% 3 |129% 21| 48% 2
10 [Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 272,362|33.3% 25| 2.2% 25 |11.1% 24 | 1.6% 21
11 |Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano
Beach, FL 257,560[41.5% 17 | 1.7% 26 |16.1% 15| 1.1% 25
12 [Seattle-Tacoma-Bellewie, WA 231,221146.6% 11 | 2.6% 22 |121.3% 9 | 1.9% 18
13 [Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington,
MN-WI 199,596(38.0% 20 | 44% 8 |13.6% 19| 3.4% 8
14 [Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml 197,773 7.8% 30 | 3.6% 12| -8.8% 30| 2.8% 10
15 [Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 190,601(48.4% 7 1.3% 29 |1249% 5 | 0.7% 28
16 |SAN DIEGO-CARLSBAD-SAN
MARCOS, CA 171,568( 50.0% 5 1.5% 28 | 22.4% 8 0.9% 26
17 [San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 168,517(42.7% 16 |13.3% 1 (42.8% 2 |13.4% 1
18 [Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO 157,567|143.2% 15| 2.8% 18 |18.1% 12 | 1.3% 24
19 ([Baltimore-Towson, MD 144,789(47.4% 8 | 4.1% 11 |17.9% 13| 3.3% 9
20 |St. Louis, MO-IL 129,734(30.8% 27 | 2.7% 19| 4.9% 27 | 1.5% 22
21 |Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 124,683/ 60.8% 3 50% 6 |49.3% 1 4.7% 3
22 |Pittsburgh, PA 115,752(36.0% 22 | 54% 5 | 74% 25| 41% 5
23 |Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 113,702(46.8% 10 | 1.7% 27 [20.2% 11 | 0.9% 27
24 |Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 113,568|47.2% 9 3.4% 14 1229% 7 2.6% 11
25 |Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 109,818(44.4% 13 | 0.3% 30 [14.3% 18 | -0.6% 30
26 |Kansas City, MO-KS 105,968(35.6% 24 | 2.4% 23 (124% 22 | 1.5% 23
27 |Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 105,625(23.9% 29 | 3.4% 15| 0.3% 29 | 2.2% 15
28 [Indianapolis-Carmel, IN 105,163(44.8% 12 | 4.7% 7 [159% 17| 3.6% 6
29 ([Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 104,107/ 60.0% 4 2.7% 20 [30.9% 3 2.4% 13
30 |Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 100,594(29.6% 28 | 3.2% 16 | 4.7% 28 | 2.1% 16
All 366 U.S. Metropolitan Areas 13,071,502| 42.5% 3.7% 15.7% 2.5%
1 |California $1,901,088| 42.1% 30 | 2.9% 39 | 17.6% 21| 1.8% 34
2 |Texas 1,207,494|57.7% 8 | 53% 7 |23.5% 10| 2.8% 17
3 |New York 1,159,540|43.1% 27 | 6.0% 5 |15.4% 25| 51% 2
United States $14,551,782| 42.4% 3.8% 5 [15.3% 2.6%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis;

National University System Institute for Policy Research.

economy remains by far the
nation’s largest state economy,
accounting for 13 percent of
U.S. GDP. The next largest state
economies are Texas at $1.2
trillion (8.3 percent) and New
York at $1.16 trillion (8.0 per-
cent).

San Diego per capita GDP re-
mains above state and national
averages

San Diego’s 2010 per capita
GDP of $55,237 remains sig-
nificantly higher than both the
U.S. and California. Among 366
metro areas, San Diego per
capita GDP was 37th highest
and 17th among large metro
areas with GDP of $100 billion
or more.

The recession caused a bigger
decline in San Diego’s average
than for the rest of the U.S. or
California. San Diego’s GDP per
capita remains 5.2 percent be-
low the 2007 peak. In compari-
son, the U.S. per capita figure
fell 4.6 percent between 2007
and 2009, before increasing
1.7 percent in 2010, while Cali-
fornia dropped 5.7 percent,
before slightly rising 0.7 per-
cent.

Composition of San Diego GDP
by industry

The industry components of
San Diego’'s GDP show “real
estate, rental, and leasing” ac-
tivities have the largest contri-
bution to the local economy.
Although decreasing $1.1 bil-
lion over the past two years,
real estate activities still ac-
count for 19.4 percent of the

www.nusinstitute.org
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Government
17.9%

Real Estate, Rental,
Leasing
19.4%

Natural
resources and
mlnlong Other services,
0.6% except government
2.3%

Transportation,
Utilities
3.0%

San Diego 2010 GDP by Industry

Percent of Total

Construction

Trade, Wholesale,
Retail
9.5%

Professional,
Business Services
14.1%

Manufacturing
8.6%

Education and
health services
6.5%
Leisure and
hospitality
4.1%

Finance, Insurance
4.6%

3.6%

The primary reason San

San Diego GDP by Industry
@ $35.0 —Real Estate, Rental,
2 Leasing
@ ——Government (inc
$30.0 Military)
—Professional,
Business Services
$25.0 ——Trade, Wholesale
& Retail
Manufacturing
$20.0
Education, Health
Services
$15.0 Information
—Finance, Insurance
$10.0 - = | —Leisure, Hospitality
== _
Construction
$5.0
—Transportation,
Utilities
$0.0 : T T —Natural Resources,
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Mining
local GDP, nearly $1 of every technical skills, with much
$5 generated. Over the past higher compensation, fewer

decade, the percentage to total
GDP increased from 18.5 per-

centin 2001.

“Government”, including state,
local, federal, and military, has
the next largest share (18 per-
Government contribu-

cent).
tions to San Diego’s
economy rose signifi-
cantly over the past
decade almost entirely
because of increased
military spending.

“Professional and busi-
ness services” also
increased slightly as a
percentage of the over-
all economy, up from
13.6 percent in 2001
to 14.1 percent in
2010.

After faltering from
2007 to 2009, whole-
sale and retail trade
maintains a slightly
larger impact (9.5 per-
cent) than manufactur-
ing (8.6 percent).

Despite significant
losses in manufacturing
employment over the
past decade in San
Diego, the industry con-
tinually increased pro-
duction every year
since 2003. This is a
result of increasing high
value-added mecha-
nized manufacturing
production  processes
that utilizes fewer work-
ers. Requiring greater

manufacturing positions pro-
duce far greater output. Per-
haps most surprising is annual
manufacturing production in-
creased $1.9 billion the past
two years, the strongest in-
crease in value of any industry
in San Diego.

Diego’s GDP did not have
stronger growth the past two
years is the significant decline
reported by the “information”
industry. This one sector lost
nearly $1.9 billion of economic
production the past two years.
Construction also steadily de-

clined the past four years.
Since a peak in 2006, annual

economic production in the
local construction industry has
fallen by $2.48 billion.

Contrasting San Diego industry
production trends

Comparing San Diego’s “real”
economic trends by industry
over the past year with Califor-
nia and the U.S. reveals signifi-
cant contrasts. San Diego’s

SAN DIEGO-CARLSBAD-SAN MARCOS, CA (MSA) GDP BY INDUSTRY

All industry total
Private industries
Private goods-producing industries
Private services-providing industries
Natural resources and mining
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Durable goods
Nondurable goods
Trade
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Transportation and utilities
Transportation and warehousing
Utilities
Information
Financial activities
Finance and insurance
Real estate and rental and leasing
Professional and business senices
Professional, scientific, technical senices
Management of companies, enterprises
Administrative, waste management senices
Education and health senices
Educational senices
Health care and social assistance
Leisure and hospitality
Arts, entertainment, and recreation
Accommodation and food senices
Other senvices, except government
Government

Percent Change
'09/'08 '10/'09

Inflation Adjusted
'09/'08 '10/'09 |'10/'01

($millions)| '09/'08 '10/'09
$171,568( -$2,198 $2,592| -1.3%
140,845| -3,353 2,107| -2.4%
21,949 -107  575| -0.5%
118,896 -3,245 1,532 -2.7%
1,089 -123 134|-11.4%
762 -57 116| -8.1%
327 -66 18(-17.6%
6,147] -1,014  -421|-13.4%
14,713 1,029  862| 8.0%
11,012 790 542 8.2%
3,701 240  320| 7.6%
16,383| -1,276  661| -7.5%
6,957 -655 254 -8.9%
9,426 -621 407| -6.4%
5,152 249 42| 5.0%
1,840 -136 61| -7.1%
3,312 385 -103| 12.7%
9,751| -1,815 -1,063|-14.4%
41,243 81 -325| 0.2%
7,937 415 483 5.9%
33,306 -335 -808| -1.0%
24,276 -680 1,466 -2.9%
17,391 =245 741 -1.5%
2,235 36 689 2.4%
4,650 471 36| -9.3%
11,174 828  507| 8.4%
1,498 177 -18| 13.2%
9,676 651 524 7.7%
7,044 -613 175| -8.2%
1,581 -248 31(-13.8%
5,463 -366 145| -6.4%
3,873 -19 153| -0.5%
30,723| 1,154  485| 4.0%

1.5%| 50%| -2.9% 0.9% 22%
1.5%| 47%| -4.0% 1.2%| 25%
2.7%| 36%| -2.9% 2.3%| 20%
1.3%| 50%| -4.1% 1.0%| 26%
14.0%| 45%| 25.3% -1.2%| 13%
18.0%| 24%| 18.0% 2.4% 8%
5.8%| 144%] 40.9% -8.5%| 16%
-6.4%| 12%|-15.2% -4.2%| -27%
6.2%| 49%| 2.2% 5.6%| 64%
5.2%| 52%| 3.6% 5.0%| 87%
9.5%| 43%| -2.1% 7.4%| 11%
4.2%( 22%| -4.0% 4.5%| 13%
3.8%| 31%| -1.3% 4.5%| 32%
4.5%( 16%| -5.9% 4.4% 2%
-0.8%| 109%| -4.8% -2.5%| 55%
3.4%| 39%|-13.4% 1.4%| 14%
-3.0%| 190%| 0.5% -4.4%| 102%
-9.8%| 49%|-14.6% -10.1%| 68%
-0.8%| 50%| -1.2% -0.1%| 24%
6.5%| 24%| 5.2% 4.3% 3%
2.4%| 58%| -2.5% -1.1%| 31%
6.4%| 56%| -4.4% 5.0%| 24%
4.5%| 64%| -2.5% 3.1%| 31%
44.6%| 49%| 5.8% 40.9% 0%
0.8%| 33%|-13.3% -0.3%| 13%
4.8%| 85%| 3.9% 22%| 37%
-1.2%| 130%| 5.9% -5.6%| 34%
57%| 80%| 3.6% 3.6%| 38%
2.5%| 45%|-12.2% 2.8%| 12%
2.0%| 47%|(-15.6% 4.4%| 19%
2.7%| 44%|-11.2% 2.4%| 10%
41%( 29%| -5.8% 3.1%| -8%
1.6%[ 63%| 2.1% -0.1%| 10%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis; National University System Institute for Policy Research.

www.nusinstitute.org
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COMPOI':JE’;Li 3?;;5‘32';";‘;1%“”“6'5 Components of Percent Change in
“SAN | Cali- "Real" GDP by Industry, 2009-10

Industry Sectors DIEGO | fornia | U.S. Prof, business services
Percent change 0.90 1.80 2.60 Trade- wholesale, retail E
Professional, business senvices 0.68 0.51 0.34 Durable-goods manf
Trade 0.41 0.54| 0.53
Durable-goods manufacturing 031| 076| 0.61]| |Nondurable-goodsmanf
Nondurable-goods manuf 0.15] (0.35) 0.04 Educ, health services
Education and health senices 0.14 0.21 0.21 Leisure, hospitality
Leisure and hospitality 0.12| 0.15| 0.14 Other services B SAN DIEGO:0.9%
Other services 0.07 0.02 0.04 Natl resources, mining m California: 1.8% ||
Natural resources and mining (0.01) 0.03 0.06 Government e
Financial activities (0.03)] (0.05)| 0.36 o W U.S.:2.6%
Government 0.03)| (0.34) 0.04 Fin, insur, real estate
Transportation and utilities (0.08)| (0.01)| 0.07 Transportation, utils
Construction (0.16)| (0.20)] (0.14) Construction !
Information (0.65)] 0.53 0.22 Information ' !_.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic !
Analysis; National University System Institute for Policy Research. 0.7 0.5 0.3 _0.1Percer?£1(:hangc6):.3 0.5 0.7
professional and business ser- Qutlook
vices far exceed both California work. GDP estimates are 2005 were derived by applying

and U.S. production by this
sector. Local wholesale and
retail trade, on the other hand,
did not quite match state and
national gains.

Durable goods manufacturing
gains trailed by far the gains in
the rest of the state and na-
tion, while San Diego’s non-
durable manufacturing in-
crease exceeded the nation’s
gain and sharp decrease in
California.

Private education and health
services have steadily risen
over the past decade. Although
San Diego’s education, health
services, and leisure and hos-
pitality industries all grew in
2010, the gains lagged the
rest of California and nation.

While government added to
U.S. GDP in 2010, California
recorded a sharp decrease far
deeper than in San Diego. Al-
though strongly increasing in
the rest of the U.S., financial
activities, including real estate
activities, faltered in both Cali-
fornia and San Diego. Trans-
portation and utilities were
similarly up in the U.S. but de-
clined in California and San
Diego.

Construction was down across
the U.S., California, and San
Diego. As previously noted,
information showed the high-
est drop by far for San Diego,
while the rest of the nation and
California recorded gains.

San Diego, along with the rest
of California, continues to
struggle from the effects of the
recession. Although avoiding a
double-dip recession, eco-
nomic circumstances remain
uncertain, and subject to any
number of circumstances that
could cause the recovery to
falter. For now the outlook for
economic growth continues to
be slow and bumpy.

Appendix:

Definition and methodology of
GDP estimates

The Bureau of Economic Analy-
sis prepares annual estimates
of, the most comprehensive
measure of U.S. economic ac-
tivity. Conceptually, an industry
estimate of GDP by metropoli-
tan area, or its “value added,”
is the sum of incomes earned
by labor and capital and the
costs incurred in the produc-
tion of goods and services. For
each industry, current-dollar
GDP is composed of three
components: Compensation of
employees, taxes on produc-
tion and imports less subsi-
dies, and gross operating sur-
plus.

GDP estimates for the nation’s
366 metropolitan areas are
the local counterpart to the
nation’s GDP. The estimates of
GDP-by metropolitan-area are
computed by applying the state
ratio of GDP to earnings by
place of work to local esti-
mates of earnings by place of

shown in millions of current
and chained dollars for 61
North American Industry Classi-
fication System (NAICS) indus-
tries, beginning with 2001.

According to the BEA, uses of
GDP by metropolitan area in-
clude:

»State and local governments
may use the estimates in
econometric models to project
tax revenues and the need for
public services and to promote
economic development oppor-
tunities in their local area.

* Federal government agen-
cies may use the estimates in
econometric models, such as
those used to project energy
and water uses for cities.

* Academic researchers may
use the estimates for applied
economic research.

* Businesses, trade associa-
tions, and labor organizations
may use the estimates for mar-
ket research.

The statistics of real GDP by
metropolitan area are pre-
pared in chained (2005) dol-
lars. Real GDP by metropolitan
area is an inflation-adjusted
measure of each area's gross
product that is based on na-
tional prices for the goods and
services produced within the
metropolitan area. The statis-
tics of real GDP by metropoli-
tan area and of quantity in-
dexes with a base year of

national chain-type price in-
dexes to the current-dollar
GDP-by-metropolitan-area val-
ues for the 61 detailed NAICS-
based industries.

The chain-type index formula
that is used in the national
accounts is then used to calcu-
late the values of total real
GDP by metropolitan area and
of real GDP by metropolitan
area at more aggregated in-
dustry levels. Real GDP by met-
ropolitan area may reflect a
substantial volume of output
that is sold to other areas and
countries. To the extent that a
metropolitan area's output is
produced and sold in national
markets at relatively uniform
prices (or sold locally at na-
tional prices), real GDP by met-
ropolitan area captures the
differences across metropoli-
tan areas that reflect the rela-
tive differences in the mix of
goods and services that the
areas produce. However, real
GDP by metropolitan area does
not capture geographic differ-
ences in the prices of goods
and services that are produced
and sold locally.

Relation of GDP by metropoli-
tan area real growth rates to
national GDP

The U.S. metropolitan area
growth rates of real GDP may
differ from national real GDP
growth rates released in the
July 2011 annual revision of
the national income and prod-
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uct accounts (NIPAs). In addi-
tion, the U.S. metropolitan
area real GDP growth may
differ from the U.S. GDP by
state growth released June 7,
2011 due to the exclusion of
non-metropolitan areas. Dif-
ferences with the national
growth in real GDP are pri-
marily due to the direct link-
age and consistency of GDP-
by-metropolitan-area  statis-
tics with the most recently
released statistics of GDP by
state and the Annual Industry
Accounts’ GDP by industry.
The GDP-by-industry statistics
released April 26, 2011 and
the GDP-by-state statistics
released June 7, 2011 are
based upon the annual revi-
sion of the NIPAs released in
July 2010, and have not yet
incorporated revisions to na-
tional GDP released in July
2011.

The statistics of GDP by met-
ropolitan area in current and
real (chained) dollars are
available from the Regjonal
Economic Accounts page of
the BEA Web site at
http://www.bea.gov/regional
/index.htm.

Dashboard Observations—August 2011

By Kelly Cunningham, Economist, Senior Fellow

Nearly all San Diego
“Dashboard” indicators of

economic activity were positive
in September 2011, and all
show improvement over the
past year.

The unemployment rate fell in
September to 9.7 percent. The
seasonal adjustment indicates
this was virtually the same as in
August, but was a noteworthy
improvement over September
2010 when the rate was 10.5
percent.

Residential units authorized for
construction significantly
jumped albeit compared with
diminished figures the previous
month and over the year.

New business licenses issued
by the City of San Diego were
the only indicator showing a
decline, but were only slightly
lower than the previous month.
Compared with the same month
last year and over the past year,
the number continues an up-
ward trend.

The stock index of publically-
traded companies in San Diego
remains mired at a lowered
level for the third month in a
row. This follows highs reached
earlier in the year, but is still

San Diego Stock Index
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2 \|/
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2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Month
Sep Change Annual
Indicator 2011 | (Sea.Adj.) Change
Unemployment Rate' 79 | -0.03 N a0
San Diego County 9.7% | -0.03% A 0.8% A
Residential Building?
Units authorized for construction| 421 84.0% A 163.1% A
San Diego County
New Business Licenses®
_2_ 0, . 0,
Issued by City of San Diego 1.047 5% Y| 156% A
San Diego Stock Index* o o
San Diego based companies 1150 0.4% A 6.4% A

1California Employment Development Department.

2U.S. Bureau of the Census.
3Business Tax Program, City of San Diego.

4Second Thursday of month, Bloomberg New s, San Diego Daily Transcript.

higher than a year ago. The
index continues to mirror na-

tional stock market turbulence.

NATIONAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
INSTITUTE FOR POLICY RESEARCH

National University System Institute for
Policy Research (NUSIPR) is a non-

tion contained herein.
pressly disclaims all

NUSIPR ex-
warranties

11355 North Torrey Pines Road
La Jolla, CA 92037
Phone: 858-642-8008
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partisan organization that formulates
and promotes high quality economic,
policy, and public-opinion research so
as to improve the efficiency and effec-
tiveness of local governments in San
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NUSIPR does not assume any legal
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and liability to the maximum extent
permitted by law in relation to the con-
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or republication of the San Diego Eco-
nomic Ledger, or the content thereof, is
strictly prohibited.

www.nusinstitute.org



	NOVEMBER 2011	WWW.NUSINSTITUTE.ORG		 VOLUME SIX|ISSUE THREE

	Dashboard Observations—August 2011



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



