The accompanying map shows the location of hotels in
the San Fernando Valley. This ReportOs Commercial
Construction section includes a graph with twenty years

of history on hotel construction in the Los Angeles portion

of the Valley. PKF Consulting provides information on
occupancy and rates for hotels in the Valley and the

County.
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Amusement Park Attendance

Last year was a fairly strong year for most local area amusement parksNattendance rose at all but one of the four
large local and nearby theme parks. Attendance at Universal Studios grew by two percent in 2000 to 5.2 million
visitors annually. This almost matches Universal StudiosO peak attendance of 5.4 million visitors experienced in 1996
and 1997. Attendance at Six Flags Magic Mountain (located just north of the Valley) climbed by 3.1 percent in 2000,
from 3.2 million visitors in 1999 to 3.3 million in 2000. Six FlagOs attendance built through the late 1980s and early
1990s to peak at 3.5 million visitors in 1994, then fell to just under 3.1 million in 1998, but has been climbing the
last two years.

Disneyland is the largest nearby amusement park with attendance in 2000 at 13.9 million visitors, up 3.3 percent
from just under 13.5 million in 1999. While this does not match DisneylandOs peak attendance of 15 million visitors
in 1996, it is a welcomed reversal of Disneylandf)s downward trend in attendance in 1997, 1998, and 1999. KnottOs
Berry Farm is the only nearby amusement park that suffered falling attendance in 2000, coming in under 3.5 million
visitors, down from 3.6 million in 1999. This is substantially off its peak attendance of 5 million visitors in 1990.
(Attendance estimates are provided by Amusement Business Magazine.)
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Utilities

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power provides statistics on both water and electricity consumption in the
Los Angeles portion of the Valley and in San Fernando. Data for Burbank is from the City's Public Services Division.

Water

Measured since fiscal year 1988, total water use in the
Los Angeles portion of the Valley and San Fernando fell
in the early 1990s, 1992 marked the end of a six-year,
statewide drought, which was accompanied by water use
restrictions in 1991-92. Since then, total Valley water
use climbed back to its pre-drought level, before falling
off somewhat in 2001. However, per capita residential
water use has stayed below its 1990 level, probably due
to continuing restrictions on shower heads and toilet
capacity. Some of the variations in residential per capita
water use undoubtedly are associated with annual rainfall
patterns, temperatures, and the consequent landscape
requirements. Non-residential Valley water use responded
to the restrictions imposed with the drought and has since
grown fairly steadily toward a minor peak in 2000, just
below its pre-drought level. In 2001, non-residential water
use moderated slightly.

Water Consumption (Fiscal Year)

LA Portion of the Valley Per Capita Residential Water Consumption

(LA Portion & San Fernando, Fiscal Years)
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The share_r of DWP water cor_lsumed by Valley residents Water Consumption (Fiscal Year)
has remained fairly stable at just below 45 percent, but The LA Portion of the Valley as a Percent of LA Total

did climb to 45.2 percent in 2000 before dropping back 509

459

to0 45.0 percent in 2001. Non-residential Valley consumption
409

of DWP water has stayed in the 30-35 percent range for
359

the period, but rose to its highest level at a 34.5 percent \—_/\/—JJ

share in the last two years. 309

259
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Data provided by the Public Service Department of the
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City of Burbank shows trends in residential, commercial,

] g . 109

and industrial water use since 1975. Total water sales — Residential — Non-Residential

in Burbank reached their highest levels in the early 1980s 5%

when strong residential, commercial, and industrial demand M o o & @ ¥ ®w e = @ @ o o
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pushed total use to almost 1 billion cubic feet. Since then
industrial demand has dropped off significantly associated
with the early 1990s loss of Lockheed, at one time the
City's biggest utility user. Rising residential use has since
pushed total sales back up within 5 percent of the peak.
Per capita residential sales fell with the early 1990s
drought but has rebounded somewhat in recent years,
although not yet matching the 1984 level of total water
consumption.

. . . . Water Consumption
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Electricity

Electricity use in the Valley peaks dramatically in the late
summer and early fall, when Valley temperatures are
highest. In the Los Angeles portion of the Valley and San
Fernando, last year's peak residential electricity use was
off about 5 percent from the peak in the previous year,
which represented a high for the six year period. Business
use of electricity in 2000 peaked at less than one percent
below the peak reached in 1995, according to available
DWP data. (DWP statistics on electricity use by Valley
businesses in 1999 are unavailable.)

Burbank's industrial electricity use peaked in 1990 before
Lockheed closed its plant. Since then, industrial usage
has grown back to within about 5 percent of its peak but
rising commercial and residential use has pushed the total
kilowatt hours used in Burbank past the 1990 peak by
about 2 percent, to a total of 1024 million kilowatt hours.

Millions of KWH

Millions of Kilowatt Hours

Electricity Use
Los Angeles Portion of the Valley and San Fernando
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Social Sector

The Center for Management and Organization Development
(MOD) in the College of Business and Economics at CSUN
has recently compiled a list of social sector organizations
in the San Fernando Valley, their main purpose, their
annual budgets, and their addresses. The list does not
cover the entire six-city Valley, in that it omits Glendale
but it does contain interesting information about nonprofit
activity in the rest of the Valley. The accompanying tables
detail the relative sizes and locations of the nonprofit
organizations in the Valley. The measure of size is the
annual budgets of the organizations, and the locations are
by Valley region in the first table and by community, ZIP
code, and size in the second one.

There are 3,292 social sector organizations enumerated
in our list, and small nonprofits dominate the list. Over
two-thirds of the list have an annual budget of less than
$25,000, and just over 80 percent have annual budgets
of $100,000 or less. There are large nonprofit organizations

in the Valley as well; more than 200 have annual budgets
over $1 million and 18 have budgets over $20 million
annually.

NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS WITH INCOME RANGE ($1,000s):
250-500

<25 25-100 100-250

Region
Northwest Valley 391 71 31
Northeast Valley 340 30 26
Southwest Valley 371 72 46
Southcentral Valley 390 78 67
Southeast Valley 579 113 54
Burbank Area 178 43 19

Total 2249 407 243

10
14
27
21
28
14
114

The various-sized social sector organizations are fairly
evenly distributed over the Valley, all of the regions have
mostly small ones but also a few large ones. The Southeast
Valley has the greatest overall number of nonprofits,
followed by the Northwest Valley. In terms of large non-
profits, the Southcentral and Southeast Valley top the list
with over 40 organizations with annual budgets of $1
million or more. Finally, the Southwest Valley has the
largest number of the largest nonprofits; it has one-third
of the nonprofits with over a $20 million annual budget.

More detail on location of the social sector organizations
in the Valley is available in the second table, which lists

the various-sized nonprofit organizations by ZIP code.
This table also defines the boundaries of the regions used
in the first table by the communities and ZIP code areas
included in the regions.

500-1,000 1,000-5,000 5,000-20,000 20,000+ Total
10 14 10 2 539
3 24 6 2 445
10 21 12 6 565
23 31 9 2 621
26 32 8 4 844
4 13 5 2 278
76 135 50 18 3292
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NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS WITH INCOME RANGE ($1,000s):
SF Valley Portion of L.A.
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ZIP Codes <25 25-100 100-250 250-500 500-1,000 1,000-5,000  5,000-20,000 20,000+ Total
Northwest Valley
91311 Chatsworth 63 9 4 1 2 5 2 0 86
91312 Chatsworth
91313 Chatsworth 9 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 13
91304 Box Canyon 37 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 46
Total 72 17 8 1 2 6 2 0 145
91324 Northridge 39 10 5 1 3 0 0 0 58
91325 Northridge 36 12 2 1 1 3 2 0 57
91326 Porter Ranch 33 6 3 1 0 0 0 0 43
91327 Northridge 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 9
91328 Northridge 11 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 13
91329 Northridge
91330 Cal State Northridge 9 2 1 2 1 2 2 0 19
Total 134 33 13 5 5 5 4 0 199
91343 North Hills 53 8 4 0 2 1 2 0 70
91393 North Hills
Total 53 8 4 0 2 1 2 0 70
91344 Granada Hills 73 10 5 3 0 2 0 1 94
91394 Granada Hills
Total 73 10 5 3 0 2 0 1 94
91345 Mission Hills 15 3 1 0 1 0 1 1 22
91346 Mission Hills 7 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 9
91395 Mission Hills
Total 22 3 1 1 1 0 2 1 31
Total Northwest Valley 391 71 31 10 10 14 10 2 539
Northeast Valley
91041 Tujunga 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
91042 Tujunga 30 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 35
91043 Tujunga 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 9
Total 40 5 3 0 1 1 0 0 50
91331 Pacoima 75 7 8 4 1 4 1 0 100
91333 Pacoima 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
91334 Arleta 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Total 80 8 8 4 1 4 1 0 106
91340 San Fernando 36 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 47
91341 San Fernando 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Total 39 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 50
91402 Panorama City 32 2 3 0 0 1 0 1 39
91352 Sun Valley 45 4 2 3 0 3 1 0 58
91353 Sun Valley 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
Total 81 6 6 3 0 4 1 1 102
91040 Sunland 22 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 27
91392 Sylmar
91342 Olive View 78 7 7 3 0 13 2 0 110
Total 100 9 8 4 0 13 3 0 137
Total Northeast Valley 340 30 26 14 3 24 6 2 445
Southwest Valley
91303 Canoga Park 24 5 0 3 0 1 1 0 34
91305 Canoga Park 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5
91308 Canoga Park 7 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 11
91309 Canoga Park 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 5
91396 Canoga Park
91304 West Hills 37 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 46
91307 West Hills 25 1 2 1 1 2 0 0 32
Total 99 14 5 8 2 4 1 0 133
91364 Woodland Hills 43 12 6 2 3 5 1 2 74
91365 Woodland Hills 12 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 15
91367 Warner Center 78 14 7 6 4 3 3 2 117
91371 Woodland Hills
91372 Woodland Hills
91302 Woodland Hills 52 10 14 5 0 2 3 1 87
Total 185 37 27 13 8 11 7 5 293
91302 Calabasas 52 10 14 5 0 2 3 1 87
91399 Calabasas
Total 52 10 14 5 0 2 3 1 87
91306 Winnetka 35 11 0 1 0 4 1 0 52
Total Southwest Valley 371 72 46 27 10 21 12 6 565



ZIP Codes <25 25-100 100-250  250-500  500-1,000 1,000-5,000  5,000-20,000 20,000+ Total
Southcentral Valley

91335 Reseda 69 11 3 2 2 1 3 0 91
91337 Reseda 4 0 1 0 1 0 0 6

Total 73 11 4 2 3 1 3 0 97
91338 Van Nuys
91404 Van Nuys 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
91405 Van Nuys 36 7 4 2 3 4 1 1 58
91406 Van Nuys 71 4 16 2 4 9 2 1 109
91407 Van Nuys 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
91408 Van Nuys 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 6
91409 Van Nuys 15 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 21
91410 Van Nuys
91412 Van Nuys 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
91416 Van Nuys 4 4 1 1 2 0 0 0 12
91426 Van Nuys 6 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 10
91436 Van Nuys 64 25 21 7 6 7 1 0 131
91470 Van Nuys
91482 Van Nuys
91496 Van Nuys
91497 Van Nuys
91499 Van Nuys

Total 213 45 47 13 15 24 4 2 363
91356 Tarzana 56 13 9 3 1 3 1 0 86
91357 Tarzana 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 11

Total 62 18 9 3 1 3 1 0 97
91316 Encino 42 4 7 3 4 3 1 0 64

Total Southcentral Valley 390 78 67 21 23 31 9 2 621

Southeast Valley
91403 Sherman Oaks 78 13 7 5 3 6 0 1 113
91423 Sherman Oaks 55 20 11 2 3 1 1 0 93
91401 Sherman Oaks 44 7 3 1 2 3 1 0 61
91403 Sherman Oaks 78 13 7 5 3 6 0 1 113
91411 Sherman Oaks 17 6 1 2 5 2 0 0 33
91413 Sherman Oaks 17 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 24
91495 Sherman Oaks

Total 289 63 31 16 16 18 2 2 437
91601 North Hollywood 44 4 6 2 1 3 1 0 61
91602 North Hollywood 28 3 4 1 1 2 0 0 39
91603 North Hollywood 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
91604 North Hollywood 64 14 6 3 2 1 3 1 94
91605 North Hollywood 40 6 4 1 2 2 0 0 55
91606 North Hollywood 41 4 0 2 1 1 1 0 50
91609 North Hollywood 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
91610 North Hollywood 6 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 10
91611 North Hollywood
91612 North Hollywood
91614 North Hollywood 11 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 13
91615 North Hollywood 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
91616 North Hollywood 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
91617 North Hollywood 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Total 251 39 21 9 8 10 5 2 345
91607 Studio City 35 8 2 2 1 2 1 0 51
91608 Universal City 4 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 9
91618 Universal City 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 39 11 2 3 2 4 1 0 62

Total Southeast Valley 579 113 54 28 26 32 8 4 844

Other ZIPs of Interest:
91501 Burbank 21 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 23
91502 Burbank 17 10 3 4 2 5 1 0 42
91503 Burbank 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 9
91504 Burbank 25 9 5 3 0 1 1 0 44
91505 Burbank 50 10 2 2 1 2 3 1 71
91506 Burbank 31 6 5 3 1 2 0 0 48
91507 Burbank 8 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 12
91508 Burbank 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
91510 Burbank 14 3 1 1 0 2 0 0 21
91521 Burbank 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
91523 Burbank 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
91526 Burbank (Disney)

Total 178 43 19 14 4 13 5 2 278



SOCIAL STATISTICS

Demographics

60

Population and Housing

Census 2000 population counts for the San Fernando
Valley are included in Section 1 of this Report. These
counts are based on census tracts and cities identified as
being in the San Fernando Valley. The first release of
Census 2000 data includes data on the number of people,
their race/ethnicity and similar population characteristics

of that census tract in 1990. This Report presents several
tables and maps that describe the enumerated characters
of the 2000 population in the Valley, and the changes
that have occurred since 1990. They show that the Valley
population is nearly 1.7 million in 2000, and grew by
10.7 percent between 1990 and 2000.

Before presenting the Census data, some comments on
the nature of the information are in order. Census
questions asked in the 2000 count were not always exactly
the same questions asked in the 1990 count; this leaves
some of the population characteristics changes subject to
some interpretation. One such area involves the
characteristic of being Hispanic, which is an important
trait in the Valley population. In the 1990 census, Hispanic
was considered one of several possible race or ethnicity
categories, like white or Native American. In the 2000
Census, however, people first were asked whether they
were Hispanic or not (question 5), then asked their race
(question 6), of which Hispanic was not a choice. Many
respondents who considered their race to be Hispanic then
chose among the following racial categories - white, black,
american indian, asian, pacific islander, or other - in
question 6 because categories of Mexican, Puerto Rican,
and so on were not offered except by write-in. Also,
people responding to the 1990 Census had to choose a
single race/ethnicity category that pertained, whereas in
the 2000 Census, people could choose from one to six
racial categories. This makes precise racial counts by
ethnicity ambiguous (perhaps it should be) because, for
example, if you count "whites" as those who selected just
one racial category, then 60.2 percent of the Valley
population is white. However, if you count "whites" as
those who selected white as their only race plus those
who selected it along with 1-5 other racial categories, then
65.4 percent of the Valley's population is white. This
ambiguity applies to all racial definitions in the 2000
census. In the tables with racial characteristics, we
present the numbers for those who selected just one race
to describe themselves (overall, 94.1 percent did), but we
also show the percent who selected more than one racial
category (5.9 percent).

The first table presents the 2000 population count for the
cities and named communities in the Valley, along with
the race/ethnicity characteristics of that population. The
total 2000 Valley population was 1,698,435, and 39.1
percent of those people considered themselves to be
Hispanic. The white population was 60.2 percent (one-
race selected), Black at 3.9 percent, Native American at
0.7 percent, and Asian-Pacific at 9.6 percent.

People who are accustomed to considering Hispanic as a
race have adjusted the ValleyOs white population to the
residual after substracting Hispanic and non-white races
from the 100 percent total. This calculation puts the Valley

at 46.7 white in 2000.

The Valley contains 17.8 percent of the population of Los
Angeles County. The County is somewhat more ethnically
diversified than the Valley, but the Valley's diversity is
approaching that of the County as the Valley's ethnic
populations generally grew faster than the County's during
the decade. The Valley's Hispanic population grew at a
43.3 percent rate relative to the County's 26.5 percent
rate, the Valley's Black population increased 16.5 percent
while the County's decreased 6.2 percent, and the Valley's
Asian-Pacific population at a 25.8 percent rate relative
to the County's 22.0 percent. Finally, in a measure that
will probably attract some interest as a "melting pot
measure" the Valley has 5.9 percent of people claiming
more than one race, compared to the County's 4.9 percent.
The accompanying tables contain the detailed census
information on the valleyOs cities and named communities.



2000 Population and Race/Ethnicity Percentages by City/Community

City/Community

Arleta

Burbank
Calabasas/Hidden Hills
Canoga Park
Chatsworth
Encino
Glendale
Granada Hills
Lake View Terrace
Mission Hills
North Hills
North Hollywood
Northridge
Pacoima
Panorama City
Reseda

San Fernando
Sherman Oaks
Studio City

Sun Valley
Sunland

Sylmar

Tarzana

Toluca Lake
Tujunga
Universal City
Valley Glen
Valley Village
Van Nuys

West Hills
Winnetka
Woodland Hills
Valley Total

Los Angeles County

Population

27,426
100,316
22,208
41,268
67,470
46,316
194,973
38,371
17,466
17,609
52,333
144,188
84,084
63,847
69,901
59,583
23,564
53,501
39,247
51,279
22,504
58,959
33,242
5,907
24,608
0
46,107
19,460
117,954
41,303
46,746
66,695
1,698,435
9,519,388

Hispanic

75.8%
24.9%
4.5%
53.0%
18.2%
8.8%
19.8%
32.1%
64.1%
64.8%
57.2%
55.2%
22.0%
87.2%
68.5%
44.3%
89.3%
10.5%
7.8%
68.4%
20.2%
68.8%
14.9%
9.3%
26.4%
0.0%
46.8%
21.1%
54.4%
10.3%
42.7%
12.4%
39.1%
44.6%

White

37.8%
72.2%
88.6%
52.2%
68.2%
84.5%
63.6%
59.8%
36.9%
49.0%
48.7%
51.2%
63.5%
36.3%
35.9%
55.6%
42.9%
81.0%
84.8%
50.5%
77.0%
50.8%
77.4%
85.3%
71.8%

0.0%
57.0%
73.1%
52.6%
78.5%
50.2%
79.6%
60.2%
52.8%

Black/Afr. Am.

2.0%
2.1%
1.1%
4.3%
3.2%
2.4%
1.3%
3.9%
18.4%
3.4%
5.1%
5.0%
4.6%
6.5%
7.5%
0.9%
1.0%
4.5%
3.7%
1.7%
2.4%
4.7%
3.7%
4.3%
2.5%
0.0%
4.8%
6.1%
6.0%
2.3%
4.9%
3.4%
3.9%
10.5%

Native Am.

1.2%
0.5%
0.1%
0.9%
0.5%
0.2%
0.3%
0.6%
0.9%
1.0%
0.7%
0.8%
0.4%
1.4%
0.9%
0.8%
1.7%
0.3%
0.3%
1.0%
0.9%
1.2%
0.3%
0.3%
0.8%
0.0%
0.7%
0.4%
0.8%
0.3%
0.8%
0.3%
0.7%
1.5%

Asian Pac.

9.0%
9.3%
6.6%
10.4%
16.6%
5.1%
16.1%
14.7%
5.1%
8.8%
12.1%
7.3%
16.5%
1.5%
20.9%
2.5%
1.2%
5.8%
5.3%
6.4%
6.6%
3.0%
5.9%
4.6%
6.3%
0.0%
5.3%
5.0%
7.0%
11.8%
15.8%
6.9%
9.6%
13.6%

* The combined population reported here for Calabasas and Hidden Hills may differ from the official population of the cities since it is based on census tract boundaries rather than city boundaries.

1990-2000 Population and Race/Ethnicity Percent Changes in City/Community

City/Community

Arleta

Burbank
Calabasas/Hidden Hills
Canoga Park
Chatsworth
Encino
Glendale
Granada Hills
Lake View Terrace
Mission Hills
North Hills
North Hollywood
Northridge
Pacoima
Panorama City
Reseda

San Fernando
Sherman Oaks
Studio City

Sun Valley
Sunland

Sylmar

Tarzana

Toluca Lake
Tujunga
Universal City
Valley Glen
Valley Village
Van Nuys

West Hills
Winnetka
Woodland Hills
Valley Total

Los Angeles County

Population
% Change

13.6%
7.1%
25.2%
15.1%
6.5%
3.5%
8.3%
9.0%
11.8%
11.2%
22.0%
12.3%
5.0%
8.9%
26.6%
14.2%
4.5%
3.6%
5.0%
11.7%
2.6%
17.4%
6.7%
6.2%
7.7%
0.0%
16.8%
7.0%
17.1%
1.9%
19.0%
7.6%
10.7%
7.4%

Hispanic
% Change

48.7%
17.8%
29.0%
59.1%
81.1%
20.3%
1.8%
35.1%
39.8%
38.5%
73.7%
34.0%
47.4%
16.4%
86.1%
82.2%
12.9%
35.6%
21.4%
32.3%
47.6%
64.2%
38.7%
32.8%
54.4%
0.0%
63.4%
58.0%
63.9%
31.0%
106.6%
56.4%
43.3%

26.5%

White
% Change

-15.4%
-6.4%
21.8%
-3.7%

-11.1%
-3.9%
-6.9%
-6.4%
13.6%
-0.7%
-5.4%
-3.0%

-14.5%
48.4%
-5.8%
-8.4%
15.5%
-7.1%
-2.3%

9.9%
-9.8%
2.1%
-4.7%
-1.3%
-10.8%
0.0%
-9.4%
-6.9%

-10.1%
-7.5%

-14.0%
-4.6%
-5.3%
-7.9%

Black/Afr. Am.

% Change

-13.8%
26.1%
90.5%
47.9%
60.1%
68.7%

5.7%
56.0%

-21.3%
45.2%
-3.7%
21.9%
78.4%

-34.5%

-33.6%
90.0%

-22.7%
72.1%
42.9%

-34.1%
18.7%
14.3%
50.2%

126.8%

134.5%

0.0%
15.5%
57.3%
28.0%
37.6%
79.7%
70.7%

16.5%
-6.2%

Native Am.
% Change

77.6%
9.6%
-29.2%
119.0%
31.6%
16.7%
0.8%
17.1%
48.6%
28.7%
52.8%
65.9%
20.5%
163.9%
100.6%
82.0%
142.4%
21.1%
-6.4%
98.4%
20.2%
51.0%
21.3%
-15.0%
24.8%
0.0%
97.5%
11.5%
103.1%
-15.5%
84.5%
28.2%
55.6%
69.2%

More than One Race

4.7%
6.0%
2.5%
5.6%
4.3%
4.6%
10.1%
4.8%
5.0%
4.1%
5.2%
6.9%
5.1%
4.6%
5.6%
6.1%
4.0%
4.3%
3.4%
5.2%
4.9%
4.7%
6.3%
3.0%
5.9%
0.0%
7.6%
5.0%
6.3%
4.0%
5.8%
4.6%
5.9%
4.9%

Asian Pac.
% Change

-11.4%
47.2%
16.8%
31.2%
45.5%
27.3%
23.1%
41.0%
-4.6%
21.0%
52.6%

1.9%
43.8%

-25.0%
16.7%
31.6%

-10.5%
55.7%
49.4%

-16.6%
38.8%

-11.0%
42.6%
43.6%
31.2%

0.0%

0.6%
19.4%
15.6%
34.1%
40.7%
44.3%

25.8%
22.0%
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