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INTRODUCTION

Why This Case Matters: Can Ohio recover from the worst economic crisis we’ve
suffered in eighty years? Not without jobs we can’t. But opportunities for new jobs are limited,
and every neighboring state is aggressively competing with us to capture these opportunities for
themselves. Business as usual won’t bring the jobs Ohio needs. We must be more innovative
than competing states to succeed. That’s why we need JobsOhio.
Who We Are: The Columbus Partnership is a not-for-profit 501(c)(3) organization that
promotes economic development and community leadership strategies for Columbus and the
surrounding eleven-county region. The Partnership’s members are the chief executives of 43 of
central Ohio’s leading businesses and civic institutions, including:
. Les Wexner, Limited Brands. Mr. Wexner is chairman of the Columbus
Partnership.

. John Wolfe, The Dispatch Printing Company. Mt. Wolfe is vice-chairman of the
Partnership.

] Steve Rasmussen, Nationwide Insurance. Mr. Rasmussen is treasurer of the
Partnership.

A complete list of the Columbus Partnership’s membership is included in the appendix to
this brief.

Why We Care About This Case: The Columbus Partnership submits this brief because
our mission is to promote the economic and civic vitality of central Ohio and JobsOhio i
essential to achieving this goal.

Over the past three years, the Columbus Partnership has engaged in a community

discussion with literally thousands of central Ohio business and community leaders about our



economic health and what’s needed to recover in these harsh times. Our findings are simple and
stark: We need jobs — at least 180,000 new jobs in central Ohio; we need increases in househoid
per capita income; and we need at least $10 billion in new capital investment. That’s just for
central Ohio. Statewide, we need four times as much.

Our other finding is equally stark: Business as usual won’t bring the jobs we need.
Neighboring states are out-competing us. We need change and innovation — a new way to out-
compete other states who want these same opportunities for themselves. That’s what the
Columbus Partnership is doing at the local level, and that’s what JobsOhio will do at the state
level. That’s why JobsOhio is such a critical ingredient to our recovery, and why the Columbus
Partnership respectfully submits this plea to sustain this innovative legislation.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

Ohio is struggling to- recover from the worst economic recession since the Great
Depression. Recovery has been painfully slow. The facts are grim.

More than 417,000 Ohioans are unemployed. And that doesn’t include the tens of
thousands who’ve given up looking for work and dropped out of the labor force. [U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Ohioc Unemployment Data, August 27, 2012]

More than fourteen percent of Ohioans live below the poverty level — worse than the
national average. [U.S. Census Bureau, Ohio Facts]

Since the recession, Ohio has lost more than 330,000 jobs — more than six percent of the
state’s total non-farm employment. [ODIJFS Profile of Unemployment at pg. 2]

At the worst of the recession, Ohio’s unemployment reached 10.6 percent, higher than
it’s been in the last forty years. [U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Ohio Unemployment Data,

August 27, 2012] Even today, two years into the so-called recovery, unemployment in Ohio is



7.2 percent, still far above Ohio’s pre-recession average of 5.5 percent. [U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics Release, August 17, 2012]

Prior to the recession, only about 50,000 Ohioans were unemployed for more than six
months. Post-recession, more than 250,000 have been out of work for six months or longer.
[ODJFS Profile of Unemployment at pg. 3]

Pre-recession, Ohio’s median household income was $51,631. Post-recession, median
household income in Ohio fell to $46,093, its lowest in nearly thirty years. [U.S. Census Bureau,
Median Household Income by State] |

In 2009, Ohio morigage foreclosures rose to 89,000. In 2010, there were 85,000. Last
year, there were still more than 71,000 foreclosure filings in Ohio — one for every 70 housing
units in the state. “The number of foreclosures in the state remains at crisis levels . . . . Since
1995, the number of filings . . . has more than quintupled statewide.” [Policy Matters Ohio,
April 2012, at pg. 1]

The number of Ohioans receiving food assistance has grown every year since 2007. In
2007, approximately 1.6 million Ohioans received assistance. Today, nearly 2.4 million Ohioans
receive food assistance, more than twenty percent of the state’s population. [ODJFS 2012
Annual Report at pg. 8]

The cure for these ills is easy to state: Ohio needs jobs. But creating new jobs requires
capital investment and innovation, and our old ways of economic development don’t work
anymore because of the innovative programs launched by competing states who want the limited
number of economic development opportunities for themselves.

For example, just last month, Kentucky’s Economic Development Finance Authority

approved tax incentives for companies considering new investments in the state. [Kentucky.com,



State Approves Tax Incentives for Expanding Companies, July 26, 2012} Meanwhile, Indiana is
considered to have the best business climate of any of the Midwest states, and it recently slashed
its corporate tax rate by 25 percent. [JournalGazette.net, Indiana's Business Climate Ranked Best
in Midwest, Fifth in U.S., August 23, 2012] [News Release, Indiana Economic Development
Corporation, Governor Signs Legislation to Lower Indiana's Corporaie Tax Rate to 6.5 Percent,
May 11, 2011] Last December, Michigan created the Michigan Business Development Program
which has already approved twenty-eight projects that are projected to create over 3,400 jobs in
Michigan. [News Release, Snyder Signs New Business, Community Revitalization Programs Into
Law, December 13, 2011] [Michigan Business Development Program Projects, August 24, 2012]
And Florida, North Carolina and Tennessee, just to name a few, are fundamentally restructuring
their states’ economic development programs to attract new jobs to their states.

JobsOhio is Ohio’s answer to competing states’ innovations. It is designed to be a
proactive, flexible approach to attract and recruit business and new jobs to Ohio. And even
though JobsOhio is not yet fully operational, it has already proven its ability to bring new jobs to
Ohio. From January 2011 to June 2012, JobsOhio was responsible for 31,231 new Ohio jobs and
more than $6 billion of new capital investment. [JobsOhio 18-Month Statistics] In the second
quarter of 2012 alone, JobsOhio created more than 4,600 new jobs, adding $205 million of new
payroll and $863 million of capital improvements. [JobsOhio Second Quarter 2012 Results,
August 8, 2012]

The choice is clear. We can meet our competing states head-on with the same
innovations they’re using to take jobs we could have. Or we can follow business as usual — and

lose the battle for jobs that Ohioans so badly need.



LAW AND ARGUMENT

The Columbus Partnership supports all of the arguments offered by JobsOhio. We
submit this brief to offer additional comments on three issues presented by this case: (1)
Respondent’s and proposed Intervenors’ high burden of proof, (2) JobsOhio does not violate
Article XIIL, Section 1 of the Ohio Constitution, and (3) JobsOhio does not violate Article VIII,
Section 4 of the Ohio Constitution.

L. Standard Of Review

Respondent and proposed Intervenors must meet a high burden of proof. 1t has long been
settled law of this state that enactments of the General Assembly are entitled to every

presumption of constitutionality:

The question of the constitutionality of every law being
first determined by the Legislature itsclf, and every presumption is
in favor of its constitutionality. Therefore, it must clearly appear
that the law is in direct conflict with inhibitions of the Constitution
before a court will declare it unconstitutional. Nor has the question
of the wisdom of the legislation anything to do with determining
its constitutionality. That question is for the Legislature, and
whether the court agrees with it in that particular or not is of no
consequence. It is solely a question of power, If the Legislature
has the constitutional power to enact the law, no matter whether
the law be wise or otherwise, it is no concern of the court.

[State Board of Health v. Greenville,
86 Ohio St. 1, 20, 90 N.E.1019 (1912)]

Accord: State ex rel. Duerk v. Donahey, 67 Ohio St. 2d 216, 219, 423 N.E.2d 429

(1981); Ohio Public Interest Action Group. Inc. v. Public Utilities Commission, 43 Ohio St. 2d
175, 331 N.E.2d 730 (1975) (Syllabus No. 4) (“[t]he question of the constitutionality of every
law being first determined by the General Assembly, every presumption is in favor of its
constitutionality, and it must clearly appear that the law is in direct conflict with inhibitions of

the Constitution before a court will declare it unconstitutional”).



As explained below, Respondent and proposed Intervenors cannot meet this burden with
respect to Article XIII, Section 1 or Article VIII, Section 4 of the Ohio Constitution.

1L JobsOhio Does Not Violate Article XIIL, Section 1 Of The Ohio Constitution

Article XIII, Section 1 of the Ohio Constitution provides: “The General Assembly shall
pass no special act conferring corporate powers” (emphasis added). “Special act” is emphasized
because its well-settled meaning is the downfall of Respondent’s argument.

“Within the meaning of Section 1 of Article XIII of the Constitution, a special act, as
distinguished from an act of a general nature, is one that is local and temporary in its operation.
. ” State ex rel. Kauer v. Defenbacher, 153 Ohio St. 268, 91 N.E.2d 512 (1950) (Syllabus No.
11) (emphasis added). “Local,” in turn, means affecting only one locale within the state, such as
a single city or county. fd By contrast, legislation that applies to multiple areas in the state is
not “special.” Faulkner v. Pegg, 1980 WL 352584 at *7 (Ohio App. 2d Dist. 1980) (legislation
that “applies to at least eight areas in the state” is general legislation, not special).

The historical context of Article XIII, Section 1 confirms this definition of “special act.”
Article XIIL, Section 1 was intended “to cure the legislative evils which resulted from the
enactment of many laws which challenged the interest of a single representative, or
representatives of a single county, but secured the votes of a majority in consideration of a return
of the supposed favor.” Kauer, supra at 281 (emphasis added). It was meant “to relieve the
people of the evils of special legislation — legislation which was enacted by the votes of
representatives who were indifferent to the subject because the legislation did not affect their
constituencies.” Id. As this Court explained in 1870, Article XIIT, Sections 1 and 2 “are as
imperative, as comprehensive and emphatic, as if the people, speaking through their constitution,

had said: ... ‘Henceforth the laws conferring corporate powers shall be general; affecting, or



liable to affect, the interests of the constituency of every individual member of the general
assembly; and so, by powerful motives, calling his attention to the effect of proposed enactments
upon his own immediate constituency, as well as upon the people of other localities.”” State ex
rel. Attorney General v. City of Cincinnati, 20 Ohio St. 18, 35 (1870) (italics in original).

JobsOhio obviously is not confined to a single locality; it is aimed at job creation and
economic development throughout Ohio. It thus stands in stark contrast to the cases cited by
Respondent in which this Court found a special act because only a single locale was affected.
See, e.g., Cincinnati v. Trustees of Cincinnati Hospital, 66 Ohio St. 440, 64 N.E. 420 (1902)
(legislation impacting a single hospital in Cincinnati); State ex rel. Knisely v. Jones, 66 Ohio St.
453, 64 N.E. 424 (1902) (legislation impacting a single police force in Toledo). Even in Platt v.
Craig, 66 Ohio St. 75, 63 N.E. 594 (1902), the Court concluded that legislation was special even
though, on its face, it did not appear limited to one locality. As written, the legislation applied to
“any city of the third grade of the first class” and governed construction of bridges across
navigable rivers passing through those cities. But Toledo was the only city that fit this
description, so the Court held that the statute was a special act because, in application, it affected
only one locality. Id. at 80.

If an act is not a special act, it does not matter, for purposes of Article XIII, Section 1,
whether it confers corporate powers. As the Court explained in Kauer: “Even a casual reading of
the foregoing constitutional provision discloses that it is to apply only where corporate powers
are conferred by ‘special act.”” Kauer, supra, at 280. Thus, in Kauer, once the Court determined
that the turnpike legislation at issue was not local in effect (and thus not “special”), the Court

concluded that the legislation did not violate Article XIII, Section 1 even if it conferred corporate

power:



Tn our opinion the turnpike act is not a special act, within
the meaning of Section 1 of Article XII of the Constitution. It
follows that, even if the turnpike act does confer corporate powers,
which we do not decide, it does not conflict with the prohibitions
of Section 1 of Article XIII of the Constitution.

[Jd. at282]
So 100 here, JobsOhio is general legislation that applies throughout the state. Therefore,
it does not matter whether it confers corporate powers or not, because Article X1II, Section 1 of
the Constitution simply has no application to these circumstances.

IIL.  JobsOhio Does Not Violate Article VIII, Section 4 Of The Ohio Constitution

Respondent also argues that the state’s transfer of the liquor enterprise to JobsOhio and
its commitment to charge sufficient liquor prices to cover JobsOhio’s debt service on its bonds
violate Article VIII, Section 4 of the Ohio Constitution. But this Court has consistently held that
the state’s credit may be given or loaned to a nonprofit corporation jike JobsOhio to accomplish
a public purpose.

In State ex rel. Ohio Congress of Parents & Teachers v. State Board of Education, 111
Ohio St. 3d 568, 2006-Ohio-5512, 857 N.E.2d 1148, the Court held that a statute authorizing the
state to lend money to nonprofit charter schools did not violate Article VIIL, Section 4. The
Court explained: “Section 4, Article VIII has generally been interpreted to prohibit lending the
state’s credit to private business enterprises, but not to organizations created for a public
purpose, even if they are corporations.” Id. at 585 (emphasis added). Because charter schools
are nonprofit corporations formed to advance a public purpose, the Court concluded that state
advancements to them are constitutional. d

Similarly, in State ex rel. Dickman v. Defenbacher, 164 Ohio St. 142, 128 N.E.2d 59

(1955), this Court held that under Article VIII, Section 4, the General Assembly could validly



appropriate public funds to a private entity, a veterans’ organization, for a public purpose. The
Court reasoned: “[T]he appropriation of public money to a private corporation to be expended
for a public purpose is a valid act of the legislative body.” Id. at 151 (emphasis added).

Here, it is undisputed that JobsOhio is a nonprofit corporation that is accomplishing a
public purpose of utmost importance — economic development and job creation in Ohio. The
JobsOhio legislation expressly describes JobsOhio as “a nonprofit corporation . . . with the
purposes of promoting cconomic development, job creation, job retention, job training, and the
recruitment of business to this state.” R.C. 187.01. And, this Court recognizes that “what is for
the public good, and what are public purposes, ... are questions ... in respect to which [the
General Assembly] ... is vested with a large discretion which cannot be controlled by the
courts....” Dickman, supra at 150.

Respondent’s other argument under Article VIII, Section 4 also misses the mark.
Respondent contends that the finances of the state and JobsOhio are impermissibly
“commingled” because JobsOhio will pay 75 percent of the liquor enterprise’s €XCess profits to
the state each year. But the mere sharing of profits does not constitute an impermissible joint
venture or partnership where, as here, the state is not responsible for any losses incurred by
JobsOhio. Article VIII's overriding concern is “placing public tax dollars at risk to aid private
enterprise.” State ex rel Petroleum Underground Storage Tank Release Comp. Bd. v. Withrow,
62 Ohio St.3d 111, 114, 579 N.E.2d 705 (1991). And, in order for a joint venture 10 exist,
“[t]here must ... be a sharing of losses as well as profits.” Ford v. MeCue, 163 Ohio St. 498,
503, 127 N.E.2d 209 (1955). Accord: Grendel v. Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, 146

Ohio App.3d 1, 12-13, 764 N.E.2d 1067 (9th Dist. 2001) (finding no joint venture of partnership



between the state and a private corporation without an agreement to share both profits and
losses).

Under the JobsOhio legislation, the state is not at risk for any losses that JobsOhio may
incur. JobsOhio thus is not a joint venture or partnership with the state, and there is no basis to
find that it violates Article VIII, Section 4 of the Constitution.

CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Columbus Partnership respectfully requests this
Court to sustain the validity of the JobsOhio initiative, deny Respondent’s motion, and issue the

writ of mandamus sought by Relator.

Respectfully submitted,

e D

“John W. Zeiger (0010707)
Steven W. Tigges (0019288)
Stuart G. Parsell (0063510)
ZEIGER, TIGGES & LITTLE LLP
41 South High Street, Suite 3500
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Telephone: (614) 365-9900

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
The Columbus Partnership

10



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that on this 29th day of August, 2012 a true copy of the

foregoing was served via regular U.S, mail, postage prepaid, upon the persons listed below:

Aneca E. Lasley (0072366) Michael DeWine (0009181)
Gregory W. Stype (0020557) Attorney General, State of Ohio
SQUIRE SANDERS (US) LLP 30 East Broad Street, 14th Floor
2000 Huntington Center Columbus, Ohio 43215

41 South High Street

Columbus, Ohjo 43215
James A. King (0040270)
I.. Bradfield Hughes (0070-997)

Douglas R. Cole (0070665) PORTER, WRIGHT, MORRIS & ARTHURLLP
ORGAN COLE + STOCK LLP 41 South High Street
1335 Dublin Road, Suite 104D Columbus, Ohio 43215

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Counsel for Relator JobsOhio Counsel for Respondent David Goodman, Director,
Ohio Department of Commerce

Victoria E. Ullmann (0031468)
1135 Bryden Road '
Columbus, Ohio 43205

Counsel for Proposed Intervenors

Progressohio.org, Senator Michael Skindell,
and Representative Dennis Murray, Ir.

D D

Fohn W. Zeiger (0010767)

868-002:385274

11



APPENDIX



PARTNERSHIP

2012 Members

Leshe H. Wexner, Chairman
Chairman and CEQ
Litnited Brands

John E. Wolfe, Vice Chairman
Chairman and CEO
The Dispatch Printing Company

Stephen 3. Rasmussen, Treasurer

CEO
Nationwide

Alex Shumate, Esq., Secretary
Managing Partner, NA
Squire Sanders

Nicholas K. Akins
President and CEO
Ametican Electric Power

Steven J. Allen, M.D.
CEO
Nationwide Children’s Hospital

George S. Barrett
Chairman and CEO
Cardinal Health

John J. Bishop
Chairman and CEO
The Motorists Insurance Group

David P, Blom
President and CEC
OQhioHealth

Joseph Chlapaty
Chairman, President and CEQ
Advanced Drainage Systems

Tanny Crane
President and CEO
Crarie Group Co.

Steven A. Davis
Chairman and CEO
Bob Evans Farms, Inc.

Thomas M. Feeney
President and CEO
Safelite® Group

Steven S. Fishman
Chairman, CEO and President
Big Lots, Inc.

Steven G. Gabbe, M.D., Senior Vice President
for Health Sciences and CEO, Wexner Medical
Center at The Ohio State University

Michael J. Gasser
Executive Chairman
Greif, Inc.

E. Gordon Gee, 1.D., Ed.D.
President
The Ohio State University

John B. Gerlach, Jr.
Chairman and CEO
Lancaster Colony Corporation

Michael Gonsiorowski
Regional President, Central Ohio
PNC

Dennison W. Griffith
President
Columbus College of Art & Design



James Hagedom
Chairman and CEQ
The Scotts Miracle-Gro Company

Jack Hanna
Director Emeritus
Columbus Zoo and Aquarium

Jordan B, Hansell
Chairman and CEO
Netlets® Inc.

David T. Harrison, Ph.DD.
President
Columbus State Community College

Melissa P. Ingwersen
President, Central Ohio District
KeyBank

Hidenobu Fwata
President and CEO
Honda of America Mfg., Inc.

John W. Kessler
Chairman
The New Albany Company

Tami Longaberger
CEO
The Longaberger Comparny

James M. Malz
President and CEQ, Ohio
JPMergan Chase Bank, N.A.,

Robert J. Massie
President
CAS

David R. Meuse
Prineipal
Stonehienge Financial Holdings

Jordan A. Miller, Jr.
President and CEO
Fifth Third Bank

M. Camezon Mitchell
President
Cameron Mitchell Restaurants

Craig O. Morrisen
Chairman, President and CEO

Momentive Performance Materials Holdinps

Jack W. Nicklaus
Chairman
Nicklaus Companies

Jack W. Nicklaus, If
Executive Vice President
Nicklaus Companies

John W. Partridge, Jr.
President
Columbia Gas of Ohio

Thomas C. Pelto
President
AT&T Ohio

Robert P. Restrepo, Jr.
President, Chairman and CEO
State Auto Insurance Companics

Elaine Roberts, A.AE.
President and CEO
Columbus Regional Airport Authority

Jay L. Schottenstein
Chairman and CEO
Schottenstein Stores Corporation

Robert H. Schotienstein
Chajrman and CEQ
M/1 Homes, Inc.

Stephen I). Steinour
Chairman, President and CEO
Huntington Bancshares Incorporated

Claus von Zychlin
President-and CEO
Mount Carmel Health System



Jeffrey Wadsworth, Ph.D.
President and CEQ
Battelle

Michael A. Weiss
Chairman, President and CEO
Express

Thotas H. Welch
President and CEO
Grange Insurance

Abigail 5. Wexner
Chairman and CEO
Whitebarn Associates

A-4



Ato Z Index | FAQs | About BLS | Contact Us

Foliow Usﬂ | What's New | Refease Calendar | 5ite Map

g

Publications = conomic Releases v Beta v

Databases, Tables & Calculators by Subject
@

Mors Formatting Oplions s

For 2012

Change Output Options:  From: 2002
Winciude graphs

Data extracted on: August 27, 2012 {2:55:28 PM)

Logal Area Unemployment Statistics

Serles I4: LASSTIS000003
Seasenally Adjusted

Area: Ohdo

Area Type:; Statewide

state/Region/Division: Ohio

labor force

g1m2 01;03 01704 03405 010G OWGY OVOR 0108 91D &1 01A2
Kanth

employment

G102 0103 01404 011’05 o166 M/07 o Miog ﬂ-‘!ﬁ'ﬂ‘ B4 1512
tannth

A-5



unemployment

305,000 R R . :
01/02 D102 0104 0105 0106 ULO7 DIDB OHOF QUG 01T BIN2
wionth
unemployment rate

0102 0163 0104 OUDS O10B BHO7 018 01/08 0110 GA1 01412
Month

Download: & ,xls

5844299 5524064 320235
5849603 5521266 328337
5849659 5514742 334917
5844410 5505179 338231
5835463 5494774 | 340689
5826318 5486766 339852
5819219 5482682 336537|
6815662 1 5482471 333191
5816792 5485749 [ 331043 57:
5822637 5490703 3340 5.7
5832685 5497005 335680 5.8;
5844767 5503754 341013 _ 5.8
5857563 5509904 347659 - 59
5865823 5513916 | 354504 6.0
5875312 | 5513332 361980 6.2
5874578 5506318 368260 63
5866444 1 5493603 | 372841 " 6.4
5854630 5480041 274589 6.4
5842970 5470865 377105 6.4
5835550 5468494 367096 6.3
24 5833359 5473059 360300 6.2
2003 C 5836293 5482472 353821 6.1
2003 | Nov 5843331) 5493570 349761 B 6.0
F : Reflects model reestimation and new seasonal adjustment.
8 : Reflects revised population contrals, model reestimation, and new seasonal adjustment.
P : Preliminary. .
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5851 5502825 348527 |
5857006 5507573 358023 | )
5850778 5508269 " 357509 6.0
5860795 5504614 | 356181 6.1]
5857399 5498375 | 359024 Bi
5852207 5491342 360955 6.2}
5848302 5486032 362270 6.2
5847521 5464219 363302 | 6.2.
5648961 5486229 | 363732 | 6.2
5854305) 5480889 363496 6.2
5859356 5406376 362980 6.2
5863252 5501621 361631 6.2
5866129, 5505277 | 359852 £.1
58684521 5510631 357821 . 6.1
5870603 5514728 355875 6.1
5871279 | 5518503 352776 [
5871939 5522084 | 349855 | 6.0
5872607 5526135 346472 5.9:
5873940 5530866 34374, 58
5877265 5536333 340032 58
5882856 5542870| 3399861 58
5800005  5550521| 339574 | 5.8
5896144 5559117 337032 | 5.7
5900795 5568073 332722 561
5903065 5576580 326485 5.5
5534888 5575203 319685 54
58069671  5582175] 3147921 53
5000123 5587038 313085 | 5.3
50048951 - 5589013 315882) 53
5009475 5589117 320358 5.4
5914640 5580511 325129 5.5
5071407 5593089 | 3268318 5.5
5920940 5660922 329018 55
5940686 5612222 328464 55:
5951778 5625277 326501 55
5961651 5637394 324257 5.4
5967723 | 56450281 321795 S.4;
5558676(F) 5636694(F) 321982(F) ! 5 4(F)
1 BO57627(F)| 5635002(F) 322625(F) 5.4(F)
- 5953246(F)|  5628590(F) 324656(F) 5.5(F)
5947434(F) 5619025(F) 328409(F) | 5.5(F)
5941509(F)|  5608316(F) 333193(F) 5.6(F)
_5937298()] | _ 9599374(F) 337924(F) | 5.7(F).
w | 5935846(F)|  5594397(F) 341449(F) 5.8(F
] 5937667(F) 5594376(F) 343341(F) 5.8(F)
| 3947163(F); _ 5598460(F) 343703(F) 5.8(F)
5947220(F) | 5604200(F) 343020(F) 5:38(F)
| 5650847(F) | 5609476(F) THBIUR 5.7(F)
| So5a1ib(F)|  5613149(F) 3367F. 5IF)
5050610(F) [ 5614143(F) 336467(F) 5.7(F)
5948414(F) | 5612073(F) 336341{F) 5.7(F)
5547767(F) 5606558(F) 341200(F) 5.7(F)
5948539(F) | S597363(F) 351176(F) 5.9(F)
5950986(F) 5584804(F) 366182(F) 6.2(F)
5952600(F) | 5370773(F) 381926(F) 6.4(F)
5952257(F) 5556460{F) 395797(F) . 6.6(F)}
C...| 594934i(F¥|  5542466(F) 406875(F) 6.8(F)
3008 jSep | 5945377(F);  5527919(F) 417458(F) 7.0(F)
2008 jOct | 5942977(F)|  5511000(F) 431977(F) - 7.3(F)
¥ : Reflects model reestimation and new seasonal adjustment.

B » Reflecks revised population controls, model reestimation, and new seasonal adjustment,

P : Prefiminary



5942902(F) 5490432(F) 452470(F) 7.6(F) |
5045183(F)]  5466323(F) 479860(F) | 8.1(F)
5951920(F) 5440511(F) 511409(F) | 8.6(F)
Sosgid6(F) | 5414966(F) 544180(F) | 9.3(F).
5964873(F) 5391190(F) 573883(F) 9.6(F)
5966687(F) 5369665(F) 557021(F) A00(F) ¢
5963824(F) 5348558{F) 613865(F) 10.3(F)
5952860(F) 5328913(F) | 623947(F) 165(F)
5937966(F) : _5309648(F) 628318(F) 16.6(F)
SD1OU3E(F) i S5291R3B(F) 628098(F) 1B6(F) |
5901929(F)|  5276512(F) 62541 7(F) 10.6(F)
5887085(F) 5264371(F) 622714(F) 10.6(F)
5878636(F);  52570BO(F) 621556(F) 10.6(F)
SB78122(F)|  5255784(F):  622338(F) 10.6(F)
5883460(F) 5260861(F) | 622599(F) 10.6{F) |
S889651{F) 5269676(F) | B619975¢F) ISR
BRO2I75(F) ! S277953(F) 614222(F) 10.4(F)
5880042(B) | 5282961(B) 606081(8) | 10.3(B)
5880575(B) 5283973(B) | | S9R602B): 10.1(8)
5860354(B) :  5281983(E) 567371(8) 19.0(8)
5858403(B) 5378699(B) 579704(B) 9.5(B) !
5849546(B) | 5276587(B) | 572959(B) 9.8(B)
5842924(B) 5276592(B) 566332(B) 9.7(8)
. .| 5837951(B);  5279233(B)] _558718(B) 9.6(B)
533226(B) | __5284080(B) 549146(8) | 9.4(B}
5828165(B) | __5290609(B) 537556(8) 9.2(B)
5824563(B) 5208526(8) 526037(B) 9,0(8)
SE22204(B) 5305644(B) S16560(8) 8.9(B)
5819480(E) |  5308600(F) 5108B9(B)| B.8(B)
- | 5815180(B)|  5305621(B)| 509568(B)! 8.8(B) !
- SH10128(B) 52980617(B) 512111(E) 8.8(B)
5R05822(B) | 5200510(B) 515312(B) | 8.4(B)
5802598(B) 5287771(B) 514827(B) 8.9(B)
S800732(B) 5292244(B) 508488(B) | 8.8(8}
5799180(B) 5302031(B) 497149(8) 8.6(B) |
5706958(8) | 5313324(E) 483634(B) 8.3(B)
5793562(E) 5323609(B) 469953(B) 8.1(B)
5791333(B) 5333605(B) 457728(8) | 7.9(B)
5788948 5341776 447172 7.7
5794997 £351947 443050 7.6
5805106 5366989 438117 7.5
5811261 5379831 431430 7.4
5811647 5385745 425002 7.3
.( 5794063 5374360 419703 7.2
| L3 5769880(P) 5351943(P) 417937(P) 7.2(P)
F : Reflects model reestimation and new seasonal adjustment.
B : Reflects revised population controls, model reestimation, and new seasonal adjushment.
P : Preliminary.
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Ohio QuickFacts from the US Cenisus Buréau
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hitp://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/39000.htmi

State & County QuickPacts

Persons per household, 2006-2010

Chio
People QuickFacts Ohio LSA
Popuation, 2011 estimate 11,544,951 311,591,917
Population, 2010 (April 1) est:mates base 11,536,502 308,745,538
Population, percent change, April 1, 2010 fo July 1 2011 0.1% 0. 9%
Fopulation, 2010 11 ,536,504 308 745,538
Péfszéhs under 5 years, percent, 2011 6.2% 6.5%
Persons under 18 years, percent, 2011 23.3% 23.7%
Persons 65 years and over, percent, 2011 14.3% 13.3%
Female persons, percent,‘_201'_1_ 51.2% 50.8%
““White persons, percert, 2011 (a) 83.6%  78.1%
Black persons, percent, 2011 (a) 12.4% 13.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native persons percent, 2011
(a) 0.3% 1.2%
Asuan persons percent, 2011 (a) 1.7% 5.0%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander persons,
percent, 2011 (&) z 0.2%
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2011 1.9% 2.3%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin, percent, 2011 (b) 32%  16.7%
White persons not Hispanic, percent, 2011 81.0% 63.4%
""Living in same house 1 year & over, 2006-2010 85.0%  84.2%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2006-2010 3.8% 12.7%
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+,
2008-2010 6.3% 20.1%
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+,
- 2006-2010 87.4% 85.0%
Bachefor s degree or hlgher pct of persons age 25+,
2006-2010 24.1% 27.9%
Veterans, 2006-2010 936,383 22,652,496
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+
2006-2010 227 25.2
" Housing units, 2010 T g g, sos'%'éi"'r’d&"%’éﬁ'
Homeownership rate, 2006-2010 69.2% 66.6%
Housing _units in mufti-unit structures, percent, 2006;201'0 7 23.0% 25.9%
Median value be owner-occupied housing units, 2606-2010 $136.400 $‘i 88,40_0
Households, 2006-2010 4,552,270 114,235,996
2.45 2.58



Chio QuickFacts from the US Census Bureau

Par eapita money income in past 12 months {2010 doilars)

Ittp:#/quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/39000.htrul

2006-2010 _ 7  $25113  $27,334
Median househoid income _2006—2.01_0 o $47,358 -$51,914
Persons below poverty level, percent, 2006-2010 14.2% 13.8%
Business QuickFacts Ohio  USA
Private nonfarm establishments, 2009 256,551" _7,43'3.,465
‘Private norfarm employment, 2009 4,460,553’ 1'14,-5'09.626
Fri(:aie_ nonfarm empioyment, percent change 2000-2009 ..--IO.{_«E%1 0.4%
Nonemployer establishments, 2009 _ 697,000 21,090,761
“Jotal number of fims, 2007 897,039 27,002,908
Black-owned firms, percent, 2007 i - 58% 71%
Ametican Indian- and Alaska Native-owned firms, percent,
200? O__;% _ 0.9%
Asian—owned_firm‘s, perce_nt, 2007 2.0% 5.7%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander-owned firms,
percent, 2007 o _ ‘ ] 0.1%
Pjispanic-_owned firms, percent, 2007 1.1% 7 8.3%
W‘cmen—owngd firms, percent, 2007 7 ) 277% 28.8%
"'ﬁﬁéﬁ&é&iﬂé&é'éﬁ}is}{{;&&'éj'féaii'?' s 295,890,890 5,338,308,501
Merchant wholesaler sales, 2007 ($1000) 135,575,279 4,1 7-4,2,86_,5'16
Retail sales, 2007 {($1000) ] _1.38‘_816,008 3,81 T.663_,456'
Retail sales per capita, 2007 o - $12,049 $_'_!_2,990
Accommodat_-i_on and food seryices sales, 2007 ($1000) 1?.?_79,_905 _ 61‘3:,795,_7’32
Building permits, 2011 13,762 624,061
Geography QuickFacts Ohio USA

Land area in square miles, 2010
P_ersons per square mile, 2010
FIPS Code

262.3

1:Includes data not distributed by county.

(a} Inclutles persons reporting anly one race.
(b) Hispanics may be-of any race, so also are included inapplicable race cafegories.

D: Suppressed 1o avoid disclosure of confidential information

F: Fewarthan 100 firms

EN: Fooimote on this item for thie ares in place of data

NA: Notavailable

S: Suppressed; does nof meet publication standards

X: Notapplicable

Z: Vdlue greater than zero but fees than half unit of measure shown

40.860.69 3,531,805.43

87.4

®

Source U.S. Census Bureau: State and County QuickFacts, Data derived from Population Esfimates, American Community Survey, Gensus of
Population and Housing, State and County Housing Unit Estimates, Gounty Business Patterns, Nonemiployer Statistics, Economic Census,

Survey of Business Owners, Buliding Permils, Consolidated Federal Funds Reporl
Last Revised: Thursday, 18-Aug-2012 10:00:05 EDT
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L _"ﬂﬁsp'aﬁ‘m-ent of _
: -Job and Family Services

To STRENGTHEN OHIO'S FAMILIES wWiTH SoLuTions TO TEMPORARY CHALLENGES
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Preface

Every year, the Ohio Department of Job and Family Services {ODJFS}, Bureau of Labor
Market Information (LM} reports on developments in the statewide économy and werkforce,
This year, the Profile of Unemployment: A Fost-Recegsion Analysis focuses en unemployed
workers, notably who they are, how long they have been out of work, which industries arnid
occupations they are coming from, and where the best opportunities are for reempleyment.

Ore of the key features of the 2007-09 recession has been its depth and length. it has been
almost three and a half years since Ohio payroli employment crested, and almost one and a
half years since it bottomed out. From January 2008 to Aprit 2011, Ohio lost 332,700 jobs, or
about 6.1 percent of nonfarm payrell employment. The state’s recovery has been a slow and
fragile one; unemployment rates are higher than they have been since 1983, Long-term
unemployment of this sort can have ripple effects not only on the workers themselves, hut
the broader economy as well.

Section | examines unemployment trends in Ohio over the last few decades, its causes, and
its effects in the broader economy. Section |l takes a closer look at which demographic
groups are most affected by unemployment. A comparison of unemployment within
economic segments—industries and occupations —follows in Bection HI. Section IV reviews
employment projections to 2018, Finally, Section V outlines workforce initiatives to assist
employers and job seekers address the current economic climate.

Through careful examination of the economic statistics in this publication, we hope that
individuals; businesses: economic development corporations; labor and governmental
organizations; educaticnal institutions; and ail others interested in the economy and quality
of life in Ohio will be able to draw a clearer picture of the unemployment situation in the

state.

Keith Ewald, Ph.D.
Office of Workforce Development
Ohio Department of Job and Family Services
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The Long-Term Unemployed

One of the key features of the current recession has been its depth; the economic dowrturn
has affected a large number of people over a long period of time. The result has been
increases not only in unemployment but also long-term unemployment—defined as more

than 26 weeks.

Figure 2 below shows how long-term uriemployment has grown in Ohio in the last two years.
From 2002 to 2008, only about 50,000 to 80,000 workers in the state were unemployed for
more than six months. By 2010, over 250,000 workers were facing lang jobless spelis.

Figure 2: Short- and Long-Term Unemployment Estimates in Ohio, 2002-2010

& Short-Term Unemployed  mLong-Term Unemployed

700,000

600,000 -

500,000

400,000

300,000

200,000

100,600

0 . :
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2002 2070

Source: BLS, Current Populatien Survey.

Long-term unemployment is also a problem nationally. In the second quarter of 2010, 2.9
percent of the labor force had been unemployed for a year or longer. The averagse jobless
spell was 35 weeks in 2010." Also, some employers are reluctant to hire people who have
been out of work for a long time, exacerbating this trend.’

- Farber 2011, 28.
' BLS, “Ranks of those unemployed for a year or more up sharply,” 1.

5
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' BLS NEWS RELEASE

BUREAU-OF LABOR STATISTICS
15,5, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

For release 10;00 a.s. (EDT) Friday, Augast 17, 2012 USDL-12-1649

Technical infonnationl:
Employment: (202) 691-6559 + sminfo@bls.gov * www.bls.govisae
Unemployment: (202) 691-6392 + lausinfo@bls.gov * www.bls,gov/lau

Media contact: (202) 691-5902 « PressOffice@bls.gov
REGIONAL AND STATE EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT — JULY 2012

Regional and state unemployment rates were generally little changed or slightly higher in July. Forty-
four states recorded unemployment rate increases, two states and the District of Columbia posted rate
decreasés, and four states had no change, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported today. Ferty-four
states and the District of Columbia registered unemployment rate decreases: from a year earlier, four

" states experienced increases, and two had no change. The national jobless rate, at 8.3 percent, was
essentially unchanged from June but 0.8 percentage point lower than in July 2011,

In July 2012, nonfarm payroll employment increased in 31 states and the District of Colinbia and
decreased in 19 states. The largest over-the-month inerease in employment occurred in California
(+25,200), followed by Michigan (+21,800) and Virginia (+21,300). The largest over-the-month
decrease in employment occurred in New Jersey (- 12,000), followed by Missouti (-7,700) and Iltinois
{-7,100). Vermont experienced the largest over-the-month percentage increase in employment (+0.8
percent), followed by Virginia (+0.6 percent) and the District of Columbia, Hawaii, Kansas, and
Michigan (+0.5 percent each). Alaska experienced the largest over-the-month percentage decline in
employment {-1.0 percent), followed by Idaho, New Hampshire, and South Dakota (-0.4 percent each).
reased in 41 states and the District of Columbia and decreased in

Over the year, nonfarm employment inc
9 states. The largest over-the-year percentage increase occurred in North Dakota (+6.8 percent),

followed by California (+2.6 percent) and Oklahoma (+2.4 percent). The largest over-the-year
percentage decrease in employment occurred in Rhode Istand (-1.6 percent), followed by Wisconsin
(-0.8 percent) and Alaska and Missouri (-0.5 percent each).

Regional Unemployment (Seasonally Adjusted)

The West continued to record the highest regional unemployment rate in July, 9.4 percent, while the
percent. Over the month, three regions experienced

Midwest again reported the lowest rate, 7.5
statistically significant unemployment rate changes: the Northeast (+0.3 percentage point), Midwest
(+0.2 point), and South (+0.1 point). Significant over-the-year rate changes oceurred in the Midwest,

South, and West (-1.1 percentage points each). (See table 1.)
Among the nine geographic divisions, the Pacific continued to report the highest jobless rate, 10.0

percent in July. The West North Central again registered the lowest rate, 5.8 percent, Five divisions
recorded statistically significant over-the-month unemployment rate changes: the East South Central,
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LABOR FORCE DATA

LABOR FORCE DATA ) (
SEASONALLY ADJUSTED SEASONALLY ADJUSTED
Table 3. Civilian faborforce and unemploymant by state and selected area, seasonally adjusted
{Numbers Iy thoussnds)
Unemployed
Clyvifian labor force
Stateandarea Numbet Pescent of labor foros
July May June July July May Jung dully July Way June July
2014 212 2012 oofzf | 2011 2012 202 20120 2011 2012 2012 20120
d 2,183.8 21430 2.152.8 2,457.9 202,3 158.2 1686 1785 9.2 T4 78 B3
#aska 368, W74 3875 7.2 78 57 265 28.1 7.é 70 ) 17
L abpat | 30188 30147 30083 280.7 2471 2463 248.9 8.6 B2 8.2 83
Ak 13648 | 10605 { 19864 | U 2 14 1914 99.3 100.7 B2 73 7.2 L
o TR N—— - 52565 | 184046 | 184501 ¢ 18,4058 | 2169 5 | 1804 | 19781 [ 18617 119 108 107 1067
& Angbles-Long Baach-Glandale E9taa | 48948 | 4beni ] 48394 6% $60.2 544, ik 128 114 1%.2 112
ColOTRD ..o 27168 ] 27378 1 274131 2,734 22566 222, 2248 2273 53 84 8.2 83
Cptniectict 19145 | 18167 | te188 1 19122 4703 1804 154.7 1533 LE] 18 8.3 85
Delaware . 438.4 443.8 4140 7 326 269 285 300 T4 6.8 6.7 6.8
DHgtrict of Columbia - Mo 3821 asd. asie 358 529 32.2 a6 0.8 43 94 88
Floris .. ; f— {2444 | 92623 52685 1 DzeRs5 | 884 784.8 7974 816.1 10.6 88 86 B8
MMy Beach-Kengall ® s 12620 | 13079 | 13053 | 2978 140.9 1255 1287 422.8 112 46 L] 85
GOOTgiE .. 47574 | 47574 | 47831 4708 4246 4205 4421 100 89 9.0 43
Hawaii ... £53:8 6493 6441 449 413 415 405 65 63 5.4 5.4
tdaho T82.0 7B18 77841 88,3 0.6 69:9 586 83 78 7.7 7.5
WEnpis. 65802 | B583.3 | BST4A TR 584.3 s7241 587.2 101 86 87 82
Chigago-Joliet-Naperviie 1. 4,063.6 4,087.9 4,088.3 40854 4225 347.2 551 #59.1 104 55 86 2
anG 3,983.8 3,158.5 31802 3,160.1 2923 2822 254.1 259.6 82 7.9 80 82
18630 | 16588 | 18516 9.1 B5.0 (L] 88.2 80 5.4 5.1 53
i4901 | 14958 | 14894 1012 1.5 915 933 87 8.1 a1 83
20859 | 20085 | 20668 195:2 170.1 1688 TH8 497 82 8.2 83
20174 | 20808 [ 20805 150.0 407 15654 157.9 13 72 7.5 75
708.4 7078 F06.8 Bia B4 52.8 3.8 16 74 7.5 7.8
aper.z | 30814 | 30768 221.8 208.2 2117 2153 7:2 6.7 X1 7.0
34ees | 34614 | 34513 [ 268 208.0 208.8 214.0 74 (] B4 64
. 46640 | 46683 ) 40616 4834 3354 4024 4213 106 8.5 5.5 9.0
Warrer-Livonid # ... 18814 1.886:2 1,887.8 2389 1904 1917 2029 118 5:6 9.7 10:2
. . za730 | 28713 | 28718 1665 1857 166.1 1722 BE 56 56 58
t3963 | 13360 | 13322 469 1{8.5 1184 1243 108 8.1 LK 84
Missourt .- 30187 3,006.2 2,987:8 2628 2489 2129 2165 8% 1.3 74 12
Acrt 508.6 510.8 5164 82 32.0 324 25 7.0 €3 63 64
Nébraska 0164 | 19167 | 10158 453 387 3.2 408 45 EY] 39 A0
Hevada :. i3ea3 | 13853 | 13672 1915 1582 156.5 163.7 138 118 1.6 120
Nigw Hampshi 7442 741:6 1395 0.7 "L 31.9 401 55 50 541 5.4
New Jérgey ... 45064 | asmors | 4spam| 4295 4233 Auig 450.5 a4 2.2 1] 9.8
Hew Mexito ) g; 9238 B9.7 €26 B0.4 ] 75 67 6.5 &6
Neiy Yo'k .. 95672 | 95866 { 94045 7800 5258 8553 BI04 82 88 88 a4
Hew York Gity 39658 | 39794 ( 39788 356.1 382.8 ab6.6 3989 L 9.7 100 10.0
borth Ganglh G661 | 48554 { A4BALD 467.8 4365 45394 4447 w07 94 5.4 96
ot Dakota . 49040 369.1 3882 13.8 117 11.3 1.6 a8 30 2.8 3.0
Ohio . 58028 | 586 | 57041 57608 | 5148 4259 419.7 4179 B9 1.3 72 7.2
Clavelant-ElyAaMemtor 2 s 10821 | 10800 [ 40820 10735 848 TAS 746 164 7.8 8.8 L1 70
Okigh S 1.76B:1 17914 1,794.3 1,795 1098 85.3 858 87.8 62 4.8 47 49
Qregon ... 1'ega7 | 19912 | 18868 | 19818 1806 1678 1683 1732 96 84 8.5 8.7
Pemsylvania X k 5154 4748 488.4 508.6 8.1 A 1.6 79
Rhode: istand . 843 644 60.2 594 114 110 10.8 108
South Carolina 285 1963 202.4 2055 106 84 2.4 28
South Dakola 20.8 19.0 13.0 19,8 46 43 43 dd
Teniasses: 2627 2007 251.6 2624 o4 78 81 B4
Texas- 16181 B6D.6 8E3.2 ob4.2 84 €9 7.0 1.2
[ — 913 81,1 813 8r €5 60 50 80
ermont 202 164 88 18.0 58 45 47 5.0
Virginia . 2733 2418 2464 2544 6.4 56 8% 59
L T —— 8226 2928 2638 2061 83 83 83 85
Seattia-Ballevie-Everett ' 1266 1072 168.0 112.8 B85 73 7.2 7.5
Wast Virginia 4.3 55.6 56,6 58:9 Bt 68 0 74
Wisconsin ... 2336 2086 2154 2242, T€ 6.8 70 78
Vyorning . 182 6.1 18.7 5.3 8.0 5.2 54 56
PUBHD RIED rvraremssmermssssiessassssimarrpeesst 198.2 1804 | 1787 1733 156 142 438 13.7

1 petropolitan division.
2 pgtrapolitan statistical area.
P = preliminary.

NOTE: Data refer to place of residente. Data for Pu
& monthly househotd survey similar o the Surent

erto Rico-ane derived from
Population Survey. Area
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definitions are based on Office of Management and Budget Bullet

daled Decomber 1, 2000, and are @yl

sevision the foliowing mionth.

n No. 1002,

; lable o the BLS Web site at
www bls govilauliausmea htm. Estimates for the Tatest month are subject to
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Policy Matters Ohio

Consumer protection
April 2012

Home Insecurity 2012
Foreclosures and housing in Ohio

David Rothstein

For the second year in a row, Ohio experienced a docrease in
new foreclosure filings in 2011. In 2009, Ohio saw more than
89,000 foreclosure filings, more than in any prior year. Singe
theri the rate has declined slightly to 85,483 in 2016 and 71,5 56
i 2011. This welcore decrease still has Ghio foreclosures at
fevels that would have been unthinkable in the period prior to
1990, What began as mostly an urban problem in the mid-
1990s erupted into a statewide epidemic. Despite recent
declines, last year’s rates were still two times higher than they
had been a decade before in every Ohio county.

- ‘Thie high level of foreclosures represents a major and ongoing
blow against families” main seurce of savings and against
stability. This report analyzes the new foreclosure filings
statistics in Ohio along with some of the latest developments in

__Keyfindings __

- underwater

+ 71,556 new-foreclsiire
filings in 2071 ‘

Of imore than 500,000

mortgages, 30-pertent; are

An estimated 100,000 vacant.
properties need tobe rézed

Foreclosures are tqk’in@-
jonger (o process, an average
of 674 days '

foreclosure prevention efforts. To add context to the foreclosure numbers, the report provides updates
on mortgage defaults and negative equity. It ends with recommendations to better assist individuals,

families and communities in becoming more stable.

Data analysis

Ohio foreclosure filings declined last year by 16 percent. In 2011, there were 71,556 new foreclosure
filings compared to 85,483 filings in 2010." This decrease in new foreclosure filings comes at a time
when more federal and state resources than ever were put toward mortgage modifications. The
number of foreclosures in the state remains at crisis Ievels, higher than in 11 of the last 16 years: (see
Figure 1). Since 1995, the number of filings has at least quadrupled in 81 of Ohio’s 88 counties and
has mere than quintupled statewide. However, last year foreclosure filings fell at least slightly in all

but two of Ohjo’s counties, There was one foreclosure filing for every

2011.

! gee note on the data at the end of the report,

A-19
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1,598,202

When it comes to payment accuracy, low efror
rates and numbers of replacement cards issuad,
Ohie outperforms most other states. When a card
is reported lost, stolen or damaged, it is
immediately deactivated, and the account is frezen.
Replacement cards are issued in an amount equal
to the recipient’s unused balance. Individuals with
unusually high replacement card reguests are
reparted for review. With the onget of the national
recession in 2008, Ohio Works First caseéloads
rose and then peaked in August 2010, Food
assistance caseloads began rising in 2006 and
wete highest in March 2012,

FARMERS’ MARKETS AND THE GHID
DIRECTION CARD

More than 75 farmers’ markets accepted the Ohio
Direction Card in SFY 2012, making it easier for
families to purchase fresh, tocally grown foods. To
spread the word about this, ODJFS sent notices
and information about farmers' markets to nearly
85,000 families living near markets that accept
the card. In addition, in advance of the summer of
2012, Ohio received approximately $161,000 from
the federal govarnment to purchase additional card
readers for Ohio’s markets.

TANF FUNDING FOR YOUTH
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT

In April 2012, ODJFS announced that 526 million
in TANF funding was available for Ohio counties to
create or expand subsidized summer emptoyment
programs for TANF-eligible youth ages 14 to 24.
The funding was available from June to August
2012, to help businesses hire young people into
jobs that might not otherwise exist. The programs
provided subsidies to employers, and they gave

8 Services for Families

1,669,921

2,392,880

2,177,682
1,913,302

young people an opportunity to learn job skills
while earning an income, building their resumes,

‘and gaining business references and potential

mentors.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE

Severe weather and tornados in March 201.2 left
pearly 100 Clermont County families with
destroyed or severely damaged homes, prompting
Governor Kasich to declare a State of Emergancy.
After deploying the Ohie National Guard te the
area, the governor also activated two state-
funded disaster relief programs to help families
and Tocal governments. The first program made
$240,000 available to low-income famifies with
children. Families with incomes of up to 200
percent of the federal poverty level were eligible
for up to §1,500. In addition, low-ihcome elderly
or disabled Ohioans were eligible for up to

$750 to help with short-term needs until other
assistance became available. ODJFS issued 14
vouchers to familles with TANF funding and 13
vouchers to families with non=TANF funding. The
agency also issued replacement food assistance
benefits to 56 families in the area.

Another severe storm on June 29, 2012,
knocked out power for nearly a million homes
and businesses across two-thirds of the state.
Governor. Kasich declared a State of Emergency,
and ODJFS made disaster assistance available 10
low-income families, elderly individuals and those
with disabilities in counties that were hit hardest
by the storm. ODJFS alse applisd for and received
a waiver from the federal government to issue
mass food assistance repiacemsnt benefits to
individuals in the hardest hit counties.
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State approves tax incettives for expar.‘u’dfng companies | Daily Busines... ' http:-/iwww.kentuskyiconvzﬂ12/07/26/22720.07/-siate-appmves-tax~ince,‘.

Kentucky.com
Next Story >
Kentucky Datebook: Aug. 27

‘State approves tax incentives for expanding
dompanles P S
Published: July 26, 2012
By Scott Sioan — ssloan@herald-leader.com

The Kentucky Economic Development Finance Authority board approved tax incentives for comparies
considering new investments in the state at its monthly meeting Thursday.

I general, when a company accepts the tax incentive, it may keep that amount of money, which it otherwise
would pay in taxes, assuming it fulfills the terms of the deal. Here are selected board prafiminary approvals,
unless otherwise noted: :

» Gimat in Lexington, final approval of $550,000 to open a nanomaterials research site. The company
estimates the project will cost $1.6 million. !t is expected to add 50 jobs that pay an average hourly wage of
$22, including benefits. :

u MediViet America in Nicholasville, $93,000 to build a lecture hall and office next to its veterinary technology
center. The company estimates the expansion will cost $2.48 million. This tax incentive pragram does net
reguire job creation.

» Denyo Manufacturing in Danville, final approvat of $7583,000 to build an additionat plant to house a naw

process for manufacturing industrial electric generators. The company estimates the expansion would cost
$6.85 rrilion. This tax incentive program does net require job creation. Instead, 91 of 109 existing jobs must

be retained.

» Nisshin Autometive Tubing in Versailles, $75,000 to expand its plant that manufactures stainess steel
tubes for automotive exhaust systems. The company estimates the expansion will cost $2.12 million. This

tax incentive program does not require job creation.

» Olympic Stee! in Mount Steriing, final approvat of $2.5 mifiion to locate a steel service center. itis
expected to add 60 jobs within three years that pay an average hourly wage of $12.60, including benefits.

Scott Sloan: (859) 231-1447. Twitter: @HeraldLeaderBiz.

Back to Top
< Prewious Story

Outside the Cube: The Locker Room creates jerseys, memories

Next Story >

Kentucky Datebook: Aug. 27

1of2
A-22




Verbatim_ Indiana_s business climate ranked best in the Midwest_ 5th....

1o0f2

hittp://www.journalgazette.net/apps/pbes Allfarticle?AID=/20120823/...

Wuenal Gazetie
Last updated: August 23, 2012 7:51 a.m.
Verbatim: Indiana's business climate
ranked best in the Midwest, 5th in U.S.
Indiaria Economic Dévelspment Corporation

From a report received Thursday morning:

INDIANAROLIS (Aug. 23, 2012) - Indiana was ranked as the best place to do business in the Midwest and the
fifth best nationwide in the Pollina Corporate Top 10 Pro-Business States for 2012 study, co-published with the
American Economic Development Institute. This is the fourth ranking in less than a year in which the Hoosier
State's business climate has scored a top ten finish nationafly.

The Pollina Corporate Top 10 Pro-Business States study, now in Its ninth year, is based on 32 factors contrelled
by state government, inciuding taxes, human resources, education, right-to-work legislation, energy costs,
infrastructure spending, workers compensatien laws, ecenomic incentive programs and state econoimic
developrment efforts. Indiana's ranking in the report has moved up 18 places since 2010, earning if the title of

"most improved state" this year

"Indiana's pro-business pelicles and solid fiscal house continue to earn mational attention as a frontrunner for
new jobs and investment,” safd Dan Hasler, Secretary of Commerce and chief executive officer of the Indiana
Economic Development Corporation. "This ranking is the latest validatien of this administration's focus since
2005 to make economic development efforts a top priority. Above all else, business climate matters and the

pay-off for Hooslers is new careers and opportunities,”

Indiana's 5th place ranking makes it the only Midwestern state and the only Northern state in the
publication's top ten. Among neighboring states, Kentucky ranked 28th, Ohio ranked 20th, Michigan ranked

3ath and INinois ranked 48th.

"nder Governor Daniels’ leadership, Indiana became the first Great Lakes or New England state to become a
right-to-work state,” said Dr. Ronald R, Pollina, president of Pollina Corporate Real Estate, Inc. and co-author
of the Pollina Corporate Top 10 Pro-Business States study. “Indiana legislators also :made significant changes
to their state’s workers compensation regime. Indiana property taxpayers saw substantial saving compared to
previous years thanks to statewide tax caps on their property tax biils. These factors were instrumental in

raising Indiana's pro-business rank.”
The Pollina Corporate Top 10 Pro-Business States study Is the latest in @ series of riatienal accolades the
Hoosier State’s business climate has garnered. In July, CNBC named Indiana the fifth most business friendly

state In the nation in Its “America's Top States for Business™ report. Also, Indiana's business environment
receritly scored -a top five finish natfonally in Chief Executive magazine’s "Best & Werst States" survey of more

than 500 chief executives released in May.

For Pollina Corporate’s complete report, visit http:,f/www.polllna.com/top1ioprobusiness.html.

About JEDC

Created by Governor Mitch Daniels in 2005 to replace the former Department of Commerce, the Indiana
Economic Development Corporation is governed by a 12-member board chaired by Governor Daniels. Dan
Hasler serves as the chief executive officer of the IEDC.

The IEDC oversees programs enacted by the General Assembly including tax credits, workforce tralning grants
and public infrastructure assistance. All tax credits are performance-based. Therefore, companies must first
invest in Indiana through job creation or capital investment before Incentives are paid. A company who does
not meet its full projections only receives a percenlage of the incentives proportional to its actual investment.
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http://www.in.gov/portal/news_events/70 139 him

For immediate release: May 11, 2011
Pasted by: [IEDC]

Contact: Blair West

Phone: 317.232.8873

Email: BWest@iedc.in.gov

Governor Signs Legislation to Lower Indiana's Corporate Tax Rate to 6.5
Percent

STATEHOUSE (May 11, 2011) - Governor Mitch Danlels this week signed HB 1004, reducing
Indiand's corporate income tax rate from 8.5 percent to 6.5 percent, a decrease of nearly 25

percent.

The measure, sponsored by Sen. Brandt Hershman, will begin reducing the Indiana corporate
tax rate by 0.5 percent per year over the next four years to a final rate of 6.5 percent.

"While other states are raising taxes to deal with major budget shorifalis, Governor Mitch
Daniels and Indiana's General Assembly were able to cut taxes and improve our state's jobs
climate, all while passing a balanced budget. Indiana’s business environment already ranks
near the top of the pack in most every third-party analysis and this reduction will only
strengthen our reputation as a place to invest and create jobs,” said Mitch Roob, Secretary of
Commerce and chief executive officer of the Indiana Economic Development Corporation.

Indiana's corporate income tax reduction comes just four months after neighboring state
lilinois increased its business tax burden from 7.3 percent to 9.5 percent, a rate that gives the
state the fourth-highest combined national-iocal corporate income tax rate in the industrialized
world, according to the Tax Foundation.

"By reducing the tax burden for businesses we are sending & strong message to company
decision-makers from coast-to-coast and around the wortd that Indiana is serious about
competing for their business and will continue to work to make our state the best possibie

place to grow,” said Hershman.

Since Governor Daniels was elected in 2004, he has taken several measures to improve the
state's attractiveness for business. Among them include:

. Increased R&D tax credit - Provides a tax credit equal to 15 percent of a company's first $1
million of qualifying R&D expenditures, giving Indiana one of the highest R&D tax credit

percentages in the country. (2005)
. R&D Sales Tax Exemption - Exempts purchases of eligible research and development
equipment from the Indiana state sales tax. (2005)

. Single Sales Factor Corporate Tax - The single-sales factor apportionment calculates the
indiana portion of corporate taxes based solely on the portion of a company's sales in Indiana.

(2006)

. Major Moves - Indiana is the only state in the nation with a record-breaking, fully-funded
10-year infrastructure improvement plan that includes the construction or renovation of more
than 400 roads and bridges - all without raising taxes or borrowing money. (2006}
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. Telecommunications Reform - Indiana’s Telecommunications Deregulation Act has made the
state a national leader in telecom reform by increasing competition among carriers, resulting
in lower prices, new investments and new jobs. (2006)

. Property Tax Relief - Cut property {axes by one third and established a constitutiona! cap on
tax rates for ali classes of property. (2008, 2010)

These measures, coupled with years of balanced budgets and fiscat discipline, have eamned
the state a AAA credit rating from all three bond rating agencies, a first in state history.

The corporate income tax reduction news comes on the same week that Amazon.com cited
Indiana's. business-friendly policies as the reason it will open a 900,000-square-foot Internet
order fulfillment center in Indianapolis this summer, bringing hundreds of jobs.

About |EDC

Created by Governor Milch Darniels in 2005 to replace the former Department of Commerce,
the Indiana Economic Development Corporation is govemned by a 12-member board chaired by
Governor Daniefs. Mitch Roob serves as the chief executive officer of the IEDC. For more

information about IEDC, visit vawv.iedc.in.gov.

-30-

Media Contact:
Blair West (IEDC) - 317.232.8873 or BWest@iedc.in.gov

« Back to News Release List

Link to this event: hitp:/www.in.goviportal/news events/70138.htm
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Snyder signs rigw business, commimity revitalization programs info law http://www.michigan.gov/printerFriendly/0,1687,7-277--267361--,00 html

www.michigan.gov Release Date: Decermber 12
(To Print use your browser's printfunction) LastUpdate: Decombsr 1

Snyder signs new business, community revitalization programs into law

CONTACTS:
Sara Wurfel
517-335-6397 or wurfels@michigan.gov

MEDC: Michae! Shore

517-335-4590 or shorem2@michigan. org
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Tuésday, Dec. 13, 2011

LANSING, Mich. - Gov. Rick Snyder today signed into law a five-bill package creating new economic development ar
community revitalization programs that will provide $100 miillion i incentives for highly competitive projects in Michigai

The Michigan Business Development and Michigan Community Revitalization Programs replace the state's previgus
WEGA, Brownfield and Histeric tax credit pragrams that were features of the Michigan Business Tax and were elimin
under busihess tax restructuring legislation approved and signed into law by the governor in May.

"Ne have worked difigently fo build a friendlier business climate in Michigan to help drive Michigan's economic
turnaround,” Snyder said. "These programs will better leverage our stale's assets in ways that are simple, fair, efficie

and transparent.”

"These new incentive programs enable us to atiract business investment for job creation and redeveiopment of our
communities with performance based benchmarks through a transparent process,” said MEDC President and CEC
Michael A. Finney. "We ¢an now offer quicker access to funding assistance for businesses and developers with lowes

costs and greater flexibility for the state and our communities.”

Senate Bill 556, sponsored by state Sen. John Proos, creates the Michigan Business Development Program to provic
grants, loans and other economic assistance o qualified businesses that make investments or credte jobs in Michigal
with preference given to businesses that need additional assistance for deal-closing and for second stage gap financi

The bill is now Public Act 250 of 2011.

In any fiscal year, a qualified business cannot receive more than $10 million. The legisiation amends the Michigan
Strategic Fund (MSF) Act and places the new program within the MSF. The program effectively replaces the MEGA "

credit program.

The MSF will consider a number of factors in making these awards, including: out-of-state competition, private invest:
in the project, business diversification opportunities, near-term job creation, wage and benefit levels of the new jobs ¢
net-positive return to the state. Business retention and retail projects are not eligible for consideration of these incenti
Senate Bills 566-568 and 644, sponsored by state senators John Pappageorge, Mike Kowall, Geoffrey Hansen and
Torya Schuitmaker respectively, create a new Michigan Community Revitalization Program. This -program will provide
grants, loans or other econonic assistance of up to $10 million fo projects that will revitalize regional urban areas, ac¢
a catalyst for additional investment in a community, reuse vacant or historic buildings and promote mixed use and
sustainable development. The Michigan Community Revitalization Program is created within the MSF. These bills are

Public Acts 260-254 of 2011.

"Michigan's communities are doing all we can with properties and buildings that have: become neplected and are ina:
of deterioration. The signing of these bills today will help our communities to continue to address these obsolete and
blighted eyesores," said Hamiramck Mayor Karen Majewski, president of the Michigan Municipal League Board of

Trustees.

1af2
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Michigan Business Development Program Projeets | Michigan Econom,..  hitp:/Awwrw.michi panadvantage.org/Michigan-Busingss-Development-...

PUR ICHIGAN

Martigas Tesnnnss Divdlnsast Cuepadion _
Michigan Business Development Program Projects

As of August 24, 2012, the following. projects have teen approved by the Michigan Strategic Fund.

JASON INCORPORATED Dib/a JANESVILLE ACOUSTICS — Grant For Job Creation

Approvak Date: g8izai2012
Location: Battle Creek
Projecied Investment: Up to $15.1 miflion
Projecied Jobs: 256-New Jobs

Frojected Incentive Amount: Up fo $1.5 milion

PFINNACLE FOORS, GROUP, LLL ~ Grant For Job Craation

Approval Daie: 08H5/2012

Location: fenlay City

Projected Investment: Up to $14.3 miliion

Projected Jobs: 29 New Jobs with up to 300 additionat seasonal jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up to $800,000

ETS DEVELOPMENT GROUP, LLG D/bia SLEUTH SOFTWARE - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date: 08/15/2012

Location: Harper Woods

Projected Investment:  Up to 525,000 (ETS Development Group, LLG)and upto-$200,300 from parent conpany {Citadel Systems) and
slster company (Back Office Support Sysfems}

Projected Jobs: 57 New Jaobs
Projected Incentive  Up to $300,000
Amount:
QGIHARA AMERICA CORPORATION — Grant For Jub Creation
Approval Date: 08/09/2012
Lecation: Hewall
Projegted Investment: Up to $34.9 miflion
Projected Jobs: 78 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up to $300,000

CHERRY GROWERS, INC. — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date: 07/25/2012
Locatien: Giravm

Projected Investment: Up to $12.5 milion
Projected Jobs: 72 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amourd: Up to $2.5 million

MATERNE NORTH AMERICA, CORP, — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date: 0712512012
Location: Grawn

Projected Investment: Up 1o $23.5 million
Projected Jobs: 65 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Ameunt: Up to $3 million

COQPER STANDARD AUTOMOTIVE FHS, INC. - Grant For Job Craation

Approval Date: 07/23/12012
Location: Village of Leonard
Projected tnvestrmeit: Up to $3.5 milion
Projected Jobs: 55 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up o $235,730

16f4
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ARTIC AX US LTD. - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date:
Location:

Projected |nvestment:

Projected Jobs:

{6/28/2012
Grand Rapids

Up to $1.85 milion
28 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up to $220,000

BARRACUDA NETWORKS, INC. - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date;
Location:

Projected Investment:
‘Projected Jobs:

B627/2012
Ann Arbor

Up to $6 million
174 New Jobs

Projected incentive Ameunt: Up to $1.2 milion

BROSE NEW BOSTON, INC. - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date:
Lacation:

Projected Investment:
Projected Jobs:

062772012

New Bosion

Up to $61.8 milion
350 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up te $3.5 million

DUALITY ERGE, INC. - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date;
Location:

Projected Investrment:
Projected Jobs:

06/25/2012
Walker

Up ta $10.5 million
70 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up te-$310,000

GARY 0. NELSON ASSOCIATES, INC. - Grant For Joh Creation

Approval Date:
Location:

Projected Investment:
Projected Jobs:

0641372012

Ann Arber

Up to $1.2 million
110 New Jobs

Projected incentive Amount: Up to $400,000

FIAMM TECHNOLOQGIES, LLLC ~ Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date:
Location:

Projected Inyestment:
Projected Jobs:

06/13/2012
Cadillac

Up to $4.4 million
31 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount; Up to $500,000

ALTRONICS ENERGY, LLC — Grant For Job Creation

Approvai Date:
Location:

Projected Invesiment:
Projected.Jobs:

06/06/2012

Byron Township
Up to $2.56 miliion
80 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: $450,00D

AG. SIMPSON {LISA), INC. — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date:
Location;

Projected Investment:
Prejected Jobs:

05/30/2012
Sterling Heights
Up to $21.2 million
90 New Jobs

Projected fncentive Amount; $900,000

ACCESS BUSINESS GROUPR LLC — Grant For Jjob Creation

Appreval Date:
Location:
Projected Investment:

05/2312012

Ada

Up o $80.95 rmiflion

hitp: Awww.michiganadvantage.erg/Michigan-Business-Developtnent-...
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Projected Jobs: 186 New Jobs
Projected Incentive Amsunt §1.6 Million

CREDIT ACCEPTANCE CORPORATION ~ Grant Far Job Creation

Approvai Date: 05/23/2012
Locafion: Southfieid
Prejgcted Investinent: Lipto $10.2 milion
Projected Jobs: 274 New Jobs

Projected facentive Amount: Up to $1.75 million

hitp:ffwww.michiganadvantage. org/Michigan-Business-Developrmient- ...

HYUNDAFAMERICA TECHNICAL CENTER, INC. - Grant For Job Cigation

Appreval Date: 06/23/2012
Lecation: Superior Township
Projected investment: Up to $15 milion
Piojected Jobs: 50 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up to $2.5 miliion

SAKTHI AUTOMOTIVE GROUP USA, INC. — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Dats: 05/2312012
Location: Detroit

Projected Investment: Up to $18.8 million
Projected Jobs: 183 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: $1.5 milion

MEDBIRECT, INC. — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date: 0Bf21/2012
Location: Grand Rapids
Projected Investment: Ui to $2.1 million
Projected Jobs: 300 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up ta $750,000

CENTER MANUFACTURING, INC. ~ Grant For Job Creation ]

Approval Bate; 086/14/2012
Location: Byron Center
Projected Investment: Up to $1.02 million
Projected Jobs: 80 Néw Jobs

Projected incentive Amount: Up te $300,000

MUSKEGON CASTINGS CORF. Dibla PORT GITY GROUP - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date: 05/02/12012
Lacation: Muskegon
Projected Investment: Up to $10 milllion
Projecied Jobs: 55 New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Lip to $540,000

HUNTINGTON FOAM, LLC — Performance Based Grant

Approval Date: 044302012

Location; Greenville

Projected investment: Up to $2.56 million
Projected Jobs: 30 Projected New Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up to $340,000

HCL AMERICA, INC. — Performance Based Grant

Approval Date: 04/30/2012

Location: Jackson

Projected Investment: Up to $3.35 million
Projected Jobs: 200 Piojected New Jobs

Projected incentive Amount: Up to $875,000

HARK ORCHIDS, LP — Parformance Based Grant
Approval Date: 04/30/2012

3o0f4
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Loeation;

Profected Investment:

Projected Jobs:

Comstack Charter Township.
Up'to §5 million
B0 New Projettad Jobs

Projected Incentive Amount: Up to $500,000

MAGNA SEATING OF AMERICA, iNC. — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date?
Location:

Projected Investment:
Projected Jobs:

0312712012
Highlang Park

Up io $2,248,000
244

Projecied Incentive Amount; $732,000

COMPUTERIZED FACILITY INTEGRATION — Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date;
Lecatiom

Projected Investment:
Projected Jobs:

032712012
Southfield

Up to $808,000
79

Projected Incentive Amount: $434,500

LACKS ENTERPRISES, INC. - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date:
Locatipn:

Projected investment:
Projected Jobs:

03/27/2012

Grand Rapids

Up te $31,900,000
120

Projected Incentive Amount: $350,000

httpi//www.michiganadvantage.org/Michigan-Business-Development-...

TEIIN ADVANCED COMPGSITES AMERICA INC. - Grant For Job Creation

Approval Date:
Location:

Projecied lovestment;
Projected Jobs;

031152012

Auburn Hills
tp to $7.9 million
25

Preojected Incentive Amount; $375,000

SUPPORTING PROGRAM DOCUMENTS:
Click here to read the Mishigan Business Develnpmant Program fact sheet.

Click here to see the Michigan Business Development Program Application Document.

Click hare to read the Michigan Business Development Program and Gommunity Revitalization Prograr Process Documentation.
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JobsOhio
o/

For Immediate Release:
August 8, 2012
NEWS RELEASE

JOBSOHIO HOLDS THIRD BOARD MEETING OF 2012

JobsOhig President and Interim Chief investment Officer Mark Kvamme shared the economic
development organization’s second quarter resulis (Apr-Jun) for 2012 with JobsOhio board
members during a public meeting today at Marathen Petraleum in Findlay.

Kvamme told board members that from April through June of 2012, the efforts of JobsOhio and
its economic development pariners yielded commitments of 4,668 new jobss totaling $205 million
in new payroll and capital investments of $863 million.

“Results from this second quarter tell a great story: jobs are growing across the state and in
every sector,” sald Kvamme. “One of Ohia’s greatest assets is its industry diversity, which
means the economy does not rely one oriwo sectors,”

The public meeting afso included a presentation by Dean Monske, President and CEQ. of the
Regional Growth Partnership as well as updates from JobsOhio’s four managing directors about
their respéctive industries.

EDITORS NQTE: Visit jobs-ohio.com to view JobsOhio second guarter numbers.

JobsOhio was created by Govermor John Kasich and the Ohio General Assembly in 2011 to
lead the state’s economic development efforts. its success is tied to the partnership with the
JobsOhio Network, statewide economic development organizations with deep ties fo their local
business communities. On the global level, JobsOhio is pursuing markets that match the state’s
mdustry and technology strengths With this overarching strategy JobsOhio is posilioned to help
Improve the state’s economic climate, foster job creafion, and attract new capital investment,

Leam more about JobsOhio al jobs-ohio.com

HiH

For more information, contact: Laura Jones, jobsOhio, (614) 290-1396, jones@iobs—ohio.cbm
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