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About TRF

The Reinvestment Fund (TRF) is an innovator in capitalizing distressed
communities and stimulating economic growth for low- and
moderate-income families. TRF identifies the point of impact where
capital can deliver its greatest financial and social influence. TRF’s
investments in homes, schools and businesses reclaim and transform
neighborhoods, driving economic growth and improving lives
throughout the Mid-Atlantic region. Since its inception in 1985, TRF
has made more than $710 million in community investments.

TRF has also received national recognition for its research and
housing-related policy analyses. TRF's data analyses focus on helping
TRF identify opportunities to invest its own resources as well as
providing services to public sector and private clients seeking
assistance with their own strategies to preserve and rebuild vulnerable
communities.

TRF has quickly emerged as a highly regarded source of unbiased
information for public officials and private investors. TRF’s Policy

and Information Services group, led by Ira Goldstein, has conducted
extensive analyses of predatory lending and foreclosures throughout
the Mid-Atlantic region under contracts to the Pennsylvania and
Delaware State Departments of Banking and the Federal Reserve
Bank of Philadelphia. The Policy and Information Services group
provides litigation support for law enforcement entities including the
PA Human Relations Commission and the US Attorney for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania.

Acknowledgements

TRF wishes to thank the Ford Foundation for their financial support of this effort.
We also wish to acknowledge Charles A. Richman, Deputy Commissioner,

New Jersey Department of Community Affairs for the financial support to
complete this research. Lastly, we wish to thank representatives of the

following organizations for their input into the substance of this report: Seton
Hall University School of Law, Unified Vailsburg Services Organization, New
Jersey Citizen Action, Essex Foreclosure Advisors and several independent
practitioners in the real estate field.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

|.  Introduction

. Executive Summary

lll.  Data Description and Methodogy
V. Examining New Jersey Foreclosures
V. Examing Transaction Data

VI. Additional Analysis of Properties and
and Loans in Foreclosure

VIl. Market Indicators Related
to Mortgage Foreclosure

VIIl. Additional Information on
the Camden Area

IX. County Fact Sheets

X. Epilogue

’m Capital at the point of impact.

13

22

26

31

39

48



New Jersey-at-a-Glance

2000 2006
State of New Jersey Number Percent Number Percent
Population 8,414,350 8,724,560
Black or African American 1,211,750 14.4% 1,245,916 14.3%
Hispanic 1,117,191 13.3% 1,364,699 15.6%
Total Housing Units 3,310,275 3,472,782
Occupied Housing Untis 3,064,645 92.6% 3,135,490 90.3%
Owner Occupied 2,011,473 65.6% 2,110,308 67.3%
Median Value $170,800 $366,600
Median Gross Rent $751 $974
Percent High School Grad or higher 82.1% 86.1%
Percent Bachelor's Degree or higher 29.8% 33.4%
Percent Unemployed 5.8% 6.3%
Median Household Income $55,146 $64,470
Median Family Income $65,370 $77,875
Percent Below Poverty 8.5% 8.7%
Percent (Under 18) Below Poverty 11.1% 11.8%

Source: Census Summary Files 1 and 3, 2000; American Community Survey, 2006.



ortgage foreclosures were once perceived to be a
fairly rare event. The traditional understanding
of mortgage foreclosures was that they were caused by
upheavals in the lives of borrowers, such as a divorce, a
job loss, or a significant illness. However, in the last ten to
fifteen years, with the proliferation of risk-based pricing
and as the subprime lending industry exploded in size,
the paradigm of mortgage foreclosures shifted. Within
the subprime lending industry, delinquent mortgages and
subsequent foreclosures became a fairly common event.

In fact, a certain level of loss was expected and easily
tolerated by lenders and investors. Predatory lending, a
term that did not exist until the mid-1990s, became part of
the common parlance. As the consequences of preda-
tory lending became more apparent, homeowners and
consumer advocates began to demand more protections
for risky loan products. Policymakers all over the country
tried to determine why so many homeowners were going
into foreclosure, and what they could do about it.

Over recent months, news reports have been filled with
stories about the Wall Street panic over the failure of so
many subprime loans and lenders. The failures were not
limited to fringe players. Bear Stearns took the unusual
step of having to bail out its own hedge fund that had
taken on particulatly risky subprime loans; recently, Bear
Steans was sold to JP Morgan Chase at a fraction of its
former worth. Countrywide Financial was forced to bor-
row $11.5 billion, announced significant layoffs, and an-
nounced it would significantly tighten its lending practices.
Like Bear Stearns, Countrywide was recently acquired by
Bank of America at a deep discount to its former market
value. Wells Fargo announced it would no longer make
adjustable rate mortgages (“ARMs”) that reset after two
years. Ameriquest, once the country’s largest subprime
lender, was put out of business by a mixture of high
default levels and lawsuits. Option One, American Home
Mortgage, New Century, Saxon, Beazer Mortgage (to name
a few) — all once major players are now closed, acquired
or reorganized in bankruptcy proceedings. As the mar-
kets reacted to all of the bad financial news, the Federal
Reserve began to cut the Fed Funds rate in an effort to
add liquidity to the mortgage market and ease the effects
of ARM resets. Since September of 2007, the Federal
Reserve cut that rate seven times (as of April, 2008) from
4.75% to 2.00%."
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For the past 7 years, TRF has regularly reported on mort-
gage foreclosures, the subprime lending industry, and pred-
atory lending, This study of New Jersey complements and
builds on work TREF completed in Philadelphia; Monroe
County, PA; New Castle County, DE; Baltimore, MD; the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and state of Maryland.?
Each place where TRF completed a foreclosure study,
some common themes of the cause of rising foreclosures
emerged. At the root of the problem are homeowners
who, for a number of reasons, appear to have mortgages
that they cannot predictably afford in the long term. What
we observed, in varying proportions depending on the
population group and the area, is that there are a number
of causes of foreclosure, including a lack of financial edu-
cation, the rise of exotic loan products, poor decisions by
lenders and borrowers, aggressive and sometimes decep-
tive marketing, fraud and predatory lending.

In this study we attempt to show where and why foreclo-
sures are occurring in New Jersey. What do cities, coun-
ties and neighborhoods look like where foreclosures are
clustered? What characteristics do many of these failed
loans share? First, it is important to establish why the large
number of foreclosures should be a concern for people
and institutions all over New Jersey.

What Are The Impacts Of Foreclosure?

The rise of mortgage foreclosures hurts a number of
stakeholders, including consumers, investors, governments
as well as the general public. The first and most obvious
group hurt by the rise of mortgage foreclosures is

the consumers who take out loans that they cannot

afford. In a presentation to the Federal Reserve Bank

of Philadelphia, the study’s authors Ira Goldstein and
Richard Voith discussed the categorization of the effects
of foreclosures as falling into three categories: direct
monetary costs, indirect monetary costs and non-monetary
costs. Direct monetary costs include a net loss of down
payments and loan principal paid, penalties and fees
assessed to the borrower during the period of delinquency,
as well as any legal fees incurred. Indirect monetary costs
include the future increased costs of borrowing as a result
of damaged credit.

1 www.federalreserve.gov/fomc/fundsrate.htm

2 http://www.banking.state.pa.us/banking/lib/banking/about_dob/special%20initiatives/
mortgage%20forecloser/monroe%20county%20foreclosure%20study.pdf,
http://www.trfund.com/resource/downloads/policypubs/Delaware_Foreclosure.pdf,
http://www.trfund.com/resource/downloads/policypubs/MD_Foreclosure_2006.pdf,
http://www.trfund.com/resource/downloads/policypubs/Mortgage-Forclosure-Filings.pdf,

and http://www.trfund.com/resource/downloads/policypubs/MarylandForeclosure.pdf.



Non-monetary costs include emotional, physical and

psychological distress, as well as adverse family impacts.®

The second affected group includes banks, mortgage
companies and investors, who may lose a significant
amount of money as loans (and lenders) fail. Most
subprime loans are packaged and sold on Wall Street to a
wide range of individuals and institutions through mutual
funds, hedge funds, 401Ks and other investment vehicles.
As more loans fail, security ratings fall which reduces the
amount of capital available from the more risk-averse
entities, and subprime lenders fail; then, an even wider
range of investors experience economic loss. That part of
the general public that own securities as a component of
their financial portfolio also loses as the market value of

some of the nation’s largest financial institutions falls.

The third group affected by a wave of mortgage
foreclosures includes state, local and federal governments.
On a federal level, there is demand for lowered interest
rates and for funds to help struggling borrowers and
investors. On state and local levels, property tax revenue
decreases and finite resources must be used to deal

with the consequences of so many citizens losing their
homes. These strains on government resources are by
no means insignificant. One study of the after-effects
of foreclosures in Chicago determined that at its most
extreme, a single foreclosure can cost the city as much

as $34,000.* A study by the Senate’s Joint Economic
Committee (JEC) suggests that from the third quarter of
2007 through the end of 2009, New Jersey will lose $100
million in property tax revenues from foreclosures on

subprime mortgages.

Finally, the general public is affected, whether through a
depression in housing values, a ‘credit crunch,” or through
the increased strain on government resources. In fact,
simply having a home near a mortgage foreclosure may
lessen the value of each property near it. In a study

in Chicago, researchers found that homes lost 0.8 to

1 percent of their value for each foreclosure within a
single block.® The JEC study estimates that New Jersey
homeowners will lose $6.3 billion in property values just
from subprime foreclosures, not to mention foreclosures

from prime loans.”
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Losses Are Widespread

This table shows a sampling of some of the larger companies that have been
actively involved in the subprime mortgage market. The companies shown,

to a greater or lesser degree, have been involved in the origination, purchase
or securitization of subprime mortgages. By virtue of the falling stock prices,
everyone who owns shares of stock in these companies had their investments
devalued. Losses are not limited to those who directly own shares of stock in
these companies, but those who own these companies indirectly through their
ownership of shares in mutual funds or in their pension plans also lose.

Typical Stock Prices

Bear Stearns Corp $126 $165 $90 $11 -91.3%

Centex Corp $71 $54 $28 $22  -69.0%
Citigroup $46 $55 $28 $26  -43.5%
Countrywide Financial $33 $43 $7 $6 -81.8%
Fannie Mae $58 $56 $34 $30  -48.3%
Freddie Mac $68 $65 $30 $27 -60.3%
IndyMac Bancorp $43 $39 $8 $4  -90.7%
Irwin Financial $17 $16 $6 $4 -76.5%
National City Mortgage $34 $38 $18 $6  -82.4%
Novastar Financial $31 $21 $1 $2 -93.5%
Wells Fargo & Co $63 $36 $34 $31 -50.8%
Nasdaq-100 Financial Index $113 $123 $102 $105 -7.1%

3 Ira Goldstein and Richard Voith. Initial findings of their research was presented to

the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia’s Reinventing Older Communities: People,
Places, Markets in April of 2006. The PowerPoint of that presentation is available at:
www.trfund.com/resource/downloads/staffwritings/FedReserve_April2006.pdf.

4 William Apgar, Mark Duda and Rochelle Nawrocki Gorey. The Municipal Cost of
Foreclosures: A Chicago Case Study. Homeownership Preservation Foundation.
Minneapolis, MN, 2005. Available: http://www.nw.org/network/neighborworksProgs/
foreclosuresolutions/documents/2005Apgar-DudaStudy-FullVersion.pdf

5 United States Senate Joint Economic Committee (JEC). The Subprime Lending
Crisis: The Economic Impact on Wealthy, Property Values and Tax Revenues, and How
We Got Here. Washington DC, 2007. Available: http://www.jec.senate.gov/Documents/
Reports/10.25.070ctoberSubprimeReport.pdf

6 Dan Immergluck and Geoff Smith. The External Costs of Foreclosures: The Impact
of Single Family Mortgage Foreclosures on Property Values. Vol. 17, Issue 1, pp. 47-
79, 2006. Available: http://www.fanniemaefoundation.org/programs/hpd/pdf/hpd_1701_
immergluck.pdf

7 JEC, 2007



In the end, problems in the real estate and mortgage
market will likely harm a large percentage of New Jersey
residents. Among lower income New Jersey residents,
some 50% have neither a home that they own nor any
income-producing financial assets (e.g:, savings bearing
significant interest, investments bearing dividends, etc.)

to speak of; 36% have a home and no other assets. If
foreclosure for these households ends in the loss of their
home, 86% of lower income households will have nothing,
Even higher income housceholds will suffer. Although

the data show that only about 5% of the highest income
households in New Jersey have neither a home that

they own nor financial assets, 44% have a home but no
other assets. Thus, a large percentage of higher income
New Jersey residents will likely suffer. This problem

will certainly touch, in one way or another, a very large
portion of New Jersey residents. The policy response must
therefore be quick, focused and right-sized to minimize the
adverse effects of this growing problem.

Distribution of Financial and Non-Financial Assets in New Jersey; 2007
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Source: TRF analysis of
Current Population Survey
Annual Social and Eco-
nomic Supplement, 2007.
“Home” is defined as an
owner-occupied property,
with or without a mortgage.
“Assets” is defined as
receiving $1,000 or more
of interest and/or dividends
in the preceding calendar
year.



RF completed this study of mortgage foreclosures

in New Jersey with the support of the New Jersey
Department of Community Affairs and the Ford
Foundation. Our singular purpose was to add a measure
of systematic and objective data analysis to the mortgage
foreclosure problem facing New Jersey. As is often the
case, by the time the study is complete, the problem is not
what it was when the study began. That is uniquely true
in this instance. The overall magnitude of the mortgage
foreclosure problem, nationally and in New Jersey, has
increased substantially over the last 18 months.

The Mortgage Bankers Association’s National Delinquency
Survey shows that the overall percent of New Jersey
mortgages in a seriously delinquent status (i.e., 90 days or
mote delinquent and/or in a foreclosure status) rose from
1.55% on September 30, 2006 to 3.10% by December 31,
2007. And there is no evidence to suggest that the problem
has yet reached its most severe level or is beginning to

retreat.

Recognizing the importance of being able to look into

the future with some of the data, TRF included data that
speak to the kind of mortgages that were being made in
New Jersey during the last few years, as well as the current
delinquency experience of existing mortgages. This
information is important because we believe that loans
made in the 2005 and 2006 time period, before the reins
were drawn in on the mortgage market, will give us an idea

of the foreseeable future of mortgage foreclosures in New

Jersey.

What follows are some of the most notable findings of
this report.

® In 2006, HMDA data include more than $§93.9 billion
of mortgage originations. Against an estimated $883.5
billion in aggregate home value, this mortgage debt
represents approximately 10.6% of the aggregate value

of owner-occupied housing in New Jersey.

® Real estate as a percentage of the gross domestic

product of New Jersey is higher than the national
average and all other of its neighboring states. In
2005, the percent of New Jersey’s GDP that was
part of the real estate industry stood at 15.2%, up
from 13.3% in 1997. New Jersey’s 15.2% is only
slightly more advantageous than California’s 15.6%
or Florida’s 15.8% - both states with significant
foreclosure problems now threatening those states’
fiscal stability.

Between 2004 and 2000, the percentage of loans
for the purchase of homes or the refinance

of existing mortgages that was subprime rose
substantially in New Jersey. The rise in subprime
lending is not unique to New Jersey, but by 2000,
22.5% of home purchases and 24.6% of mortgage

refinances was subprime.

Home prices in New Jersey rose fairly steadily
between 2000 and 2000, leading to erosion

in the overall affordability of New Jersey’s
homeownership stock to families earning a typical
(i.e., median) income. After 2006, home prices were

generally flat or, in parts of the state, declining,

Cost-burdens for New Jersey homeowners (with
mortgages) climbed substantially between 2000
and 2006. Most troubling is the percentage of
homeowners spending more than 50% of their
incomes on housing — 17.1% in 2006, up from
10.4% in 2000.

Mortgage delinquency in New Jersey has been
trending up; this statement is true regardless of the
loan type (i.e., prime or subprime) or interest rate
structure (fixed-rate or ARM).

The percentage of early delinquency is also up over
previous years, again, regardless of loan type or

interest rate structure.



For loans originated in 2004:

0 1.9% of prime fixed-rate loans went delinquent in
the first year;

0 1.6% of prime ARM loans went delinquent in the
first year;

0 3.4% of subprime fixed-rate loans went delinquent
in the first year;

0 4.3% of subprime ARM loans went delinquent in
the first year.

For loans originated in 2007:

0 2.6% of prime fixed-rate loans went delinquent in
the first year;

0 3.6% of prime ARM loans went delinquent in the
first year;

0 9.6% of subprime fixed-rate loans went delinquent
in the first year;

0 22.5% of subprime ARM loans went delinquent in
the first year.

With respect to foreclosures, we find substantial variation
across the state. Our data source for foreclosure filings,
RealtyTrac, Inc. has limitations as a source of data to
identify trends; those limitations are set forth in the body
of this report. Given those limitations, we observe the

following about New Jersey foreclosures:

® The rate of foreclosure (defined as the number of
foreclosure filings per 1,000 owner-occupied housing
units) has increased between 2003 and 2006 from 5.4
to 6.95. The rates, and changes in rates, are uneven
across the state.
0 Essex, Camden and Union counties have the
highest rates of foreclosure.
O Substantial increases in the change in rates over
time are observed in Union, Cape May, Ocean

and Hunterdon counties.

® Typically, mortgages in foreclosure were for homes

purchased in or around calendar year 2000.

® The majority of foreclosures between 2003 and 2006

were on loans with fixed interest rates, not ARMs

’m Capital at the point of impact.

— although that varies dramatically across the state (e.g,,
overall, 33.3% of loans in foreclosure are ARMs but in
Newark, 41.2% are ARMs) and over time (e.g, 17.7%
of filings in 2003 were on ARMs compared to 50.1%
in 2000).

® The majority of loans (56.1%) in foreclosure were
for the purchase of a home, not the refinance of an
existing loan. This also varies dramatically across the
state (e.g, 85.4% of foreclosures in Camden City were

for home purchase loans).

® Loans subject to foreclosure are experiencing the
filing quickly. Across the state, for loans subject to
foreclosure in 2005/2006, the average amount of time

between origination and foreclosure is 1.7 years.

New Jersey Governor Corzine stated in his 2009 Budget
address:

... Today 1 present a sober and responsible budget. . .1 have heard
Jirst hand the public’ frustration and anger generated by too many
years of overspending, borrowing and false rhetoric. .. And they’re

right. Whether they agree with my financial restructuring plan or not,

the public is 100% right to be angry about the state of New Jersey’s
Jiscal affairs. Further, the public’s concerns are elevated by their high
cost of living and a gathering national economic recession. Yes, the
public understands the State has a fiscal crisis. .. but they want us to
understand they have one of their own. 1t is with this perspective that

1 present a sobering budget for fiscal 2009. .. To that purpose, today’s

budget is honestly balanced, sensitive to core responsibilities, and

smaller by $500 million in year-over-year spending. [http:/ [ wwm.
state.nj.us/ budget09/ speech.himl]

The fiscal crisis of New Jersey will not likely permit

huge public investment to ameliorate the impacts of the
foreclosure problem in New Jersey, and so it is imperative
that state interventions be maximally impactful for the
people and communities most adversely affected. It is
our sincere hope that the data and accompanying maps
provide much-needed support for stakeholders, law- and
policy-makers to design right-sized and narrowly-tailored
strategies for effectively dealing with the foreclosure

problem New Jersey residents confront.



lll. Data Description and Methodology

here is no single source of data that contains all of

the elements necessary to comprehend the many
dimensions of the mortgage origination and foreclosure
issue. More fundamentally, there is no single reliable
official source on even the number, location and parties to

mortgage foreclosures in Newark.

TRF used a number of different sources which, taken
together, paint a more complete picture of the dimensions
of the foreclosure issue. The specific data sources for this

project include:

Demographics

US Census Bureau Summary Files 1 and 3 for 2000 permit
a categorization of areas (i.e., Census tracts and block
groups) in terms of any number of relevant social,
demographic, and economic characteristics. The American
Community Survey (ACS) is also a US Census data
product and ACS allows for 2005 and 2006 inter-Censal
estimates of population and housing units for states,

counties and many sub-county areas.

Home Prices

Home sale data were obtained from New Jersey Property
Tax MOD 1V file for sales occurring between January 2004
and December 2006.

Foreclosure Filings

TRF obtained foreclosure information from RealtyTrac
Inc. for 2003 through 2006. Typically, the data detailing
foreclosure filings also included the date of foreclosure,
the location of the foreclosure, and name of the note
holder. TRF identified 2,808 unique foreclosures in
Newark City.

Mortgage Delinquency

McDash Analytics, LL.C* (McDash) collects and reports
mortgage loan servicing information on more than 30
million active loans from the nation’s largest mortgage
servicers. These data allow us to track levels and trends of

loan delinquency for zip codes across New Jersey.

3 http://www.mcdash.com
4 Realquest is a product of First American Real Estate Solutions, Inc.
(www.realquest.com). Throughout this document we will refer to this

as the FARES database.

6

Mortgage Originations

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data,
Government-Sponsored Enterprises (GSE) data, together
with the Census data, allowed an examination of the types
of mortgage loans made and the characteristics of areas
in which they are made. HMDA data were obtained and
analyzed for 2004 through 2006, inclusive. GSE data,
comprised of mortgages purchased by FannieMae and
FreddieMac, were obtained and analyzed for 2000.

Property and Mortgage

Characteristics

The Realquest database? is used to obtain transaction
histories for each property in foreclosure. This database,
where property information is available, allows us to
document when a property was sold, at what price and to
whom; recorded liens; mortgage lenders involved; and the
assessed value given the property by the County. FARES
data also allow us to determine the lenders originating
loans now in foreclosure, some of the terms associated
with the loans, how much of the foreclosure activity is
associated with home purchase loans versus refinances, as

well as the geographic concentration of foreclosures.

Defining a Subprime Loan

Starting in 2004, HMDA reporting institutions were
required to submit interest rate information when a loan
carried at least a three percentage point spread between
its APR and the “comparable Treasury security” for a first-
position lien; for secondary liens, lenders were required to
report interest rate information for loans with rate spreads
equal to or exceeding 5 percentage points. TRF will use
HMDA reported rate spreads as the floor for what we
categorize as subprime for purposes of understanding
loans originated in the City of Newark.

In June of 2004, the APR that triggered reporting was
8.41%. In 2005, the reportable rate spread was triggered
at 7.49% or greater and in 2006, the trigger was 8.13%.’
The Federal Reserve reports the average thirty-year
contract mortgage interest rate at 5.84% in 2004, 5.86% in
2005 and 6.41% in 2006.




V. Examining New Jersey
Foreclosures

Using information from RealtyTrac Inc., and populous counties. The collection of data on where and
property and transaction information from when foreclosures occurred, as well as the individual

First American Real Estate Solutions, TRF found characteristics of the loans themselves, provides a detailed
that at least 51,417 properties in New Jersey look at mortgage foreclosures in the State.

experienced a foreclosure filing from January
of 2003 to October of 20006, inclusive. These
foreclosures were geocoded and placed on a
map, allowing us to identify the precise location
of foreclosures and the characteristics of the
communities impacted by them.

Foreclosures Statewide

According to data from the Mortgage Bankers Association
(MBA) National Delinquency Survey, the foreclosure

rate generally declined from 2000 through 20006, before
increasing over the course of 2007. According to MBA,
New Jersey continues to have a smaller percentage of
delinquent loans than the national average, and sits as the
median state in the Mid-Atlantic region. Recent data
This process allows us to examine the sales from the MBA, through the end of 2007 suggest a general
price, mortgage terms and date of settlement of increase in foreclosures since 2005/2006.

the homes in foreclosure. From this subset of

homeowners, TRF was able to identify 26,807

of the exact loans that went into foreclosutre

After geocoding the original 51,417 foreclosures,
TRF was able to identify the original sales
transaction records for 29,559 of those properties.

from 2003 to 2006. Reviewing the foreclosure
filings, TRF was able to identify the
mortgage amount, the speed in which

h f 1 Number of Unique Number of Unique Number of Unique
the mortgage went to roreclosure, Properties Properties with Returned Properties Matched with
whether the loan carried an adjustable Geocoded** Records from Realquest Loan in Foreclosure
rate, whether it was a purchase money 2003 11,030 6,121 5,399
mortgage or a refinance, and whether 2004 11,461 6,361 5,683
. . 2005 14,012 7,891 7,134
i federally insur A and VA). ' : :
t was federally insured (FHA and VA) 2006 14,914 9,180 8,591
Additionally, using the Home Mortgage

. Total 51,417 29,559 26,807
Disclosure Act (HMDA) data, as well

. . . Source: Foreclosure filings from First American Real Estate Solutions (FARES)/RealtyTrac.
as information provided by HUD, TRF

was able to characterize loans as originating

from a subprime lender, a prime lender, or a
lender that does both prime and subprime lending;
All of this information gives us a picture of what
loans look like that go into foreclosure in New

Jersey.

Finally, besides looking at the state as a whole,

we examined foreclosures in the cities of , L )
8 The areas defined by “Camden environs” include Collingswood, Gloucester

. . .. .. 3
Camden (and 1ts surroundlng mumc1pahtles), City, Gloucester Township, Haddon Township, Merchantville Borough, Oaklyn

b
Newark’ Trenton and ten of the state’s most Borough, Pennsauken Township and Woodlyn Borough.

Capital at the point of impact.



It remains unclear why the data from MBA paint a
somewhat different picture than RealtyTrac. However,
New Jersey is not unique in showing a difference

between these sources. One possibility is that RealtyTrac
undercounted New Jersey foreclosures in eatlier years.”

If this were true, it would suggest that except in very
recent months, New Jersey’s levels of foreclosures (at a
level at which many people consider a crisis) have been
roughly at the same level for a number of years. A second
possibility is that the MBA data represent a percent of

all loans in foreclosure, while filings themselves are raw
numbers. Thus, while the number of filings has increased
dramatically, so too has lending activity, which offsets large
changes in the MBA rate.

After reviewing the various data sources, we believe that
it is most appropriate to use the MBA data to estimate
overall trends and the RealtyTrac data to understand the
characteristics of properties and loans in foreclosure. That
said, at a local level of geography (e.g, counties, cities or
neighborhoods) we have nothing other than the RealtyTrac
data to observe trends. We caution the reader to be careful
in drawing conclusions about trends from RealtyTrac at
this level, especially where the data: (1) are based on a
small number of filings; or (2) manifest dramatic changes
over a small period of time.

Overall Delinquency Rate;
2000-2007

Percent of Loans

25
™ QA
B T SO S S S S SO S S SO S S S SO S S S SO RS
YIRS & X
Year / Quarter
— TUus PA DE NJ NY

Source: Mortgage Banker’s Association, National Delinquency Survey

9 See, for example the Maryland Banker’s Association, on page 50 (www.gov.state.

md.us/documents/HomePreservationReport.pdf).



Foreclosures and New Jersey Counties
Every county in New Jetsey, except for Mercer,"” from
Cape May in the south to Sussex in the north, experienced
a rise in foreclosure rates compared to those in 2003-
2004." Essex and Camden Counties, New Jersey’s 3™

and 8" most populous counties, respectively, lead all
counties in foreclosure rates in 2003-2004 and 2005-2000.
Bergen and Middlesex Counties, New Jersey’s largest
counties, have lower than average rates of foreclosure,
although the rate of change in Middlesex exceeds the

Owner-
Occupied

Housing

Percent of Units,

NJ's Total Number Total Claritas

2003-2006 2003-2006 2005
Essex 12.6% 6,477 129,909
Camden 10.2% 5,219 133,144
Union 7.4% 3,804 114,727
Cumberland 2.4% 1,250 34,940
Atlantic 4.1% 2,102 62,661
Cape May 1.5% 780 29,473
Passaic 5.3% 2,709 92,925
Salem 1.1% 577 18,234
Hudson 4.1% 2,101 67,409
Gloucester 4.3% 2,212 78,223
Ocean 7.9% 4,080 173,479
Warren 1.5% 757 31,174
Sussex 2.3% 1,167 45,604
Burlington 6.3% 3,252 130,910
Mercer 4.5% 2,320 88,985
Monmouth 6.5% 3,330 171,665
Middlesex 6.4% 3,309 185,795
Somerset 2.5% 1,310 90,306
Hunterdon 0.9% 463 39,637
Bergen 5.2% 2,679 226,429
Morris 3.0% 1,519 135,487
Statewide 100.0% 51,417 2,081,116

Average of
Foreclosures Foreclosures Projection Foreclosures Foreclosures Foreclosures Per Year
2003 & 2004 2004 & 2005* 2005 & 2006*  2003-06

11.51 12.58 13.42 4.14
8.49 9.48 11.11 7.73
6.10 7.44 10.48 17.93
7.99 8.33 9.90 6.00
7.22 7.76 9.55 8.07
4.90 6.79 8.33 17.47
6.33 7.99 8.25 7.59
7.82 7.82 8.01 0.61
7.73 8.10 7.86 0.41
6.35 7.32 7.79 5.69
4.40 5.74 7.36 16.89
5.08 5.92 7.06 9.70
5.85 6.57 6.94 4.63
5.59 5.92 6.83 5.57
6.87 7.11 6.16 -2.58
4.00 4.64 5.69 10.55
4.06 4.54 4.85 4.86
2.97 3.67 4.28 10.99
2.17 2.93 3.67 17.30
2.73 2.84 3.19 4.23
2.59 2.86 3.01 4.02
5.40 6.12 6.95 7.18

statewide average. In the four years from 2003-2006,
there were 6,477 properties with at least one foreclosure
filed in Essex, and 5,219 filed in Camden County. Essex
has 6.2% of the State’s owner-occupied housing units and
12.6% of its foreclosure filings. Camden has 6.4% of the
State’s owner-occupied housing units and 10.2% of its

foreclosure filings.

Average
Rate

Average of Average of Change

*Per 1,000 owner occupied units.
Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.

10 Mercer County includes the city of Trenton. RealtyTrac data show a peak
number of filings in 2004 and declining in 2005 and 2006. Trenton filings
declined from a peak of 50% of all Mercer filings in 2004 to 40% of all filings in

2006.
’m Capital at the point of impact.

11 In order to compare New Jersey to its neighbors, and to compare counties
and municipalities to each other, TRF created a foreclosure ‘rate,’ defined as the
number of mortgage foreclosures per 1,000 owner-occupied housing units. All
else being equal, we would expect more foreclosure filings in areas with more
owner-occupied housing units. Examining this rate, which TRF previously calcu-
lated for Pennsylvania, Baltimore, Maryland, and New Castle County, Delaware,
makes it easier to determine whether foreclosure filings in a locality are relatively

proportionate to the number of homeowners. 9
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Foreclosure and New Jersey
Municipalities

In addition to examining the foreclosure rates of New
Jersey’s counties, TRF identified municipalities that were
hit especially hard by foreclosures. Consistent with its
county ranking, cities and towns in Essex County are
predominant on a list of the hardest hit municipalities.
Irvington, East Orange, the City of Newark, and Orange,
all in the Newark area, are four of the six municipalities
hardest hit in 2005-20006, with foreclosure ratios greater
than 30.0 per 1,000 owner-occupied units. Other major
municipalities hit hardest by foreclosures include the cities
of Camden, Salem and Plainfield.

In comparison to cities in other states, New Jersey cities
such as Newark (34.7 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-
occupied homes) are experiencing an extraordinary
wave of foreclosures. In 2004, the respective rate of
foreclosures per 1,000 owner-occupied homes was 30.6
in Baltimore, 16.1 in Philadelphia, and 12.2 in New Castle
County, Delaware (mainly the City of Wilmington).* In
Philadelphia, the 2005 rate was 15.9, and the 2006 rate
was 16.4. In other words, Plainfield, Irvington, Newark,
Camden and a host of other cities and boroughs in New
Jersey experienced a higher rate of foreclosure than the

major cities in other mid-Atlantic states.

Top 25 Average Annual 2005-2006 Foreclosures per 1,000 Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Municipality
(Limited to municipalities with greater than 500 owner-occupied units)

Foreclosures Foreclosures
2003 2004

Plainfield City

Newark City Essex 582 659
Irvington Township Essex 187 187
City of Orange Twp Essex 93 69
East Orange City Essex 180 200
Keansburg Borough Monmouth 44 48
Camden City Camden 231 236
Penns Grove Borough Salem 17 9
Paterson City Passaic 274 268
Elizabeth City Union 128 130
Ocean Township Ocean 18 23
Salem City Salem 27 14
Asbury Park City Monmouth 20 23
Roselle Borough Union 51 56
Merchantville Borough Camden 7 12
S.Toms River Borough Ocean 17 15
Wildwood City Cape May 8 19
Egg Harbor City Atlantic 15 10
Paulshoro Borough Gloucester 25 27
Pleasantville City Atlantic 73 69
Lindenwold Borough Camden 53 37
Bridgeton City Cumberland 54 39
Winslow Township Camden 119 133
Atlantic City Atlantic 58 54
Beverly City Burlington 12 12

Foreclosures
2005

Foreclosures

Housing
Units,

Average

Average Rate
Foreclosures Change
2005 & 2006* 2003-06

Claritas
projection
2005

Average
Foreclosures
2003 & 2004*

Average
Foreclosures

2006 2004 & 2005*

817 22,584 27.48 31.19 34.69 6.57
202 6,359 29.41 31.22 32.40 2.54
92 2,909 27.84 27.84 31.80 3.55
226 6,932 27.41 29.65 31.52 &.18
48 1,735 26.51 27.95 27.95 1.36
301 11,039 21.15 23.87 26.81 6.69
20 834 15.59 19.78 26.38 17.31
282 13,978 19.39 25.00 25.50 7.89
345 11,915 10.83 15.90 24.93 32.56
32 (I 17.81 20.42 24.33 .15
17 971 21.11 22.14 23.69 3.05
28 1,302 16.51 21.12 23.04 9.88
120 4,510 11.86 15.74 22.84 23.13
19 934 10.17 17.67 21.41 27.63
17 918 17.43 20.15 21.24 5.47
18 904 14.93 21.02 20.46 9.26
17 1,027 12.17 16.55 19.96 16.00
27 1,440 18.06 19.79 19.79 2.40
76 3,821 18.58 18.84 19.76 1.58
72 3,235 13.91 14.22 19.63 10.28
53 2,950 15.76 17.12 19.49 591
219 9,931 12.69 14.90 19.23 12.90
73 3,724 15.04 16.25 18.80 6.25
16 688 17.44 15.26 18.17 1.04

*Per 1,000 owner occupied units.
Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.

12 In addition, a difference in the data available may make the foreclosure ‘rate’
from New Jersey to appear artificially lower than its neighbors. In Philadelphia
and Baltimore TRF received information on each individual foreclosure filing,
including properties that went into foreclosure multiple times. For the purposes

of the foreclosure ‘rate’ calculation, foreclosures filed in earlier studies were

Capital at the point of impact.

treated as a unique incidence. However, in New Jersey, due to the quality of
data available, each property was only listed in foreclosure once over the study
period, even if a property went into foreclosure multiple times. While the exact
effect of th is approach is not known, this difference makes the TRF estimates

conservative for New Jersey.
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Foreclosures and New Jersey

Census Tract Areas

In addition, to studying municipalities, we summarized
foreclosures to the census tract level. Looking at
foreclosures across census tracts demonstrates that while
foreclosures are occurring widely across counties and
municipalities, they are also clustered within specific areas.
For example, while the City of Newark has a generally
high rate of foreclosures per 1,000 owner-occupied homes,
specific census tracts have a dramatically higher level of

foreclosure concentration.

For policymakers, examining foreclosures at a tract level
underscores the fact that even if foreclosures may not be
a municipality-wide problem all over the State, there are
still neighborhoods within less hard hit cities that have
significant concentrations of foreclosures. For example,
the City of Vineland experienced 8.6 foreclosures per
1,000 owner-occupied homes. However, one census tract
within Vineland had 37.8 foreclosures per 1,000
owner-occupied homes. That tract has a foreclosure rate

# Owner-
Occupied
Housing
Units
34013002300 NEWARK CITY ESSEX 686
34013000700 NEWARK CITY ESSEX 512
34039038800 PLAINFIELD CITY UNION 960
34007601500 CAMDEN CITY CAMDEN 985
34013002000 NEWARK CITY ESSEX 596
34039039500 PLAINFIELD CITY UNION 846
34025801700 KEANSBURG BORO MONMOUTH 815
34039034400 ROSELLE BORO UNION 841
34017006000 JERSEY CITY HUDSON 504
34021001100 TRENTON CITY MERCER 648
34013012500 IRVINGTON TWP ESSEX 582
34039031300 ELIZABETH CITY UNION 787
34021002100 TRENTON CITY MERCER 699
34039034000 ROSELLE BORO UNION 993
34013018800 CITY OF ORANGE ESSEX 708
34007601300 CAMDEN CITY CAMDEN 684
34011040200 VINELAND CITY CUMBERLAND 741
34039031800 ELIZABETH CITY UNION 770
34013015900 BLOOMFIELD TWP ESSEX 971
34007602702 PENNSAUKEN TWP CAMDEN 1,030
34001012100 PLEASANTVILLE CITY ATLANTIC 502
34013012300 IRVINGTON TWP ESSEX 699
34039038900 PLAINFIELD CITY UNION 607
34007609204 WINSLOW TWP CAMDEN 1,102
34041030700 PHILLIPSBURG TOWN WARREN 1,134
34007607802 LINDENWOLD BORO CAMDEN 599
34001001200 ATLANTIC CITY ATLANTIC 527
34005701203 BURLINGTON CITY BURLINGTON 515
34007603002 PENNSAUKEN TWP CAMDEN 1,175
34031182600 PATERSON CITY PASSAIC 814
34039035300 LINDEN CITY UNION 852
34039032001 ELIZABETH CITY UNION 621
34007609203 WINSLOW TWP CAMDEN 1,799
34039031600 ELIZABETH CITY UNION 684
34007602000 CAMDEN CITY CAMDEN 1341
34005702806 WILLINGBORO TWP BURLINGTON 1,128
34013012000 IRVINGTON TWP ESSEX 782
34031175400 PASSAIC CITY PASSAIC 578
34007609202 WINSLOW TWP CAMDEN 1,122
34007604500 COLLINGSWOOD BORO CAMDEN 525
34017001100 JERSEY CITY HUDSON 553
34001011900 PLEASANTVILLE CITY ATLANTIC 1,185
34021000500 TRENTON CITY MERCER 767
34007601102 CAMDEN CITY CAMDEN 713
34031182400 PATERSON CITY PASSAIC 580
34007607702 LINDENWOLD BORO CAMDEN 839
34039035800 RAHWAY CITY UNION 742
34005702802 WILLINGBORO TWP BURLINGTON 1,087
34005702808 WILLINGBORO TWP BURLINGTON 1,078

higher than any municipality in the State.

Average 2005-2006 2005-2006
2005 2006 2005-2006 Tract Citywide
Foreclosure Foreclosure Foreclosure Foreclosure Foreclosure
Filings Filings Rate
53 84 69 99.85 34.69
42 43 43 83.01 34.69
24 106 65 67.71 36.34
61 63 62 62.94 26.81
37 34 36 59.56 34.69
24 66 45 53.19 36.34
40 37 39 47.24 27.95
40 38 39 46.37 22.84
29 17 23 45.63 12.66
37 21 29 44.75 16.80
29 22 26 43.81 32.40
26 42 34 43.2 24.93
26 34 30 42.92 16.80
28 54 41 41.29 22.84
31 26 29 40.25 31.80
27 26 27 38.74 26.81
32 24 28 37.79 8.57
21 36 29 37.01 24.93
28 42 85 36.05 7.30
32 39 36 34.47 12.35
15 19 17 33.86 19.76
27 20 24 33.62 32.40
23 17 20 32.95 36.34
28 42 35 31.76 19.23
34 37 36 31.31 17.11
18 19 19 30.88 19.63
15 17 16 30.36 18.80
12 19 16 30.1 15.40
36 34 35 29.79 12.35
26 22 24 29.48 25.50
10 39 25 28.76 10.05
21 14 18 28.18 24.93
37 64 51 28.07 19.23
20 18 19 27.78 24.93
39 34 37 27.22 26.81
37 24 31 27.04 17.79
21 21 21 26.85 32.40
17 14 16 26.82 14.14
27 33 30 26.74 19.23
11 17 14 26.67 11.54
17 12 15 26.22 12.66
32 30 31 26.16 19.76
15 25 20 26.08 16.80
17 20 19 25.95 26.81
16 14 15 25.86 25.50
18 25 22 25.63 19.63
16 22 19 25.61 10.48
25 30 28 25.3 17.79
24 27 26 23.65 17.79

Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.
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V. Examining Transaction Data:
Loan-to-Price Ratio, Lack of
Equity at the time of Purchase,
and the Rise of Piggyback
Loans

Loan-to-Price Ratio (LTP)"
The first factor TRF examined, LTP, is considered a

Total Median Median Median Median
correlate of mortgage foreclosure for two related reasons. Numher  Purehese  Pureheen | el LTP
First, borrowers with high I.TPs have less equity built up of Loan _ear Price Loan
. . . Camden 513 2000 $45,000 $44,000 0.98
in their property, and are less able to weather economic Camden Env 1,070 2000 $90,000 $84,928 0.98
troubles. Second, borrowers unable to make significant e (1] L0 2003 $172,000.  $163,607  0.95

. . . . Trenton City 487 1999 $61,000 $57,680 0.95
down payments were hkely in weaker financial posmons Statewide 29,559 2000 $138,000 $123,978 0.95

initially. Since 2000, New Jersey has had the lowest LTP
ratio in the Mid-Atlantic region. While still maintaining the

Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.

lowest ratio in the region, New Jersey’s (and the region’)
LTP has increased since 2003, with a2 2006 median of 72

petcent.™

While the overall LTP for the State is below the regional
value, homeowners with loans in foreclosure have almost
uniformly high LTPs. To examine the financial health of
a foreclosed homeowner, TRF examined the LTP of the
home that went into foreclosure at the time of purchase,
and whether that purchase loan, or a later refinance was
actually the loan in foreclosure. This is a good indication
of whether homeowners in foreclosure, be it from a
purchase money mortgage or a later refinance, started off

in a weaker economic position.

The typical homeowner in foreclosure purchased their
home with a significantly higher LTP than the state as a
whole. Statewide, for loans in foreclosure, the median
homeowner’s LTP at time of purchase was 95%. Ina
market with rising home prices, the financial danger of
high LTP mortgages is somewhat ameliorated because
price appreciation will soon reduce the LTP. However, if

a homeowner has other debts (or accumulates additional
post-mortgage debt), or if the housing market does

not appreciate, homeowners who purchased with high
LTPs are less likely to be able to pull through economic
problems.

Capital at the point of impact.

13 Typically the loan-to-value (LTV) is the relevant measure. However, TRF

did not have access to the appraisal reports for homes purchased with loans
subsequently going into foreclosure. Properly, the LTV is defined as the fraction
of the property’s value comprised by the mortgage(s). The property’s value is the
lower of the sale price or appraised value. Thus, we have a loan-to-price ratio,
not a true LTV.

14 Federal Housing Finance Board. Terms on Conventional Home Mortgages

—2006. Available at www.thfb.gov.
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Piggyback Loans

Related to the issue of lack of equity
is the recent rise of homeowners
who take out two loans when buying
their home. Commonly referred to as
piggybacks or 80/20’, homeowners
use piggyback loans as a substitute
for a down payment, to avoid

the conforming loan limits, or to
circumvent the necessity to obtain
private mortgage insurance. TRF
uses HMDA data to approximate how
frequently homeowners, take out two
loans to purchase their home.

Statewide, 17.1% of New Jersey’s
2006 HMDA purchase transactions
contained multiple loans from the
same lender. * 'This percentage is up
substantially from 12.1% in 2005 and
4.8% in 2004. As the map details,
piggyback loans are much more
prevalent in Northern New Jersey,
especially in Essex, Union, Passaic
and Hudson Counties. Given the
substantially higher average home
prices in the northern part of New
Jersey, it is not surprising that we
observe the greatest utilization of
piggyback loans in that region.

New Jersey Piggyback Loans in Foreclosure 2003-2006

Number of Purchase Money  Percent of Purchases
Piggyback Loans Mortgages in in Foreclosure
in Foreclosure Foreclosure with Piggybacks
2003 120 3,437 35% 15 TRF uses an algorithm to find piggyback
2004 149 3417 4.4% loans in HMDA that includes using lender names,
0 census tracts, and the race, sex and income

2005 il 3’884 107 i of the borrower. A homeowner who received a

2006 1.261 4.305 29.3% piggyback loan from a different lender will not

Total 1,944 15,043 12.9% be identified using this method. This means
Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases. we somewhat underestimate the prevalence of

piggyback loans. TRF’s estimation of piggyback

loans can be found at www.policymap.com.
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Except that a homeowner may be paying additional fees
and costs, taking out two loans when purchasing a home

is not in and of itself inherently harmful. However, a
piggyback loan in foreclosure usually signifies a New Jersey
homeowner who had zero equity in their home at the time
of purchase. The overwhelming majority of borrowers in
foreclosure with piggyback loans (92.3%), borrowed equal
to or greater than 100 percent of the sales price of their
home. A homeowner with zero equity in their home is not
only susceptible to economic shocks but may also have a
greater economic incentive to walk away from their home
should they encounter financial difficulty.

Not only were buyers with piggyback loans likely to have
little or no equity in their home, but these same borrowers
were significantly more likely to receive a subprime loan
than the general population. Of 2006 purchases in New
Jersey that used two loans, 46% had a rate spread on the

first loan, and 54% had a rate spread on the second. '

Of the four locales where TRF looked more deeply,
Newark had by far the highest percentage of purchase
money mortgages in foreclosure (2003-2006) with
piggyback loans, at 18.6% of the loans in foreclosure. In
Camden (1.7% of loans in foreclosure), Camden environs
(5.8%), and Trenton (6.6%), the prevalence of piggyback
loans was not neatly as great.

How then, did borrowers with two loans fare compared
to the general population? As might be expected, the data
indicate that using a piggyback loan when buying a home
correlates with a higher rate of foreclosure. For example,
HMDA data show that 17.1% of all New Jersey purchase
loans had piggybacks from the same lender.

When looking at foreclosure filings by year, it is clear

that homes with piggyback loans are a fairly recent
phenomenon. In fact, the number of purchase loans in
foreclosure in 2006 with piggyback loans increased almost
ten-fold since 2003. Of 2005-2006 purchase loans already
in foreclosure by the end of 2006, homes with piggyback
loans from the same lender accounted for 40.1% of
foreclosures.

Capital at the point of impact.

In short, a homeowner with a piggyback loan likely

had less money for a down payment, had a higher LTP
when buying her home, and was more likely to have a
subprime mortgage than a homeowner in foreclosure
without a piggyback loan. By any measure, this is a risky
combination.

16 Throughout the report, we discuss subprime loans and rate spreads. For the
purposes of this report, any first lien with a reported rate spread to HVMDA, i.e.,

a rate spread of at least 3% above the relevant Treasury rate, is considered a
subprime loan. A second lien with a reported rate spread to HMDA, of at least 5%

above Treasury, is considered subprime.

17 Because we use HMDA data, which has limited borrower information, we are
unable to identify properties with piggyback loans from different banks. However,
because in Realquest we can determine piggyback loans that come from different
lenders, are able to approximate the magnitude of the number of piggyback loans
that will not be counted using this methodology. In fact, using Realquest, we
found that the large majority of loans with piggybacks in foreclosure (89.5%) in
2005 and 2006 were from the same lender. So, while counting piggyback loans
from different lenders would increase the share of piggyback loans in foreclosure,

it would not fundamentally alter the general finding.
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Adjustable Rate Mortgages

The explosion in adjustable rate mortgages (ARMs) ) ) )
According to data from the Federal Housing Finance

Board’s Monthly Interest Rate Survey,?® 20% of the
conventional mortgages originated in New Jersey in

2006 had adjustable interest rates. This was higher than
Delaware’s 7%, New York’s 16% and Pennsylvania’s 8%.
Although there were years in New Jersey with higher
percentages of ARMs (e.g., 28% in 2000 or 33% in 1990),
this does represent a post-2000 high.

has also been cited as a cause of the rising number of
foreclosures. Many ARMs are subprime, sold with two
or three-year ‘teaser’ rates, that can increase significantly
at the first rate adjustment and over the life of the loan.
Additionally, many loans have interest rate floors that
insure that no matter how low the relative index falls (e.g,
LIBOR), the interest rate on the loan will never drop

below the first rate after the teaser period expires.

Statewide, 33.3% of the loans in foreclosure had adjustable
rates. However, like piggyback loans, ARMs have
dramatically increased their share of foreclosure filings
within the last four years. In 2003, 17.7% of NJ loans in

Additionally, over recent years, many ARMs were
underwritten given the payment at the intial ‘teaser’

rates.®® For many homeowners, this means that after their

mortgage adjusts at the end of the second or third year, foreclosure were ARMs. By 2006, ARMs accounted for
they will likely face difficulty meeting the obligation and half of all loans in foreclosure.
may need to refinance. *°

In Newark, 41.2% of loans in foreclosure were ARMs.
Interest rates were at or near historic lows when many Camden, Camden environs and Trenton all had lower
of these loans were otiginated. The LIBOR hit an all- percentages of loans in foreclosure with adjustable rates,

time low in July of 2003, and was consistently below its 19.6%, 27.6%, and 20.1% respectively.

historical median in 2003, 2004 and part of 2005. Yet, as
the data show, ARMs in New Jersey increased dramatically

Year of Percent of
in 2004, when interest rates were still low. The implication Foreclosure Foreclosures
is that many homeowners have loans that will almost Filing with ARMS
cain . tei th fth 2003 17.70%
certain y eXperlence rate increases over € course o (& 2004 21.90%
loan. 2005 34.40%
6-Month LIBOR Rate; 2006 °0.10%

Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.
1990-2008 ! /

FIXED (or not listed) ADJ

Count Percent Count Percent

amden 381 80.4 93 19.6 474

CamdenEnv 702 72.4 267 27.6 969

Newark City 668 58.8 469 41.2 1,137

! M \ / Trenton City 350 79.9 88 20.1 438
: \}. / tatewide 17,867 66.7 8,940 33.3 26,807

2
\v—[ Source: TRF analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.
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s & & $ & & &
R &

S & &
O

Month/Year

Source: www.harpfinancial.com/InterestRateHistory16MonthLIBOR2.htm

18 On October 4, 2006 the financial regulatory agencies issued guidance 19 The typical ARM is a “2/28,” meaning a fixed initial interest rate for two years
suggesting that nontraditional mortgages be underwritten at the fully indexed (the ‘teaser rate’), and then 28 years of a loan that adjusts based on current
interest rate (www.occ.treas.gov/fr/fedregister/71fr58609.pdf). interest rates, typically LIBOR.

20 http://thfb.gov/Default.aspx?Page=53
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In addition, when looking at the origination dates of the
loans in foreclosure, it becomes apparent that ARMS are
not only playing an ever greater role in the foreclosure
problem in New Jersey, but they are going into foreclosure
very quickly. Of the loans made in 2005-2006 that had
already reached foreclosure by the end of 20006, roughly 67
percent were loans with adjustable rates. These loans likely
went into foreclosure before they reset to their higher rate.

It is also worth noting that the increased number of
foreclosure filings in New Jersey is occurring at precisely
the same time as many of the ARMS originated in 2003-
2005 are beginning to increase.

There are many estimates of the extent of ARM resets in
the coming years. Mark Zandi of Moody’s Economy.com,
Inc. reports that mortgages totaling approximately $875
billion will reset across the country in 2008 and 2009. Of
that amount, $500 billion will be from subprime loans.”
Cagan provides a series of tables showing that of loans
originated between 2004 and 2006, some 6.2 million loans
will reset for the first time in 2007 and beyond.** With
respect to New Jersey, there are an

estimated 32,719 subptime ARM loans Estimated Number of Subprime Loans Resetting
expected to reset in 2008, and another

14,915 expected to reset in 2009. The Property State zolgseSEt Yea2rOOg Total Resetting HEAC R?nsgg(l)%g
data show that compared to New Delaware 3,885 1,365 5,250 74.0%
Jersey’s neighboring states, the percent Pennsylvania 35,660 11,540 47,200 75.6%
of subprime ARMs resetting in 2008 is ~ New York 41,411 17,894 59,305 69.8%

New Jersey 32,719 14,915 47,634 68.7%

marginally lower.”?
Source: Moody’s Economy.com.

In fact, although there is a general
concern that foreclosures will greatly
increase when many high-cost ARMs reset, most of the
ARMs that did reach foreclosure in this study did so before
their rates could have reset. Of ARMs in foreclosure from
2003-2000, 80.2 percent went into foreclosure within two
years of the origination date, and 91.4 percent went into
foreclosure within three years of the origination date. In
other words ARMs are going into foreclosure during the
period when they are least expensive for the consumer.

21 Zandi, Mark. “Subprime Q&A”. Regional Financial Review, February 2007.

22 Cagan, Chris. (2007) “Mortgage Payment Reset: the issue and the impact.”
www.loanperformance.com/infocenter/whitepaper/FARES_reset_whitepaper_

021406.pdf.

23 FDIC calculations based on LoanPerformance ABS database as provided
: 17
Capital at the point of impact. by Moody's Economy.com.



Subprime Lending

In the most generous evaluations of subprime lending,
subprime loans are higher priced and made to a riskier
pool of applicants. All things being equal, combining
consumers with imperfect credit histories and higher-
cost loans, one would expect to see a higher rate

of foreclosure than in the prime market. In fact,

the Center for Responsible Lending estimated that
19.6% of subprime loans made in 2006 would go into
foreclosure in New Jersey, and 19.4% nationally figures

that exceed prime foreclosure expectations.24

Data on subprime loan originations is generally limited
to that which we can retrieve from the Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (HMDA) database. These data, after
2004, allow us to assess which loans were subprime
based on the pricing of the loan. What we observe

in New Jersey is that subprime lending, as a percent

of both purchase money and refinance mortgages,

has increased substantially between 2004 and 2006 —
peaking in 2005. In 2004, subprime loans comprised 1-
out-of-every-9.7 home purchase mortgages and 1-out-
of-every-7.6 mortgage refinances. By 2006, subprime
loans comprised 1-out-of-every-4.4 home purchase
mortgages and 1-out-of-every-4.1 mortgage refinances.

According to 2006 HMDA data, 22.5% of all
originated home purchase loans in New Jersey carried
an APR of at least 3% above the relevant Treasury
threshold value at the time the loan was originated.
24.6% of all originated refinance loans in the State
wete loans with an APR more than 3% above the
relevant Treasury value.

What are the characteristics of subprime loans and
borrowers? According to data supplied by Freddie Mac,?
based on data from First American CorelLogic, we find
that in New Jersey:

® The percentage of subprime loans that are ARMs rose
from 41% in 2002 to 73% in 2006. New Jersey’s 73% is
higher than all states neighboring New Jersey.

The percentage of subprime loans to non-owners was
14% in 2006. New Jersey’s percentage is lower than
Delaware’s 25%, equal to Pennsylvania’s, but higher
than New York’s 11%.

Capital at the point of impact.
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Percent ARMs of All Subprime Loans

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Delaware 51% 52% 68% 74% 66%
Pennsylvania 49%  48% 60% 68% 65%
New York 35% 41% 63%  71% 69%
New Jersey 41%  47% 71%  78% 73%
Percent of Subprime Loans
to Non-Owners
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Delaware 19% 25% 27%  27% 25% =
Pennsylvania 11% 12% 15% 14% 14% = o5 s
New York 10% 11% 13% 12% 11% T o -
New Jersey 14%  15% 18% 18% 14% § o < g
23 =3
: Q0D
Average LTV of Subprime Loans aZz0Zz
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 = G O o
Delaware 88% 87% 84%  81% 81% = — —
Pennsylvania _ 86% 87% 86%  84% 84% - 5 o O
New York 82% 84% 82%  80% B80% = & &
New Jersey 83% 84% 83% 81% 81% © O D O
TS SQ
Average Debt-to-Income Ratio of g_ 222
Subprime Loans 560606
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 = E E E
Delaware 38% 37% 37%  39% 40% % © 0 0o
Pennsylvania _ 37% 37% 38% 39% 30% © o
New York 37% 38% 39%  40% 41% <« © T T
NewJersey  37% 38% 38%  40% 41% 5 o o o
5 T T O
Average FICO Scores of Borrowers [l E E E
with Subprime Loans Laihaihaih
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 &
Delaware 653 670 678 681 679 -
Pennsylvania 651 665 669 670 667
New York 675 681 682 687 688
New Jersey 668 672 679 683 683

24 Center for Responsible Lending, “CRL Projected Foreclosure
Rates for 2006 Subprime Mortgage Loans.” Available at: http://

www.responsiblelending.org/issues/mortgage/foreclosure_rates.html

Refinance

2004 2005 2006
Purchase Refinance Purchase Refinance Purchase Refinance
Delaware 10.0% 17.0% 21.7% 30.3% 18.9% 26.6%
Pennsylvania 11.3% 15.9% 21.9% 28.8% 19.7% 24.1%
New York 11.3% 16.6% 27.8% 31.4% 23.7% 28.7%
New Jersev 10.3% 13.2% 27.5% 27.9% 22.5% 24.6%




Loan Type

e Total Total Total

Year Of Delinquencies; Delinquencies; Delinquencies; Delinquencies;

State Origination Time Frame Prime, Fixed Prime, ARM Subprime, Fixed Subprime ARM
Same Year 2.94% 3.04%
Within Next Calendar Year 2.28% 2.00% 12.83% 14.33%
Within Two Calendar Years 3.13% 2.74% 14.92% 16.51%
2004 Within Three Calendar Years 3.15% 377% 20.58% 29.15%
Same Year 1.36% 1.60% 7.17% 8.44%
Within Next Calendar Year 2.87% 2.91% 14.11% 18.37%
2005 Within Two Calendar Years 3.59% 5.15% 21.46% 28.02%
Same Year 2.04% 1.90% 6.50% 16.60%
2006 Within Next Calendar Year 4.27% 5.30% 18.89% 27.07%
Delaware 2007 Same Year 2.00% 2.47% 8.73% 19.71%
Same Year 1.66% 1.67% 4.17% 5.21%
Within Next Calendar Year 3.17% 2.60% 16.08% 18.50%
Within Two Calendar Years 3.91% 3.45% 19.01% 24.23%
2004 Within Three Calendar Years 4.08% 5.40% 19.99% 30.11%
Same Year 1.61% 1.75% 6.65% 10.91%
Within Next Calendar Year 3.29% 3.43% 15.13% 20.80%
2005 Within Two Calendar Years 4.08% 6.65% 19.28% 28.92%
Same Year 1.96% 2.63% 8.02% 15.43%
2006 Within Next Calendar Year 4.36% 7.02% 18.63% 26.36%
Pennsvlvania 2007 Same Year 2.36% 2.56% 9.73% 22.20%
Same Year 1.93% 1.64% 3.35% 4.32%
W ithin Next Calendar Year 2.80% 2.36% 13.03% 14.58%
Within Two Calendar Years 3.10% 3.07% 16.32% 18.39%
2004 W ithin Three Calendar Years 3.28% 3.89% 18.72% 22.63%
Same Year 1.66% 2.08% 6.47% 9.36%
Within Next Calendar Year 3.15% 3.57% 14.89% 19.92%
2005 Within Two Calendar Years 3.82% 5.53% 20.11% 25.94%
Same Year 2.11% 3.16% 8.63% 16.65%
2006 Within Next Calendar Year 4.79% 7.15% 20.81% 27.24%
New Jersey 2007 Same Year 2.57% 3.60% 9.59% 22.51%

Source: TRF Analysis of McDash Analytics

® The average LTV of subprime loans declined
from a peak of 84% in 2003 to 81% in 2006. New
Jersey’s LTV is comparable to Delaware, lower than
Pennsylvania (84%) and higher than New York (80%).

® The average debt-to-income ratio rose from 37% in
2002 to 41% in 2006. 41% is higher than Delaware
(40%) and Pennsylvania (39%).

® The average FICO score of subprime borrowers rose
from 668 to 683. Aside from New York’s 688, this score
is higher than Pennsylvania and Delaware.

These data suggest increasing risk of foreclosure in New
Jersey based on the rising share of ARMs and relatively
high debt-to-income ratios. Countering these risk factors,
we observed relatively low shares of subprime loans in
New Jersey to non-owners, advantageous LTVs and rising

FICO scores among subprime borrowers.

Just how much riskier are subprime loans than their
prime counterparts? Using New Jersey servicing data
from McDash Analytics, Inc. we can observe levels of
delinquency by loan type for New Jersey (and for the
neighboring states of Pennsylvania and Delaware). These
data show that not only are subprime loans more likely
to go delinquent than prime loans, so too are ARMs
compared to fixed-rate loans. The greatest incidence of
delinquency is found among subprime ARM:s.

These data also allow us to examine the “vintage” of

the loan (i.e., the year that the loan was originated). For
example, we can examine how many prime fixed-rate loans
originated in 2007 were delinquent at the end of 2007.
The older the loan, the more years post-origination we can
track. It is important to note that the delinquency statistics
are not cumulative; they are a snapshot of loan pools on
December 31st of the stated year.

In a relatively constant economic environment, we would
expect that the likelihood of delinquency as cohorts of
loans age to be consistent. Differences would largely be
a result of economic fluctuations (e.g., a large rise or fall
in unemployment). However, from 2004 to 2007, there is
a noticeable increase in the percent of loans - especially
subprime ARM:s - that are delinquent at the end of the
same year in which they were originated.

Notice how the rates of first-year delinquency increase
since 2004. This change is especially pronounced for
subprime ARM loans. Of subprime ARMs originated in
2004, 4.3% were delinquent by the end of 2004; of those
originated in 2007, 22.5% were delinquent by the end of
2007. There were also substantial rises (albeit less severe)
in the likelihood of early delinquencies in prime loans

— both fixed-rate and ARMs. Compared to its neighbors,
the New Jersey profile is comparable to Pennsylvania but
less adverse than Delaware.
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Most Active Lenders in New Jersey Originating Subprime Loans, 2006

% of
Lenders’ Lenders’
2006 Share of All
Subprime Prime Total Activity 2006 NJ Rate
Mortgage Mortgages Mortgages that was Spread
2006, NJ 2006, NJ 2006, NJ Subprime Loans
Fremont Investment & Loan 6,959 223 7,182 96.90 8.45
New Century Mortgage Corp. 5,062 363 5,425 93.31 6.15
WMC Mortgage Company 4,811 305 5116 94.04 5.84
Countrywide Home Loans 4,320 14,982 19,302 22.38 5.25
National City Bank 3,531 4,079 7,610 46.40 4.29
Indymac Bank, F.S.B. 3,198 4,525 7,723 41.41 3.88
Option One Mortgage Corp 3,160 122 3,282 96.28 3.84
Chase Manhatten Bank USA 2,857 180 3,037 94.07 3.47
Argent Mortgage Company 2,705 396 3,101 87.23 3.29
Long Beach Mortgage Co. 2,552 143 2,695 94.69 3.10
Decision One Mortgage 2,348 139 2,487 94.41 2.85
Wells Fargo Bank 2,299 15,334 17,633 13.04 2.79
Equifirst Corporation 2,161 115 2,276 94.95 2.63
Accredited Home Lenders, Inc 2,071 186 2,257 91.76 2.52
Countrywide Bank 1,506 3,738 5,244 28.72 1.83
Homecoming Financial Network 1,406 3,633 5,039 27.90 1.71
Keybank National Association 1,124 343 1,467 76.62 1.37
Ameriquest Mortgage Company 1,096 491 1,587 69.06 1.33
American Home Mortgage Corp 989 3,027 4,016 24.63 1.20
Delta Funding Corporation 977 45 1,022 95.60 1.19
NJ Total 2006 82,318 212,946 295,264 27.88 NA

Data includes both purchase mortgages and mortgage refinances.
Source: TRF Analysis of HMDA, 2006.

Originated Mortgages by NJ County, 2006
35000

30000

25000

20000

15000

10000

5000

mPurchase Prime = Refinance Prime @ Purchase Subprime M Refinance S ubprime
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2004-05 Lender Characterization
Originated Loans b

Percent
HMDA Loans in Median
Lender Loans Foreclosure Years to
Originated®* by 12/2006 Foreclosure
Prime 77.03% 39.5% 1.2
Both 6.92% 11.6% 1.1
Subprime 16.05% 49.0% 1.0

Percent
Foreclosures
with
Piggyback
Loans
13.1%

11.9%

17.8%

Source: TRF analysis of HMDA, 2004 and 2005.

To further examine subprime loans, and how they compare
to the loan pool in general, TRF used 2004 and 2005
HMDA data to characterize lenders as substantially prime
lenders (at least 80% of loans with no reported rate
spread), lenders that make both types of loans (20 % to
49.9 % or loans with a rate spread), and lenders that are
substantially subprime (at least half of loans originated
with a rate spread).* In previous studies, TRF relied on
the list of subprime lenders from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development mixed with internal
research to characterize lenders. However, with rate
spreads provided by HMDA, we can now characterize
lenders precisely on the number of subprime loans that
they made specifically within the State of New Jersey.

We isolated foreclosures to those on loans originated

in 2004 and 2005, to accurately compare them to their
corresponding HMDA data. While subprime lenders
originated only 16% of loans originated in 2004-2005, they
accounted for 49% of the loans in foreclosure. *

By default, when looking at loans in foreclosure originated
in 2004 and 2005, we are examining loans that have gone
into foreclosure quickly. Loans from primarily subprime
lenders reach foreclosure faster (1 year) than loans from
prime lenders (1.2 years). Additionally, loans in foreclosure
originated by subprime lenders are more likely to have
“piggyback loans” (17.8 percent) than loans from prime
lenders (13.1 percent).

Capital at the point of impact.

26 We categorize lenders, rather than specific loans, because there is no reliable
public source to find individual rate spreads for loans that reached foreclosure.
Given the number of lending institutions that make multiple types of loans, it is
always difficult to choose a percentage of a lender’s business by which we define
them as subprime. Minor modifications to these categories do not produce
substantial differences in the conclusions we draw about the role of subprime

lending in the New Jersey foreclosure situation.

27 It is important to note that with the rise of lenders that make significant
numbers of both prime and subprime loans, characterizing lenders as prime or
subprime is imprecise. We attempt to ameliorate this concern with the addition of
lenders that make both prime and subprime. However, it is still worth considering
that many loans in foreclosure from “prime” or “both” lenders may actually be
subprime loans. For example, Countrywide is considered a lender that does both
prime and subprime loans. However, its sheer size means that it is still one of
New Jersey’s largest originators of subprime loans, and many of its foreclosures

may be specifically from its subprime pool.
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V. Additional Analysis of Properties
and Loans in Foreclosure

In addition to the loan information above, we are

able to identify a number of different characteristics
about mortgages in foreclosure from 2003 to 2006. This
includes the median sale price of the home in foreclosure,
the year the property itself was purchased, how quickly the
loan reached foreclosure, whether the loan was federally
insured, and other information about the mortgage
transaction.

Median Home Value for Property

in Foreclosure

Statewide, the typical sale price of a home in foreclosure
between 2003 and 2006 was $138,000. The typical home
in foreclosure in Camden, one of the lowest valued areas
in the State, was significantly lower than the State as a
whole, at $44,000. In the towns immediately adjacent to
Camden, the median home in foreclosure was purchased
for $84,928, substantially higher than in Camden. In
Trenton, the typical price of a home in foreclosure was
$57,680. The median sale price of homes in foreclosure in
Newark was $172,000, higher than the State average.

Number Median Median

of Foreclosure Purchase Purchase
Filings Year Price

Camden 513 2000 $45,000 $44,000

Camden Env 1,070 2000 $90,000 $84,928 0.98
Newark City 1,217 2003 $172,000 $163,607 0.95
Trenton City 487 1999 $61,000 $57,680  0.95
Statewide 29,559 2000 $138,000 $123,978 0.95

Source: TRF analysis of Realty Trac and FARES databases.
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Percent of Properties in Foreclosure by Purchase Year
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The typical New Jersey homeowner in foreclosure from
2003-2006 purchased their home in 2000. While a median
year of 2000 does not on its face seem remarkable, given
that the time period of this study is foreclosures filed
from 2003-2000, the large number and percent of homes
purchased in 2005-2000, already in foreclosure by the end
of 20006 is striking.

Additionally, the data varies by locality. In Trenton,

homes in foreclosure were most likely purchased between
2000 and 2002, compared to a typical Newark home in
foreclosure that was most likely purchased between 2003
and 2005 . The median year a property in foreclosure was
purchased in Newark was 2003, whereas the State, along
with Camden and its environs, was in 2000; Trenton was in
1999.

Purpose of Loan

The New Jersey data show that more than half (56.1%) of
the loans were purchase money mortgages, while 43.9%
were refinances. In Philadelphia and Baltimore, two places
where TRF previously studied mortgage foreclosures, 60%
and 62% respectively of loans in foreclosure were for the
purchase of the home.

m Capital at the point of impact.

Camden had a higher percentage of purchase money
mortgages in foreclosures than the New Jersey average
(85.4%). 65.1% of the loans in foreclosure in towns
surrounding Camden were used to purchase a home, while
in Newark, 76.5% and Trenton 68.3% were mortgages

for home purchases. It is not immediately clear why
homeowners in a city like Camden are so much more likely
to have a home purchase mortgage in foreclosure than a
refinance. One explanation may be that home values in
Camden have not generally increased, making it harder to
access equity developed through price appreciation or to

refinance into a new loan when homeowners are met with

financial difficulty.
Refinance Purchase Money
Mortgage
Count Percent | Count Percent
Camden 69 14.6 405 85.4 474
CamdenEnv 338 34.9 631 65.1 969
Newark City 267 23.5 870 76.5 1,137
Trenton City 139 31.7 299 68.3 438
Statewide 11,764 43.9 15,043 56.1 26,807
Source: TRF analysis of Realty Trac and FARES databases.
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Mortgage Foreclosure Filings in New Jersey

A Study by The Reinvestment Fund for the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs and the Ford Foundation

Time to Foreclosure

In recent years, loans have reached foreclosure in New
Jersey remarkably fast. Statewide, the median time a loan
reached foreclosure in 2005-2006 was only 1.7 years.”
This is significantly faster than other states and cities
where TRF conducted foreclosure studies. For example,
the median time for a loan to reach foreclosure in Monroe
County, PA was 2.8 years; Montgomery County, PA Camden Env
was 3.9 years; New Castle, DE was 4.3 years; Baltimore,
MD was 3 years; and Philadelphia, PA was 4 years. (It is
important to note it is hard to strictly compare New Jersey
to other locations because previous studies examined
catlier time periods of mortgage foreclosures.)

Drilling deeper into the speed in which a loan reaches Trenton City
foreclosure reveals another worry for New Jersey: an
examination of foreclosure filings by the individual year
in which loans went into foreclosure shows that loans
are reaching foreclosure faster. While the median loan
in foreclosure in 2005 took approximately two years to
reach foreclosure (that is, the typical loan was originated
in 2003), the corresponding median loan in 2006 reached
foreclosure in 1.5 years.

Time to Foreclosure

Foreclosure Median
Filing Year (in Years)

2005

2006
2-Year
Median

2005
2006
2-Year
Median

Source: TRF Analysis of Realty Trac and FARES databases.

28 Because of constraints on data available, we are only able to give times from

origination to foreclosure for 2005-2006.
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Loan Type Loans in Camden were far more likely to be federally

Government-insured loans, particularly FHA loans, are insured by HUD than New Jersey as a whole. More than
generally intended to assist lower- or moderate-income fifty percent (54.2%) of the Camden loans in foreclosure
homeowners with limited savings. As such, they tend were government-insured. Neighborhoods around

to experience a higher rate of default than conventional Camden also had high ratios of FHA loans in foreclosure,
prime loans, and are less risky than the typical subprime at 46.1%. Newark and Trenton had a substantially lower
loan. Statewide, FHA and VA insured loans constitute percentage of government-insured loans in foreclosure -
22.4% of all loans in foreclosure. consistent with the statewide percentages; 19% in Newark

and 22.1% in Trenton.

While FHA loans may go into foreclosure
at an elevated rate, it is worthwhile to note
that the FHA pool does not appear to be

CONYV (and notlisted) | FHA/VA Private Party Total
Count Percent Count Percent | Count Percent Count

the driver of loans that are rapidly reaching

CamdenEny o >1.3 447 46.1 25 26 | 969 | foreclosure. Unlike the trend of ARMs and
Trenton City 72.8 97 22.1 22 5.0 piggyback loans reaching foreclosure very

quickly, there are only a small percentage

Source: TRF analysis of Realty Trac and FARES database. of very recent FHA loans (rnade in 2005

and 2006) that were already in

foreclosure at the end of our study

Foreclosure FHA/VA Loans CONV (or Not Listed) Loans period.?” More importantly, as a

Filing Year N Median (in Years) N ERIER el proportion of identified loans

in foreclosure, FHA loans are
shrinking. In 2003, FHA/VA loans
represented 33% of all identified
Camden loans in foreclosure. In 2000, they

Env 2005 represented 12.9%.
2006
2-Year
Median

Trenton
City

29 FHA loans accounted for 4.7 % of 2005

loans and 1.5% of 2006 loans in foreclosure
by the end of 2006.

’m Capital at the point of impact. 25

Source: TRF analysis of Realty Trac and FARES databases.



VI. Market Indicators Related to
Mortgage Foreclosure

A number of non-lending specific statistics are commonly
offered as either causes or indicators of the extent to
which a locality will experience foreclosure. We explore
five: housing cost burdens, unemployment, housing

price and affordability, percent of New Jersey’s economy
involved in the real estate sector and mortgages as

a percent of aggregate home value. None of these
indicators are determinative of New Jersey’s foreclosure
trend, but each is useful in understanding how New Jersey
compares to other states in the Mid-Atlantic region.

A. Housing Cost Burden

One common indicator of elevated foreclosure risk is

a high percentage of homeowners who are considered
economically burdened by their housing costs (defined as
paying 30% or more of their income towards housing).
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 40.7% of New

Jersey homeowners are considered cost-burdened. Lower

income households are far more likely to face elevated
housing cost-burdens than higher income groups.
This is true not only in New Jersey, but also in other

states.*

Compared to neighboring states, New Jersey has the
highest cost-burden in the region and the third and fifth
highest cost-burdens in the nation, in 2005 and 2006
respectively. Within the state, Passaic, Hunterdon and
Hssex counties each have more than 45% of homeowners
cost-burdened by their homes. *!

Percent of Households that are Cost-Burdened
and Severly Cost-Burdened; 2000-2006
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University (2007). “The State of the Nation’s Housing.”

us us

‘ ‘ (www.jchs.harvard.edu/publications/markets/son2007/
2000 2006

son2007.pdf)

31 American Community Survey, 2005. S2506 Financial
Characteristics of Mortgaged Units, R2513 Percent

Source: Census Summary File 3, 2000 and American Community Survey, 2006.
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of Mortgaged Owners Spending 30% or More on
Household Income on Selected Monthly Owner Costs.
In the 2006 ACS, New Jersey was fifth in the nation.



B. Unemployment Rate

Another common indicator of elevated mortgage
foreclosures is a rise in the unemployment rate.
Unemployment and the associated disruption in income
makes it more difficult for households to afford their
mortgage payments and increases the likelihood of
default or foreclosure. New Jersey’s unemployment rate
pattern is similar to that of the nation. Its unemployment
rate in 2005-2007 is significantly lower than in 2002-
2003, suggesting that a growth in unemployment is not
responsible for the recent increases in foreclosures.

The unemployment rate is formally defined as the
percentage of the labor force that is employed (i.c.,

with a job during the reference week of the reporting
period). Except for a few brief periods, New Jersey’s
unemployment rate is lower than the national average and
its neighboring Mid-Atlantic States, with the exception of
Delaware. Although not shown in the chart, we note that
New Jersey’s unemployment rate climbed from a 2007 low
of 3.8% in October to a 2008 rate of 5.0% in April.

Unemployment Rate; 2000-2007
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics Program.

m Capital at the point of impact.
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C. Affordability of Home Purchases

The New Jersey Association of Realtors (www.njar.

com) reports quarterly data on the relative affordability
of purchasing a home in the state of New Jersey. Their
Housing Affordability Index (HAI) is a comparison of
the typical (i.e., median) home sale price against the typical
family income. Where the median income is sufficient to
purchase a median priced home, the HAI is 100. In those
instances where the median income is greater than what is
necessary to purchase a median priced home, the HAI is
greater than 100; where median income is insufficient to
purchase a median priced home, the HAI is less than 100.
Prior to 2000, New Jersey was somewhat more affordable
than the US average but has since become increasingly
less affordable. Of particular import is the period around
2005 when New Jersey’s HAI went below 100. It is also
interesting to note that the gap between the US and New
Jersey index has grown over time. During the 4th quarter
of calendar year 2007, the most recent time for which data
are available, we observe a slight increase in affordability
for New Jersey. This slight improvement in affordability
is a result of a decline in typical home sale prices with

respect to changes in (estimated) median family income. **
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New Jersey Association of Realtors’
Housing Affordability Index; 1998-2007
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32 NJAR reports that the median price of a single family home dropped from
$381,400 to $355,600 between the 3rd and 4th quarters of 2007. Although
declines were reported across the state during that time period, the drop in
price was most acute in Northern New Jersey (11.9%). Similarly, declines were
experienced across the size of homes (as measured by number of bedrooms);

the greatest median price decline (10.1%) was for the three-bedroom home

sales. [http://www.njar.com/research_statistics/pdf/quarterly_stats/2007Q4.pdf]




D. Real Estate as a Percent of

New Jersey’s Gross Domestic Product
The Gross Domestic Product (GDP)* is a commonly used
measure of the “size” of a region’s economy. Data on New
Jersey’s GDP suggest that housing has been a growing and
disproportionately large percentage of GDP compared
to that of other neighboring states and to the U.S. GDP.
The implication of this is that the recent downturn in the
housing sector and the multi-faceted crisis in the nation’s
mortgage lending markets will likely disproportionately

adversely impact New Jersey’s overall economy.™

Real Estate as a Percent of Gross Domestic Product
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33 The U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis 34 BEA recently released advance 2006 GDP figures by state. These
(BEA) prepares and reports a wide array of indicia related to the U.S. and data show that real estate as a percent of GDP in New Jersey rose
state/regional economies. Among those indicia is the Gross Domestic between 2005 and 2006 more than the US or neighboring states.

Product (GDP). BEA defines GDP as: “A measurement of a state’s
output; it is the sum of value added from all industries in the state. GDP
by state is the state counterpart to the Nation’s gross domestic product

(GDP).” (http://www.bea.gov/glossary/glossary.cfm?letter=G)

Capital at the point of impact.



E. Mortgage as a Percent of

Aggregate Value
The percent of each state’s aggregate home value
“put in play” with mortgage financing is instructive
as a forward-looking indicator of how downturns in
the market may impact New Jersey’s homeowners.
All else being equal: the larger the percentage
of aggregate value that has been mortgaged, the

and 2005; that percentage dropped to under 11% in
2006 — a value between Pennsylvania and Delaware,
but substantially above New York. Is New Jersey’s
11% high? Consider the following percentages for
states with elevated foreclosure rates: California =
15.1%; Florida = 12.4%; Nevada = 21.0%.

greater the impact of a real estate downturn. The
patterns differ by state. The percent of aggregate
value of Delaware homeowners mortgaged jumped
substantially between 2004 and 2005, then declined

in 2006. Pennsylvania experienced a steady decline
between 2004 and 2006. New York, like Pennsylvania,
declined between 2004 and 2006 and ended at the
lowest percentage of its neighboring states. New
Jersey residents mortgaged over 12% of the estimated
aggregate value of owner-occupied real estate in 2004

New Jersey
Aggregate $ Amount
$87,909,942,000
$103,865,519,000
$93,907,740,000

Total Lending Delaware Pennsyvlania New York
Volume (HMDA) Aggregate $ Amount Aggregate $ Amount Aggregate $ Amount
$7,527,369,000 $61,090,799,000 $111,431,756,000
$8,924,085,000 $65,075,339,000 $121,269,323,000
$8,217,420,000 $60,595,369,000 $115,524,744,000

New Jersey
Aggregate $ Amount
$731,517,965,000
$810,356,150,000
$883,490,095,000

Estimated (ACS) Delaware

Aggregate Home Aggregate $ Amount
$48,567,527,500
$55,926,672,500
$64,835,865,000

Pennsyvlania New York
Aggregate $ Amount Aggregate $ Amount
$549,854,910,000 $1,180,145,997,500
$612,046,595,000 $1,346,346,590,000
$673,521,147,500 $1,464,989,232,500

Percent of Value Put Delaware Pennsyvlania New York New Jersey

in Play Percent Percent Percent Percent
15.50% 11.11% 9.44% 12.02%
15.96% 10.63% 9.01% 12.82%
12.67% 9.00% 7.89% 10.63%

Source:TRF analysis of HMDA, 2006 and American Community Survey, 2006.
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Camden-at-a-Glance

2000

Percent

VII. Additional
Information on the
Camden Area

In addition to examining foreclosures
statewide, we looked further at the
properties, loans and lenders involved
in foreclosures in Camden and its
environs. In addition to Camden, we
examined Collingswood, Gloucester
City, Gloucester Township, Haddon
Township, Merchantville Borough,
Oaklyn Borough, Pennsauken Township
and Woodlyn Borough. In Camden,
and in every locality around it that
TRF examined, foreclosures increased
from 2003 to 2006. Camden is a city
with a high level of foreclosures. Itis
also one of New Jersey’s poorest cities.
From 2005 to 20006, an average of 26.8
of every 1,000 Camden homeowners
went into foreclosure, giving Camden

a significantly higher foreclosure rate
than most of New Jersey, and a higher

rate than Philadelphia, its closest big-city

neighbor.

m Capital at the point of impact.

City of Camden Number
Population 79,904
Black or African American 44,224
Hispanic 31,019
Total Housing Units 29,769
Occupied Housing Units 24,177
Owner Occupied Housing Units 11,141
Median Value $40,700
Median Gross Rent $522
Percent High School Grad or higher
Percent Bachelor's Degree or higher
Percent Unemployed
Median Household Income $23,421
Median Family Income $24,612

Percent Below Poverty
Percent (Under 18) Below Poverty

55.3%
38.8%

81.2%
46.1%

51.0%
5.4%
15.9%

35.5%
45.7%

2006
Number Percent
73,838
38,686 52.4%
30,530 41.3%
30,775
24,271 78.9%
10,814 44.6%
$77,100
$636
61.1%
5.3%
15.8%
$25,961
$29,125
35.6%
50.2%

Source: Census Summary Files 1 and 3, 2000; American Community Survey, 2006.

Source: RealtyTrac and Claritas, 2005.
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Owner-  Average of Average of  Average of
Occupied Foreclosures Foreclosures Foreclosures
Housing 2003 & 2004 2004 & 2005 2005 & 2006  Average

Units, per 1,000 per 1,000 per 1,000 Rate

Claritas Owner- Owner- Owner- Change

Foreclosures Projection Occupied Occupied Occupied Per Year

Municipality 2003-2006 2005 Units Units Units 2003-06
Camden City 1,059 11,039 21.15 23.87 26.81 6.70%
Merchantville Borough 59 934 10.17 17.67 21.41 27.6%
Gloucester City 177 3,085 15.88 14.42 12.80 - 4.80%
Gloucester Township 753 18,293 8.12 9.76 12.46 13.4%
Pennsauken Township 468 10,165 10.67 11.56 12.35 3.90%
Collingswood Borough 142 3,422 9.21 9.64 11.54 6.30%
Oaklyn Borough 32 1,216 4.52 6.99 8.63 22.7%
Haddon Township 64 4,332 3.12 3.12 4.27 9.20%
Woodlynne Borough 0 655 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%

Source: TRF Analysis of RealtyTrac and FARES databases, and Claritas, 2005.

Percent Subprime of All Loan Originations
by Loan Purpose; 2006

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

lons

40.0%

30.0%

Percent of Originat

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%
Camden City Collingswood  Gloucester Haddon Merchantville Oaklyn Pennsauken ~ Woodlynne Total area
Borough Township Township Borough Borough Township Borough

Area

®Purchase HRefinance

Source: HMDA, 2006.

As noted previously, the rates of foreclosure among subprime loans tend to be greater than among prime loans.
Based on data from the 2006 HMDA database, we observe relatively high percentages of subprime loans for both
the purchase of homes and the refinance of existing loans in Camden, Gloucester Township, and Pennsauken;
Merchantville has a high percentage of refinance loans that is subprime. Note that although Woodlynne Boro has
high percentages subprime (purchase and refinance), the number of loan originations is relatively small. We observe
that along with the high percentages of subprime originations in many of these locales, we also find high foreclosure
ratios. Other areas (e.g., Collingswood) have lower percentages subprime and lower foreclosure ratios.
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Filings 2003-04

GATEWAY FUNDING

COUNTRYWIDE 13
PNC BANK 8
AMERICAN RESID MTG 12
WELLS FARGO 7
FLEET 5
ARGENT 1
WESTAMERICA MTG CO 7
ATLANTIC COAST MTG 4
SELECT MTG CO 6

Source: TRF Analysis of FARES and RealtyTrac databases.

Because TRE was able to match the foreclosure filing
information with the FARES database, we were able
to identify the lender that originated the loan subject
to the foreclosure filing. As noted previously, not

all loans could be found in the FARES database;

we have no reason to believe that the loans found

in FARES are different from those not found. The
table above reflects the originating lender of loans

in foreclosure and the frequency by which they were
found in the foreclosure filing database. Only lenders

Subprime
Mortgages
Camden Area, 2006

Lender

New Century Mortgage Corp. 126
Countrywide Home Loans 119
National City Bank 88
WMC Mortgage Company 85
Fremont Investment & Loan 82
Equifirst Corp. 80
Option One Mortgage Corp. 74
Long Beach Mortgage Co. 72
Decision One Mortgage 68
Argent Mortgage Company 59

Filings 2005-06

Prime Mortgages
Camden Area, 2006

Percent of
Loans in
Foreclosure

Total Number
of Loans in
Foreclosure

24 5.1%
17 3.6%
16 3.4%
15 3.2%
14 3.0%
13 2.7%
11 2.3%
10 2.1%
10 2.1%

with 10 or more loans subject to foreclosure filings are

shown. We observe that the lender with the largest number

of loans in foreclosure is Gateway Funding, Gateway’s

25 loans in foreclosure represent 5.3% of all foreclosure

filings. A close second is Countrywide with 24 loans in
foreclosure. Countrywide’s share of all filings is 5.1%.

We also provide a table of lenders and their respective
subprime lending activity for 2006.

% of Lender’s

Lender’s Market Share

Total 2006 of All 2006

Mortgages Activity Camden Area
Camden that was Subprime

Area, 2006 Subprime Loans

2 128 98.4% 6.4%
292 411 29.0% 6.0%
70 158 55.7% 4.5%
10 95 89.5% 4.3%
3 85 96.5% 4.2%
5 85 94.1% 4.1%
0 74 100% 3.8%
1 73 98.6% 3.7%
0 68 100% 3.5%
5 64 92.2% 3.0%

Source: HMDA, 2006

’m Capital at the point of impact.
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Multiple Loans

While the rise of piggyback loans seems to have
contributed to the rise of New Jersey foreclosures, it is
a practice that is more prevalent in northern New Jersey
than in the southern part of the state. In the Camden
area, each municipality examined had a lower percentage

of 2006 piggyback home purchase loans than the state

percentage (17.1%).

Percentage
of Home
Purchases
in 2006 with
a Piggyback
Municipality Loan
Woodlyne Borough 15.5%
Gloucester City 11.2%
Gloucester Township 13.7%
Camden City 6.6%
Oaklyn Borough 10.0%
Collingswood Borough 12.1%
Haddon Township 14.9%
Merchantville Borough 11.8%
State Average 17.1%

Source: TRF Analysis with RealtyTrac and FARES
databases; HMDA,2006.
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Camden City

% Owner-

Percent Hispanic Occupied
Householders % 2003 Filings % 2004 Filings % 2005 Filings % 2006 Filings  Housing Units
Less Than 10% 11.4% 7.8% 9.3% 11.8% 9.3%
10.01%-25.00% 42.2% 36.5% 37.7% 36.8% 29.3%
25.01%-50.00% 27.5% 32.4% 31.1% 28.3% 32.0%
50.01-75.00% 15.6% 18.7% 18.7% 19.5% 24.0%
More Than 75% 3.3% 4.6% 3.1% 3. 7% 5.3%
Percent African Camden City % Owner-
American Occupied
Householders % 2003 Filings % 2004 Filings % 2005 Filings % 2006 Filings Housing Units
Less Than 10%
10.01%-25.00% 9.0% 6.4% 10.5% 8.5% 8.0%
25.01%-50.00% 28.4% 38.8% 27.2% 29.4% 36.0%
50.01-75.00% 39.3% 37.9% 40.1% 36.8% 37.3%
More Than 75% 23.2% 16.9% 22.2% 25.4% 18.7%

Camden City 0 @
Median Sales Price, Occupied
2006 % 2003 Filings % 2004 Filings % 2005 Filings % 2006 Filings Housing Units
Less Than $50,000 7.6% 13.2% 11.3% 11.4% 22.7%
$50,001-$75,000 73.0% 71.7% 63.8% 69.1% 58.7%
$75,001-$100,000 18.5% 14.6% 23.3% 18.0% 16.0%
$100,001-$150,000 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 1.1% 1.3%
$150,001-$200,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
More than $200,000 0.9% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 1.3%

Source: TRF Analysis of ReatlyTrac and FARES databases; Claritas, 2005.

The Census’s ACS for 2006 provides an estimate of

the number of households (24,271) and racial/ethnic
composition of those households for the city of Camden.
Currently, 52.5% of Camden’s households are headed by
African Americans and 38.7% are headed by persons of
Hispanic origin. ACS data also show that 19.2% of homes
are valued under $50,000 and another 33.6% are valued
between $50,000 and $79,999.

Foreclosure filing data do not tell us anything about the
race or ethnicity of the homeowner, but we do know
the location of the collateral property. Thus, we look at
the percent of owner-occupied housing units distributed
across the City of Camden by the characteristics of the
area in which a home is located.

ACS data show that some 29.3% of owner-occupied
homes are in areas that are between 10% and 25%
Hispanic and another 32.0% of owner-occupied homes
are in areas that are between 25% and 40% Hispanic.

’m Capital at the point of impact.

We observe that foreclosures are statistically over-
represented in those areas that are between 10% and 25%
Hispanic.

In terms of the racial compostition of areas where
foreclosures occur, we observe that 36% of owner-
occupied homes are in areas that are between 25% and
50% African American, 37.3% ate in areas that are
between 50% and 75% African American and 18.7%

are in areas that are more than 75% African American.
Foreclosure filings are statistically over-represented in areas

that are more than 75% African American.

Finally, the majority (58.7%) of homes in Camden are
located in areas with homes valued between $50,000 and
$75,000; 22.7% of homes are in areas with homes valued
under $50,000. Foreclosure filings are statistically over-
represented in those areas valued between $50,000 and
$75,000.
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Foreclosure Filings 2003-2006 Percent Hispanic Households
Less Than 10.00%

2003
© 2004 10.01% - 25.00%
° 2005 25.01% - 50.00%
° 2006 - 50.01% - 75.00%

- More Than 75%

//// Fewer Than 25 Owner-Occupied Housing Units
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Collingswood

Foreclosure Filings 2003-2006 Percent African American Households

¢ 2003 Less Than 10.00%
< 2004 10.01% - 25.00%
© 2005 25.01% - 50.00%
+ 2006 I 50.01% - 75.00%

I Vore Than 75.00%
7/ /., Fewer Than 25 Owner-Occupied Housing Units
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VIIl. County Fact Sheets

The following section of the report highlights notable
statistics from New Jersey’s ten most populous counties.
Following this section is a reference table with indicators

for all of New Jersey’s municipalities.

Bergen County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 20006, at least 2,679 homeowners in Bergen
County had a foreclosure filed against their home.

From 2003 to 2004, there were 2.7 foreclosures

per 1,000 owner-occupied housing units. For 2005

to 2000, this number increased to 3.2. Despite an
average yearly increase of 4.2 %, Bergen County

had the third lowest rate of foreclosute in the State.

17.5 % of 2006 purchase money mortgage loans
and 21.6 % of refinances in Bergen County carried
a rate spread, indicating that they were subprime.

At least 17.0 % of 2006 home purchase loans in
Bergen County had piggyback loans, compared
to the State average of 17.1 %. 43.7 % of these

purchases had at least one subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information

The median homeowner in foreclosure in 2003-
2006 in the county bought their home in 2000. 49.5
% of loans in foreclosure were purchase money

mortgages and 50.5 % were refinances.

Despite a comparatively low rate of foreclosure,
loans in the county that went into foreclosure in
2005-2006 still did so quickly, with a median time of

1.7 years from origination to foreclosure.

32.5 % of 2004-2005 originated loans in foreclosure
in Bergen County came from lenders that make
primarily prime loans, 49.5 % came from primarily

subprime lenders, and 18 % came from lenders that

do both.

Total Population 904,037
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 226,828
Median Family Income $92,246
Median Household Income $75,851
Median Home Value $493,400

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
® 2004 @ 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006
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Camden County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 2000, at least 5,219 homeowners in Camden
County had a foreclosure filed against their home. From
2003 to 2004, there were 8.5 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-
occupied housing units. For 2005 to 20006, this number
increased to 11.11. The foreclosure rate of Camden, the
second highest in New Jersey, increased by an average of
7.7 % cach year from 2003-2000.

25.0 % of 2006 purchase money mortgage loans and 33.7
% of refinances in Camden County carried a rate spread,
indicating that they were subprime.

At least 14.3 % of 2006 home purchase
loans in Camden County had piggyback
loans, compared to the New Jersey average
of 17.1 %. 27.5 % of these purchases has at

least one subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information

The median homeowner in foreclosure

in 2003-2006 in the county bought their
home in early 2000. 67.8 % of loans in
foreclosure were purchase money mortgages

and 32.2 % were refinances.

Despite a comparatively high rate of
foreclosure (driven by Camden City), 2005-
2006 loans that went into foreclosure did so
more slowly than many of the New Jersey
counties, with a median time of 2.2 years

from origination to foreclosure.

43.2 % of 2004-2005 originated loans in
foreclosure by the end of 2006 in Camden
County came from lenders that make
primarily prime loans, 48.4 % came from
primarily subprime lenders, and 8.4 % came
from lenders that do both.

40

Total Population 517,001
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 189,498
Median Family Income $67,383
Median Household Income $56,913
Median Home Value $208,600

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
© 2004 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006



Essex County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 20006, at least 6,477 homeowners in Essex
County had a foreclosure filed against their home. From
2003 to 2004, there were 11.5 foreclosures per 1,000
owner-occupied housing units. For 2005 to 2000, this
number increased to 13.4, the highest rate in New Jersey.
From 2003 to 20006, the foreclosure rate in Essex increased

by an average of 4.1 % per year.

Essex County’s proportion of subprime
lending was far above the Statewide
average. 37.8 % of 2006 purchase money
mortgage loans and 37.2 % of refinances
in Hssex County carried a rate spread,
indicating that they were subprime. These
two figures represent the highest and
second highest figures, respectively, in
New Jersey.

In 2006, Essex also had the second
highest rate of piggyback loans used in
the purchase of a home. Atleast 25.6 %
of 2006 home purchase loans in the Essex
County had piggyback loans. 44.8 % of
these purchases had at least one subprime

loan.

Foreclosure Information

The median homeowner in foreclosure

in 2003-20006 in the County bought their
home in 2002, easily the most recent time
among New Jersey’s counties. 66.9 % of
loans in foreclosure were purchase money

mortgages and 33.1 % were refinances.

Loans in foreclosure in 2005-2006 in
Essex reached foreclosure very quickly,
with a median time of 1.3 years from
origination to foreclosure.

28.2 % of 2004-2005 originated loans in

foreclosure by the end of 2006 in Essex County came
from lenders that make primarily prime loans, 55.4 % came
from primarily subprime lenders, and 16.4 % came from
lenders that do both.

Essex

Total Population 786,147
Total Owner Occupied Housing Units 133,992
Median Family Income $65,268
Median Household Income $51,879

Median Home Value $409,300

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
© 2004 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006
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Hudson County Fact Sheet

Lending Information
From 2003 to 20006, at least 2,101 homeowners in Hudson

County had a foreclosure filed against their home. From
2003 to 2004, there were 7.4 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-

occupied housing units. For 2005 to 2000, this number

. Total Population 601,146
increased to 7.9. The 2005-06 numbers put Hudson as Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 76,700
having the 9" highest rate of foreclosure in New Jersey. Median Family Income $51,795

Median Household Income $49,557
26.9% of 2006 purchase money mortgage loans and 32.4% Median Home Value $387,100

of refinances in Hudson County cartied
a rate spread, indicating that they were
subprime.

In 2006, at least 23.5% of Hudson County
home purchase loans used a piggyback
loan. Hudson County was just one of four
counties in New Jersey to have at least 20%
of its home purchases carrying a piggyback
loan (along with Union, Essex and Passaic
counties). 47.4% of these purchases had at

least one subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information

The median homeowner in foreclosure in
2003-20006 in the county bought their home
in 2001. 58.0% of loans in foreclosure were
purchase money mortgages and 42.0% were
refinances.

Loans in Hudson County that went into
foreclosure in 2005-2006 did so faster than
any county in New Jersey, with a median
time of 1.2 years from origination to
foreclosure.

25.6% of 2004-2005 originated loans in
foreclosure by the end of 2006 in Hudson
County came from lenders that make

primarily prime loans, 65.9% came from I Foreclosure Filings by Year
primarily subprime lenders, and 8.5% came 2003 @ 2005
from lenders that do both. ©2004 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006
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Middlesex County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 2000, at least 3,309 homeowners in
Middlesex County had a foreclosure filed against their
home. From 2003 to 2004, there were 4.1 foreclosures per
1,000 owner-occupied housing units. For 2005 to 20006,
this number increased to 4.8. Despite an average increase
of 4.8% per year, Middlesex County had the fifth lowest
rate of foreclosure in the State.

18.6% of 2006 purchase money mortgage loans and 25.7%
of refinances in Middlesex County carried a rate spread,
indicating that they were subprime.

At least 19.7% of 2006 home purchase
loans in Middlesex County had
piggyback loans, compared to the State
average of 17.1%. 49.7% of these
purchases had at least one subprime

loan.

Foreclosure Information
The median homeowner in foreclosure
in 2003-2006 in Middlsex County
bought their home in 1999. 49.9%

of loans in foreclosure were purchase
money mortgages and 50.1% were

refinances.

Loans in Middlesex County that went
into foreclosure in 2005-2006 did so
quickly, with a median time of 1.8 years

from origination to foreclosure.

42.4% of 2004-2005 originated loans
in foreclosure by the end of 2006 in
Middlesex County came from lenders
that make primarily prime loans, 47.4%
came from primarily subprime lenders,
and 10.2% came from lenders that do
both.

Middlesex

Total Population 786,971
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 181,635
Median Family Income $84,431
Median Household Income $72,669
Median Home Value $365,000

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
® 2004 @ 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006
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Monmouth County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 2006, at least 3,330 homeowners in
Monmouth County had a foreclosure filed against their
home. From 2003 to 2004, there were 4.0 foreclosures
per 1,000 owner-occupied housing units. For 2005 to
2000, this number increased to 5.7. Despite an average
increase of 10.5% per year from 2003-2006, the 2005-06
numbers put Monmouth as having the sixth lowest rate of

foreclosure in the State.

14.1% of 2006 purchase money
mortgage loans and 22.4% of
refinances in Monmouth County
carried a rate spread, indicating that
they were subprime.

At least 12% of 2006 home purchase
loans in Monmouth County had
piggyback loans, compared to the State
average of 17.1%. This is the fifth
lowest rate of piggyback loans in the
State. 32.8% of the purchases had at

least one subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information
The median homeowner in foreclosure
in 2003-2006 in the county bought
their home in 1999. 43.9% of loans

in foreclosure were purchase money

mortgages and 56.1% were refinances.

Loans in Monmouth County that went
into foreclosure in 2005-2006 did so
quickly, with a median time of 1.8 years

from origination to foreclosure.

44.9% of 2004-2005 originated loans

in foreclosure by the end of 2006 in
Monmouth County came from lenders
that make primarily prime loans, 45.2%
came from primarily subprime lenders, and
Z.Z% came from lenders that do both.

Total Population 635,285
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 229,938
Median Family Income $94,866
Median Household Income $77,160
Median Home Value $444,800

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
2004 @ 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006



Morris County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 20006, at least 1,519 homeowners in Mortis
County had a foreclosure filed against their home. From
2003 to 2004, there were 2.6 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-
occupied housing units. For 2005 to 20006, this number
increased to 3.0. The 2005-2006 numbers put Mortis as
having the lowest rate of foreclosure in the State.

In 2006, Morris County had a smaller%age
of subprime lending than every New
Jetrsey county except Hunterdon. 11.9%
of 2006 purchase money mortgage loans
and 17.7% of refinances in Mortis county
carried a rate spread, indicating that they

were subprime.

At least 15.2% of 2006 home purchase
loans in Morris County had piggyback
loans, compared to the State average of
17.1%. 45.6% of these purchases had at

least one subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information

The median homeowner in foreclosure

in 2003-2006 bought their home in

1999. 44.1% of loans in foreclosure were
purchase money mortgages and 55.9%

were refinances.

Loans in Morris County that went into
foreclosure in 2005-2006 did so quickly,
with a median time of 1.9 years from

origination to foreclosure.

40.5% of 2004-2005 loans in foreclosure
by the end of 2006 in Morris County
came from lenders that make primarily
prime loans, 45.7% came from primarily
subprime lenders, and 13.8

% came from lenders that do both.

Morris

Total Population 493,160
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 133,762
Median Family Income $103,267
Median Household Income $89,587
Median Home Value $488,900

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
© 2004 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006
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Ocean County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 20006, at least 4,080 homeowners in Ocean
County had a foreclosure filed against their home. From
2003 to 2004, there were 4.4 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-
occupied housing units. For 2005 to 20006, this number
increased to 7.4. Ocean’s foreclosure rate increased an
average of 16.9% from 2003-2006. The 2005-2006 rates

show Ocean as having a very typical rate of foreclosure

among New Jersey counties.

19.1% of 2006 purchase money mortgage

loans and 25.5% of refinances in Ocean
County carried a rate spread, indicating
that they were subprime.

At least 11.9% of 2006 home purchase
loans in Ocean County had piggyback
loans, compared to the State average of
17.1%. 30.0% of these purchaes had at
least one subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information

The median homeowner in foreclosure
in 2003-2006 in the County was a much
longer term homeowner than many
New Jersey counties, with a median
purchase year of 1996. 36.8% of loans
in foreclosure were purchase money
mortgages and 63.2% were refinances,
giving Ocean the highest proportion of

refinances among foreclosures in New
Jersey.

Loans in Ocean County that went into
foreclosure in 2005-2006 did so very
quickly, with a median time of 1.5 years
from origination to foreclosure.

50.8% of 2004-2005 loans in foreclosure
by the end of 2006 in Ocean County
came from lenders that make primarily
prime loans, 41.9% came from primarily
subprime lenders, and 7.4% came from
lenders that do both.
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Ocean

Total Population 562,335
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 183,953
Median Family Income $67,911
Median Household Income $54,820
Median Home Value $310,800

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
© 2004 @ 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006



Passaic County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 20006, at least 2,709 homeowners in Passaic
County had a foreclosure filed against their home. From
2003 to 2004, there were 6.3 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-
occupied housing units. For 2005 to 20006, this number
increased to 8.2. After an average increase of 7.6% per
year from 2003-20006, the 2005-2006 statistics put Passaic
as having the seventh highest rate of foreclosure in the

state.

32.8% of 2006 purchase money
mortgage loans and 31.4% of
refinances in Passaic County carried

a rate spread, indicating that they
were subprime. Passaic had the third
highest%oage of subprime purchase
loans, and the seventh highest%age of

subprime refinances.

Passaic County had the third
highest%age of home purchase loans
with an associated piggyback loan. At
least 24.8% of 2006 home purchase
loans had piggybacks. 46.9% of these
purchases had at least one subprime

loan.

Foreclosure Information
The median homeowner in
foreclosure in 2003-2006 in the county
bought their home in 2001. 56.0%

of loans in foreclosure were purchase
money mortgages and 44.0% were

refinances.

Loans in the Passaic County that went
into foreclosure in 2005-2006 did so
quickly, with a median time of 1.5

years from origination to foreclosure.

27.7% of 2004-2005 loans in
foreclosure by the end of 2006 in
Passaic County came from lenders

that make primarily prime loans, 53.1% came from
primarily subprime lenders, and 19.2% came from lenders
that do both.

Passaic

Total Population 497,093
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 87,811
Median Family Income $61,803
Median Household Income $49,940
Median Home Value $406,300

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
© 2004 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006



Union County Fact Sheet

Lending Information

From 2003 to 2006, at least 3,804 homeowners in Union
County had a foreclosure filed against their home. For
2003-2004, there were 6.1 foreclosures per 1,000 owner-
occupied housing units. In 2005-20006, this number
increased to 11.4. After an average yeatly increase of
17.9%, the largest increase in New Jersey, Union County
had the third highest rate of foreclosure.

33.1% of 2006 purchase money
mortgage loans and 32.5% of
refinances in Union County carried
a rate spread, indicating that they
were subprime. Union had the
second and fifth highest%ages of
subprime purchase and refinances,

respectively, in the state.

Additionally, at least 28.0% of 2006
home purchase loans in Union
County had piggyback loans, the
highest rate in the state. 52.0% of
these purchases had at least one

subprime loan.

Foreclosure Information
The median homeowner in
foreclosure in 2003-2006 in Union
County bought their home in 2001.
58.9% of loans in foreclosure were
purchase money mortgages and

41.1% were refinances.

Loans in Union County that went
into foreclosure in 2005-2006 did
so very quickly, with a median time
of 1.4 years from origination to

foreclosure.

42.0% of loans in foreclosure in
Union County came from lenders
that make primarily prime loans,
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42.0% came from primarily subprime lenders, and 16.0%
came from lenders that do both.

Union

Total Population 531,088
Total Owner-Occupied Housing Units 114,852
Median Family Income $74,223
Median Household Income $62,260
Median Home Value $419,000

Foreclosure Filings by Year

2003 ® 2005
© 2004 @ 2006

Source: RealtyTrac 2003-2006



IX. Epilogue

The mortgage and real estate markets nationally are, prime ARMs are becoming an increasing share. So, the
in many places, deteriorating very quickly. New Jersey, 21% rise in prime ARM non-currency between September,
although not experiencing the extreme difficulties of 2007 and March 2008 is of significant concern because it
California, Florida, Ohio or Michigan, has not been impacts such a large part of the market.
immune to the market decline. Between the 3* and 4"
quarters of 2007, the New Jersey Association of Realtors There are those who argue that the problem is subprime
(NJAR) reports that the median sale price in New Jersey and predatory lending; others who argue that the problem
dropped from $381,400 to $355,600 — a 6.8 percent is one of non-appreciating real estate; others who lay the
decline. Regionally, NJAR data show an 11.9% decline in blame at the feet of Wall Street investors; and others who
the northern part of New Jersey; 3.8% decline in central argue that the problem is a failure of regulation and law
New Jersey and a 2.8% decline in the southern part of enforcement. The truth is, all of these explanations are
New Jersey. By any definition, that is a troubling drop for correct. We can see it in the New Jersey data. Subprime
a single quarter. The seasonally adjusted volume of sales delinquency and foreclosure rates are very high. Due to
has also fallen from a high of 184,400 in 2005 to about the high percentage of subprime loans among those in
119,400 in 2007. 5 foreclosure, it is true that private securitizations have
played a significant role in financing the loans that failed.
New Jersey borrowers ate also going delinquent on their Real estate appreciation in New Jersey has ground to a halt.
mortgages at rates that should evoke serious concern, And, at the federal and state levels, there are a precious few
and foreclosures are rising at a commensurate level. enforcement actions to which anyone can point that would
Between September, 2007 and March, 2008, the percent suggest that those responsible for assuring compliance
of borrowers in a non-current (i.e., delinquent and/or in with the law were paying attention.
foreclosure) status rose dramatically. Although prime fixed
total non-currency dropped in the most recent quarter, TRE hopes that the data in this report can support
even that rate is higher than six months ago. And note those who will be charged with crafting, financing and
the 72.7% increase in the percent of subprime ARMs in a implementing a package of interventions and efforts
non-current status in just six months. to stem the tide of foreclosures. If the US Senate Joint
Economic Committee Report™ projections
Total Non-Current are correct and New Jersey residents lose the
(1) 2) 3) PctChg  Pct Chg $6.3 billion in property value and $99 million
Sept, 2007 Dec, 2007 Mar. 2008 (3-1) (3-2) in associated taxes - which would only be the
Prime 3.77% 4.18% 4.11% 9.02% -1.67% | loss associated with lending in the subprime
Subprime 22.44%  25.76%  28.80%  28.34%  11.80% (not prime) market - the fiscal crisis of New
Prime Fixed 3.33% 3.70% 3.55% 6.61% -4.05% ' Jersey that Governor Corzine referenced in
Prime ARM 6.31% 7.10% 7.64%  21.08% 7.61%

his Budget Address will undoubtedly be more

severe.

Subprime Fixed 17.91% 20.39% 22.66% 26.52% 11.13%
Subprime ARM 22.14% 35.54% 38.24% 72.72% 7.60%
Source: McDash Analytics, LLC.

Although the subprime ARM problem is increasing at an
alarming rate, perhaps more disconcerting is the change
in prime ARM loan non-currency. Prime loans generally
constitute the majority of loans in New Jersey and the

35 New Jersey Association of Realtors. “New Jersey Home Sales Report” 3rd and 4th quarter, 2007 reports. Retrieved from: http://www.njar.com/research_ 49
statistics/index.php. 36 http://jec.senate.gov/index.cfm?FuseAction=Reports.Reports&ContentRecord_id=c6627bb2-7e9c-9af9-7ac7-32b94d398d27&Region_
id=&Issue_id=)



Municipality

ABSECON CITY
ATLANTIC CITY
BRIGANTINE CITY
BUENA BORO
BUENA VISTA TWP
EGG HARBOR CITY
EGG HARBOR TWP
ESTELL MANOR CITY
FOLSOM BORO
GALLOWAY TWP
HAMILTON TWP
HAMMONTON TOWN
LINWOOD CITY
LONGPORT
MARGATE CITY
MULLICA TWP
NORTHFIELD CITY
PLEASANTVILLE CITY
SOMERS POINT CITY
VENTNOR CITY

ALLENDALE BORO
ALPINE BORO
BERGENFIELD BORO
BOGOTA BORO
CARLSTADT BORO
CLIFFSIDE PARK BORO
CLOSTER BORO
CRESSKILL BORO
DEMAREST BORO
DUMONT BORO

EAST RUTHERFORD BORO
EDGEWATER BORO
ELMWOOD PARK BORO
EMERSON BORO
ENGLEWOOD CITY
ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS BORO
FAIR LAWN BORO
FAIRVIEW BORO

FORT LEE BORO
FRANKLIN LAKES BORO
GARFIELD CITY

GLEN ROCK BORO
HACKENSACK CITY
HARRINGTON PARK BORO
HASBROUCK HEIGHTS BORO
HAWORTH BORO
HILLSDALE BORO
HO-HO-KUS BORO
LEONIA BORO

LITTLE FERRY BORO

LODI BORO

LYNDHURST TWP
MAHWAH TWP

MAYWOOD BORO
MIDLAND PARK BORO

County

ATLANTIC

BERGEN

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

4,553
118
387

64
48
135
70
1,070
55
NA
710
656
200
104
NA
67
71
109
475
85
129
11,240
92
26
370
146
51
316
115
99
53
249
90
206
225
76
442
46
405
135
668
110
282
163
612
63
194
35
111
58
106
132
200
198
385
111
130

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

7,807
194
479
311
112
327
156

1,486
129
NA
1,162
912
328
191
NA
179
197
297
742
290
315
16,758
102
40
662
204
113
360
174
187
84
421
103
120
393
152
613
92
599
196
387
224
434
211
744
93
374
60
202
71
173
194
297
399
457
247
229

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

1,224

19

130

14

13

40

28

259

9

NA

162

175

35

8

NA

14

25

21

216

13

43

1,965

2

99
38
17
70

50
20
23
63

115

63
47
57
13
115
10
187

41

0

19
40
75
58
22
34

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

2,427

38

195

64

39

140

54

479

35

NA

294

NA

86

24

NA

27

71

60

342

61

86

3,626

11

4

172

57

33

78

28

40

13

103

32

25

99

30

208

6

120

51

84

33

146

27

233

8

93

13

32

4

32

48

87

92

55

63

31

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
26.88
16.10
33.59
21.88
27.08
29.63
40.00
24.21
16.36
NA
22.82
26.68
17.50
7.69
NA
20.90
35.21
19.27
45.47
15.29
33.33
17.48
217
11.54

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
31.09
19.59
40.71
20.58
34.82
42.81
34.62
32.23
27.13
NA
25.30
NA
26.22
12.57
NA
15.08
36.04
20.20
46.09
21.03
27.30
21.64

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
477 10.48
9 7.63
50 12.92
8 12.50
6 12.50
14 10.37
13 18.57
94 8.79
5 9.09
NA NA
66 9.30
64 9.76
21 10.50
10 9.62
NA NA
4 5.97
7 9.86
2 1.83
78 16.42
15 17.65
11 8.53
1,572 13.99
6 6.52
1 3.85
84 22.70
35 23.97
11 21.57
48 15.19
5 4.35
9 9.09
1 1.89
42 16.87
17 18.89
20 9.71
48 21.33
5 6.58
77 17.42
2 4.35
56 13.83
40 29.63
40 5.99
7 6.36
74 26.24
12 7.36
119 19.44
1 1.59
32 16.49
2 5.71
14 12.61
4 6.90
23 21.70
31 23.48
61 30.50
36 18.18
31 8.05
26 23.42
12 9.23

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.69
2.63
2.66
251
2.85
293
2.69
271
2.56

NA
2.63
275
2.50
2.39

NA
2.56
2.82
2.65
2.86
2.74
2.35

2.71
271
218
279
291
3.19
271
2.68
277
2.54
272
3.14
2.50
2.92
2.68
2.67
2.69
2.79
2.93
2.18
2.48
3.01
251
271
2.45
2.82
2.36
2.66
2.55
2.80
2.99
2.95
3.03
2.76
2.87
2.69

Originated

Purchase

Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,

2006

22.61
11.94
34.85
77.22
15.79
6.90
11.39
10.91
9.84
NA
13.63
10.01
6.10
14.75
NA
74.33
8.97
7.63
17.68
36.09
53.60
6.77
3.16
10.34
3.90
3.95
5.56
7.33
6.50
10.00
5.36
3.11
5.26
13.08
7.41
5.00
9.98
4.17
4.48
8.78
8.37
6.78
8.74
3.55
6.56
5.97
5.37
10.26
5.13
6.45
7.83
5.04
6.10
6.60
351
5.13
7.80

First Liens
(purchase
and

refinance)
with a Rate

Spread 3.0 -

4.99%, 2006

461

7

49

8

3

16

8

111

2

NA

51

61

19

6

NA

4

14

8

72

6

16

732

0

2

28

13

7

27

5

4

4

16

7

8

17

3

37

2

26

17

34

7

40

4

63

1

15

0

8

1

7

17

19

24

11

13

2

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

606 11.01

11 6.19

62 14.33

4 13.79

10 6.67

22 12.40

17 12.31

106 11.22

6 4.00

NA NA

92 7.77

92 9.95

14 10.38

1 6.00

NA NA

9 6.56

9 20.90

8 8.00

121 16.90

6 7.32

16 14.68

933 7.20

2 0.00

1 9.09

55 8.78

17 10.48

7 14.89

30 9.38

4 4.67

3 4.35

0 8.00

26 7.44

10 8.43

12 4.40

33 8.81

4 4.35

57 9.51

2 4.55

27 7.26

24 14.29

19 5.34

6 6.73

61 16.46

6 2.61

86 11.80

1 1.72

15 8.88

3 0.00

0 7.69

0 1.85

10 7.07

17 14.29

44 10.98

24 13.41

8 3.05

17 13.40

6 1.65

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread
5.0%+, 2006
14.47
9.73
18.13
6.90
22.22
17.05
26.15
10.72
12.00
NA
14.02
15.01
7.65
1.00
NA
14.75
13.43
8.00
28.40
7.32
14.68
9.17



Municipality

MONTVALE BORO
MOONACHIE BORO

NEW MILFORD BORO
NORTH ARLINGTON BORO
NORTHVALE BORO
NORWOOD BORO
OAKLAND BORO

OLD TAPPAN BORO
ORADELL BORO
PALISADES PARK BORO
PARAMUS BORO

PARK RIDGE BORO
RAMSEY BORO
RIDGEFIELD BORO
RIDGEFIELD PARK VILLAGE
RIDGEWOOD VILLAGE
RIVER EDGE BORO

River Vale Township
ROCHELLE PARK TWP
ROCKLEIGH BORO
RUTHERFORD BORO
SADDLE BROOK TWP
SADDLE RIVER BORO
SOUTH HACKENSACK TWP
TEANECK TWP

TENAFLY BORO
TETERBORO BORO
UPPER SADDLE RIVER BORO
WALDWICK BORO
WALLINGTON BORO
WASHINGTON TWP
WESTWOOD BORO
WOODCLIFF LAKE BORO
WOOD-RIDGE BORO
WYCKOFF TWP

County
BERGEN

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

71
NA
150
134
NA
57
166
62
108
275
255
98
167
117
201
317
92

115
96
38

206
157
38
23
535
193
25
108
145
7
96
129
72
98
119

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

131

NA
331
265

NA
103
308
114
121
180
468
132
267
167
348
394
193

149
124
106
345
292

56
45
1,095
245
30
152
224
97
192
210
87
170
206

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,

2006

NA
30
25

NA
14
13
43
24
15

18
57

10
13

34
31
152
11
13
16
13

17

Originated

Refinan

ce

Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,

2006

21
NA
64
78
NA
18
33
13
18
44
57
14
28
37
93
46
26

24
35
17
71
60

15
350
31

21
34
25
26
47
14
36
27

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

5.63
NA
20.00
18.66
NA
5.26
8.43
4.84
12.04
15.64
9.41
9.18
8.98
15.38
28.36
3.79
5.43

8.70
13.54
10.53
16.50
19.75
23.68
17.39
28.41

5.70
28.00
12.04

4.83
20.78

521
10.08

4.17
17.35

3.36

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

16.03

NA
19.34
29.43

NA
17.48
10.71
11.40
14.88
24.44
12.18
10.61
10.49
22.16
26.72
11.68
13.47

16.11
28.23
16.04
20.58
20.55
16.07
33.33
31.96
12.65
10.00
13.82
15.18
25.77
13.54
22.38
16.09
21.18
13.11

Multiple
"Piggyback"
Purchse

Percent
Multiple
"Piggyback"
Purchse

Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006

10
NA
28
17
NA
8
22
2
13
19
23
9
14
14
42
18
13

7
17
6
33
22
1
4
99
8
4
8
15
14
7
20
2
13
8

14.08
NA
18.67
12.69
NA
14.04
13.25
3.23
12.04
6.91
9.02
9.18
8.38
11.97
20.90
5.68
14.13

6.09
17.71
15.79
16.02
14.01
2.63
17.39
18.50
4.15
16.00
7.41
10.34
18.18
7.29
15.50
278
13.27
6.72

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.84

NA
2.84
3.08

NA
271
2.63
2.81
251
2.73
2,77
2.69
2.59
2.96
2.60
2.56
2.59

2.69
2.86
293
2.69
2.99
2.79
2.95
273
2.50
3.06
2.75
2.64
3.17
2.61
2.78
2.46
2.61
2.89

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006

16.47
NA
6.83
4.96
NA
5.00
6.21
7.46
4.42
10.71
7.61
8.41
4.57
3.31
6.07
7.31
7.07

3.36
7.69
11.63
9.25
10.80
7.32
11.54
6.96
8.53
7.41
4.42
3.97
10.47
3.03
3.73
0.00
6.67
6.30

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006

B

N
PRONNUORMOIROWRE OORREOJ

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

w
W AN OO w

N

P

©
NOWOWORANWONRNOWOWGM

=

1.52
NA
10.79
6.40
NA
6.00
6.54
5.17
6.00
9.88
3.00
4.44
5.23
9.91
9.47
1.69
2.38

4.63
5.81
2.86
5.64

10.56

24.24
4.76
9.01
2.75
5.56
6.00
3.15
7.14
222
1.77
0.00
4.55
0.89

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread
5.0%+, 2006

4.55
NA
8.63
11.20
NA
0.00
1.96
0.00
5.00
5.14
6.01
3.33
3.27
4.50
18.93
1.35
3.57

1.85
5.81
8.57
9.74
8.45
3.03
9.52

18.87
1.65
11.11
4.00
0.79
14.29
3.33
7.96
4.35
10.23
1.79



Municipality

BASS RIVER TWP
BEVERLY CITY
BORDENTOWN CITY
BORDENTOWN TWP
BURLINGTON CITY
BURLINGTON TWP
CHESTERFIELD TWP
CINNAMINSON TWP
DELANCO TWP
DELRAN TWP
EASTAMPTON TWP
EDGEWATER PARK TWP
EVESHAM TWP
FIELDSBORO BORO
FLORENCE TWP
HAINESPORT TWP
LUMBERTON TWP
MANSFIELD TWP
MAPLE SHADE TWP
MEDFORD LAKES BORO
MEDFORD TWP
MOORESTOWN TWP
MOUNT HOLLY TWP
MOUNT LAUREL TWP
NEW HANOVER TWP
NORTH HANOVER TWP
PALMYRA BORO
PEMBERTON BORO
PEMBERTON TWP
RIVERSIDE TWP
RIVERTON BORO
SHAMONG TWP
SOUTHAMPTON TWP
SPRINGFIELD TWP
TABERNACLE TWP
WASHINGTON TWP
WESTAMPTON TWP
WILLINGBORO TWP
WOODLAND TWP
WRIGHTSTOWN BORO

County
BURLINGTON

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

7,425
16
39
83
221
164
367
140
261

91
352

76
110
832

12
231

96
229
176
212

55
329
269
174
968

27
133
24
453
123
37
89
185
24
73
11
145
568
15

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

13,040
56
110
108
285
268
697
i
422
116
446
191
250
1,287
31
397
191
379
221
448
133
526
435
288
1,095
39
88
245
33
921
249
52
157
258
75
207
32
348
1,821
48
10

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

1,405

7

14

19

19

54

71

19

37

19

73

17

35

80

2

46

13

39

23

54

4

31

24

50

116

2

2

25

6

101

41

2

8

20

2

16

3

34

271

4

2

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

3,790

20

43

35

60

108

183

17

73

32

95

47

87

312

12

114

38

103

42

131

31

91

80

98

218

11

17

64

10

373

75

8

28

63

16

50

4

96

887

14

4

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
18.92
43.75
35.90
22.89
8.60
32.93
19.35
13.57
14.18
20.88
20.74
22.37
31.82
9.62
16.67
19.91
13.54
17.03
13.07
25.47
7.27
9.42
8.92
28.74
11.98
28.57
7.41
18.80
25.00
22.30
33.33
5.41
8.99
10.81
8.33
21.92
27.27
23.45
47.71
26.67
25.00

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
29.06
35.71
39.09
32.41
21.05
40.30
26.26
22.08
17.30
27.59
21.30
24.61
34.80
24.24
38.71
28.72
19.90
27.18
19.00
29.24
2331
17.30
18.39
34.03
19.91
28.21
19.32
26.12
30.30
40.50
30.12
15.38
17.83
24.42
21.33
24.15
12.50
27.59
48.71
29.17
40.00

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
818 11.02
1 6.25
7 17.95
13 15.66
26 11.76
26 15.85
48 13.08
21 15.00
26 9.96
7 7.69
27 7.67
7 9.21
12 10.91
72 8.65
4 33.33
32 13.85
10 10.42
28 12.23
11 6.25
20 9.43
6 10.91
25 7.60
15 5.58
20 11.49
87 8.99
1 14.29
3 11.11
16 12.03
3 12.50
48 10.60
20 16.26
3 8.11
10 11.24
15 8.11
1 4.17
12 16.44
0 0.00
20 13.79
113 19.89
1 6.67
1 12.50

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.60
3.23
2.39
255
270
2.58
2.67
291
241
2.47
2.64
2.63
2.48
2.48
2.59
2.50
2.55
2.86
2.62
2.61
2.50
2.38
2.37
2.77
251
3.06
2.77
2.63
2.52
2.90
251
2.50
2.48
2.45
2.54
278
255
273
2.80
3.12
3.54

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,

2006

7.84

5.88

9.30

17.00

221

15.46

5.90

2.78

9.38

17.27

5.63

3.80

5.98

6.20

0.00

12.17

2.04

5.37

1.68

7.02

12.70

5.19

7.56

12.12

5.93

0.00

10.00

12.50

11.11

10.83

16.89

11.90

3.26

7.50

11.11

6.41

0.00

8.81

10.41

6.25

0.00

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006

526
3
4
7
13
13
22
10
16

5
36

8
16
42

1
18

9
16
12
22

1
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Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

731 7.66

2 21.43

10 10.81

11 9.21

5 6.47

39 8.33

41 6.63

5 7.52

14 6.90

9 6.10

31 11.18

7 11.76

15 15.84

29 5.47

1 9.09

25 8.14

3 9.89

21 7.44

8 7.10

28 11.06

3 1.89

16 4.58

9 4.80

29 9.09

44 6.28

1 14.29

0 8.00

15 6.50

4 4.35

60 7.09

24 11.11

1 2.86

3 4.94

9 3.98

1 0.00

9 7.25

1 18.18

17 9.16

178 13.00

1 15.38

2 0.00

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

10.65

14.29

27.03

14.47

2.49

25.00

12.35

3.76

6.03

10.98

9.63

10.29

14.85

3.78

9.09

11.31

3.30

9.77

4.73

14.07

5.66

5.23

3.60

18.83

4.93

14.29

0.00

12.20

17.39

14.18

20.51

2.86

3.70

511

5.26

13.04

9.09

12.98

34.03

7.69

25.00



Municipality

AUDUBON BORO
AUDUBON PARK BORO
BARRINGTON BORO
BELLMAWR BORO
BERLIN BORO

BERLIN TWP
BROOKLAWN BORO
CAMDEN CITY

CHERRY HILL TWP
CHESILHURST BORO
CLEMENTON BORO
COLLINGSWOOD BORO
GIBBSBORO BORO
GLOUCESTER CITY
GLOUCESTER TWP
HADDON HEIGHTS BORO
HADDON TWP
HADDONFIELD BORO
HI-NELLA BORO
LAUREL SPRINGS BORO
LAWNSIDE BORO
LINDENWOLD BORO
MAGNOLIA BORO
MERCHANTVILLE BORO
MOUNT EPHRAIM BORO
OAKLYN BORO
PENNSAUKEN TWP
PINE HILL BORO

PINE VALLEY BORO
RUNNEMEDE BORO
SOMERDALE BORO
STRATFORD BORO
VOORHEES TWP
WATERFORD TWP
WINSLOW TWP
WOODLYNNE BORO

County
CAMDEN

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

7,350
112
NA
84
151
123
7

37
487
960
33

78
215
24
161
1,106
114
188
174

23
68
203
62
68
76
60
573
NA
192
124
92
106
441
138
939
58

Percent of

Originated ~ Originated  Originated

Purchase Refinance Purchase

Loans with  Loans with  Loans with

Originated 3%+ rate 3%+ rate 3%+ rate

Refinances spread, spread, spread,
Loans, 2006 2006 2006 2006

13,043 1,839 4,390 25.02
253 15 62 13.39
NA NA NA NA
180 19 49 22.62
340 38 112 25.17
218 18 54 14.63
182 14 50 18.18
52 12 18 32.43
610 198 380 40.66
1,554 133 321 13.85
48 11 18 33.33
154 28 58 35.90
310 34 74 15.81
76 2 14 8.33
298 46 114 28.57
2,117 270 698 24.41
163 13 38 11.40
366 23 90 12.23
209 14 27 8.05
14 0 3 0.00
53 2 6 8.70
94 34 42 50.00
374 82 169 40.39
156 16 67 25.81
112 12 39 17.65
111 15 28 19.74
115 10 33 16.67
1,278 212 520 37.00
NA NA NA NA
352 52 145 27.08
233 28 84 22.58
178 28 72 30.43
176 25 58 23.58
661 57 150 12.93
377 39 116 28.26
1,562 320 647 34.08
67 19 34 32.76

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
33.66
24.51
NA
27.22
32.94
24.77
27.47
34.62
62.30
20.66
37.50
37.66
23.87
18.42
38.26
32.97
2331
24.59
12.92
21.43
11.32
44.68
45.19
42.95
34.82
25.23
28.70
40.69
NA
41.19
36.05
40.45
32.95
22.69
30.77
41.42
50.75

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
879 11.96
13 11.61
NA NA
16 19.05
23 15.23
14 11.38
5 6.49
3 8.11
32 6.57
106 11.04
1 3.03
10 12.82
26 12.09
2 8.33
18 11.18
152 13.74
21 18.42
28 14.89
12 6.90
0 0.00
1 4.35
7 10.29
34 16.75
6 9.68
8 11.76
10 13.16
6 10.00
84 14.66
NA NA
21 10.94
13 10.48
12 13.04
16 15.09
47 10.66
12 8.70
111 11.82
9 15.52

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.42
258
NA
261
2.46
2.37
253
253
225
2.33
2.67
2.52
2.35
2.44
2.45
2.44
2.42
2.32
2.15
4.28
2.08
2.42
2.33
2.60
2.34
2.59
2.42
2.59
NA
2.43
2.44
2.54
2.51
2.37
2.51
2.51
2.16

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006

13.90
17.65
NA
14.29
8.48
6.82
6.10
13.95
40.17
6.98
2.94
18.75
13.31
17.24
31.49
11.45
7.32
8.29
12.12
40.00
8.00
9.33
12.88
13.89
12.82
8.43
10.45
10.19
NA
11.93
6.06
11.54
4.50
6.57
9.21
12.32
29.27

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006
622

7
NA

NZ N =
ODOOoOPWRLRAUIDMOOROO®

12
23
14
101

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

1,068 9.17

7 6.67

NA NA

14 6.25

22 9.15

11 5.22

8 8.33

7 6.25

124 14.71

65 6.33

7 9.68

19 9.72

18 6.67

2 0.00

27 11.92

154 9.00

7 4.67

13 5.92

7 3.70

0 0.00

1 5.00

19 15.00

53 10.33

11 7.02

6 7.94

11 5.48

9 1.89

128 13.59

NA NA

27 11.05

16 8.04

20 6.98

9 12.63

29 5.54

20 1111

182 11.90

15 7.27

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase

and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

15.75

6.67

NA

17.50

15.49

9.57

11.11

21.88

26.05

7.48

22.58

26.39

9.23

8.70

17.88

15.23

6.54

7.69

4.32

0.00

5.00

31.67

28.80

19.30

9.52

15.07

16.98

23.84

NA

14.92

14.29

23.26

9.47

6.99

15.87

21.44

27.27



Municipality

AVALON BORO

CAPE MAY CITY

CAPE MAY POINT BORO
DENNIS TWP

LOWER TWP

MIDDLE TWP

NORTH WILDWOOD CITY
OCEAN CITY

SEAISLE CITY

STONE HARBOR BORO
UPPER TWP

WEST CAPE MAY BORO
WEST WILDWOOD BORO
WILDWOOD CITY
WILDWOOD CREST BORO
WOODBINE BORO

BRIDGETON CITY
COMMERCIAL TWP
DEERFIELD TWP
DOWNE TWP
FAIRFIELD TWP
GREENWICH TWP
HOPEWELL TWP
LAWRENCE TWP
MAURICE RIVER TWP
MILLVILLE CITY
STOW CREEK TWP
UPPER DEERFIELD TWP
VINELAND CITY

BELLEVILLE TWP
BLOOMFIELD TWP
CALDWELL BORO
CEDAR GROVE TWP
CITY OF ORANGE TWP
EAST ORANGE CITY
ESSEX FELLS BORO
FAIRFIELD TWP

GLEN RIDGE BORO
IRVINGTON TWP
LIVINGSTON TWP
MAPLEWOOD TWP
MILLBURN TWP
MONTCLAIR TWP
NEWARK CITY

NORTH CALDWELL BORO
NUTLEY TWP
ROSELAND BORO
SOUTH ORANGE VILLAGE TWP
VERONA TWP

WEST CALDWELL TWP
WEST ORANGE TWP

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

996
NA
18
12
53
241
226
45
96
18
23
134
NA
NA
80
34
16
1,717
166
49
26
68
65
21
55
NA
42
363
NA
101
761
10,773
626
663
86
146
352
914
132
NA
125
807
445
456
290
541
3,322
153
391
NA
276
222
124
702

County
CAPE MAY

CUMBERLAND

ESSEX

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

2,905
NA
47

53
223
787
557
126
272
80

96
367
NA
NA
135
71

91
3,202
240
86

75
164
97

63
126
NA
117
668
NA
155
1,411
14,397
858
1,135
134
239
583
1,195
154
NA
131
1,324
522
603
233
615
3,792
324
688
NA
325
261
235
1,046

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

197

558
69
22
10
26
19

11

NA

12

109
NA

21

255
4,073
166
186

15
206
543

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

716

NA

4

13

53

255

156

22

28

7

7

72

NA

NA

37

14

48

1,251

125

41

25

69

37

19

40

NA

35

261

NA

61

538

5,353

295

381

14

30

304

629

22

NA

33

722

103

163

27

163

1,814

50

139

NA

85

42

37

300

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
19.78
NA
16.67
16.67
15.09
19.50
20.80
24.44
10.42
0.00
17.39
19.40
NA

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
24.65
NA
8.51
24.53
23.77
32.40
28.01
17.46
10.29
8.75
7.29
19.62

Percent
Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"
Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
97 9.74
NA NA
1 5.56
0 0.00
5 9.43
34 14.11
22 9.73
0 0.00
6 6.25
0 0.00
3 13.04
13 9.70
NA NA
NA NA
9 11.25
2 5.88
2 12.50
192 11.18
15 9.04
1 2.04
1 3.85
5 7.35
7 10.77
1 4.76
7 12.73
NA NA
2 4.76
37 10.19
NA NA
8 7.92
108 14.19
2,392 22.20
138 22.04
151 22.78
7 8.14
9 6.16
92 26.14
253 27.68
9 6.82
NA NA
11 8.80
236 29.24
37 8.31
80 17.54
9 3.10
56 10.35
1,010 30.40
13 8.50
53 13.55
NA NA
48 17.39
26 11.71
5 4.03
149 21.23

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.78
NA
2.56
273
3.02
272
2.90
2,77
2.65
2.30
3.53
2.96
NA
NA
2.33
2.75
2.77
2.58
2.43
2.38
2.38
2.37
2.50
219
2.70
NA
272
2.50
NA
2.36
2.71
2.82
2.83
2.90
2.68
2.63
2.86
273
2.49
NA
2.49
294
2.56
252
2.42
2.53
3.09
2.59
2.69
NA
2.44
2.50
261
2.82

Originated
Purchase
Loans to

Non-Owner
Occupants,

2006

71.13

NA

82.35

69.23

14.52

45.72

27.80

89.61

87.15

90.91

88.94

17.28

NA

17.95
15.84
7.04
NA
5.30
16.72
4.91
4.20
4.92
10.13
19.15
11.56
4.63
NA
4.50
11.20
5.34
2,77

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006
87
NA

1,152
62
55

56
135
NA
128
14
20

24
517

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

89 9.38

NA NA

0 17.65

0 16.67

5 213

28 7.52

23 8.88

1 22.50

2 4.60

0 0.00

1 13.64

11 10.94

NA NA

NA NA

12 11.27

4 12.12

2 20.00

324 11.34

41 15.53

12 18.75

2 28.00

10 21.88

13 7.94

3 0.00

4 11.11

NA NA

8 7.50

63 10.00

NA NA

12 3.33

156 10.83

2,328 12.01

73 11.09

100 9.55

3 2.56

4 3.10

125 17.72

335 16.54

5 242

NA NA

8 4.42

352 17.56

13 3.46

57 4.90

3 2.55

31 4.91

1,057 17.96

6 5.71

20 8.07

NA NA

27 7.17

5 1.99

2 6.31

102 8.47

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase

and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

9.59

NA

0.00

0.00

10.64

12.39

10.75

2.50

2.30

0.00

4.55

8.59

NA

NA

16.90

12.12

13.33

20.07

10.76
2.49
1.80

15.72



Municipality

CLAYTON BORO
DEPTFORD TWP

EAST GREENWICH TWP
ELK TWP

FRANKLIN TWP
GLASSBORO BORO
GREENWICH TWP
HARRISON TWP

LOGAN TWP

MANTUA TWP

MONROE TWP
NATIONAL PARK BORO
NEWFIELD BORO
PAULSBORO BORO
PITMAN BORO

SOUTH HARRISON TWP
SWEDESBORO BORO
WASHINGTON TWP
WENONAH BORO
WEST DEPTFORD TWP
WESTVILLE BORO
WOODBURY CITY
WOODBURY HEIGHTS BORO
WOOLWICH TWP

BAYONNE CITY

EAST NEWARK BORO
GUTTENBERG TOWN
HARRISON TOWN
HOBOKEN CITY
JERSEY CITY
KEARNY TOWN
NORTH BERGEN TWP
SECAUCUS TOWN
UNION CITY
WEEHAWKEN TWP
WEST NEW YORK TOWN

ALEXANDRIA TWP
BETHLEHEM TWP
BLOOMSBURY BORO
CALIFON BORO
CLINTON TOWN
CLINTON TWP
DELAWARE TWP
EAST AMWELL TWP
FLEMINGTON BORO
FRANKLIN TWP
FRENCHTOWN BORO
GLEN GARDNER BORO
HAMPTON BORO
HIGH BRIDGE BORO
HOLLAND TWP
LAMBERTVILLE CITY
LEBANON BORO
LEBANON TWP

County
GLOUCESTER

HUDSON

HUNTERDON

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

5,212
170
548
192

61
278
274

68
282
125
297
663

53

15

93
121

75

21
786

35
464

73
186

47
285

8,444

575

29
149
108
1,258
3,541
375
780
270
588
143
628
1,932
NA
NA
71

86

67
224
NA
51
46
133
64

69
NA
82

78

87
NA
NA

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

8,480
262
954
201
107
564
453
155
283
227
472

1,202
118
48
150
279
74

42
1,511
61
577
117
263
95
265

8,547

888

39
149
134
387
3,659
647
1,151
318
640
115
420
2,879
NA
NA
115
163
79
278
NA
96

59
181
130
99
NA
95
130
91
NA

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

982

33

118

25

12

71

58

13

36

28

49

170

6

1

31

26

16

6

119

3

51

23

51

13

23

2,269

142

14

38

47

42

1,097

137

294

57

230

26

145

179

NA

NA

8

12

4

10

NA

4

1

15

6

11

NA

12

11

12

NA

NA

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

2,429

113

308

40

36

171

130

56

62

69

127

382

37
98
22
50
2,767
243
14
52
48
49
1,349
205
366
56
225
21
139
416
NA
NA
17
29
12
27
NA
13
7
23
28
23
NA
20
21
20
NA
NA

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
18.84
19.41
21.53
13.02
19.67
25.54
21.17
19.12
12.77
22.40
16.50
25.64
11.32
6.67
33.33
21.49
21.33
28.57
15.14
8.57
10.99
31.51
27.42
27.66
8.07
26.87
24.70

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
28.64
43.13
32.29
19.90
33.64
30.32
28.70
36.13
21.91
30.40
26.91
31.78
27.12
27.08
46.00
26.88
20.27
26.19
24.16
13.11
24.26
31.62
37.26
23.16
18.87
32.37
27.36

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
525 10.07
17 10.00
64 11.68
18 9.38
5 8.20
31 11.15
33 12.04
5 7.35
25 8.87
16 12.80
30 10.10
76 11.46
3 5.66
1 6.67
8 8.60
16 13.22
5 6.67
6 28.57
65 8.27
2 571
28 6.03
7 9.59
27 14.52
0 0.00
37 12.98
1,729 20.48
98 17.04
9 31.03
25 16.78
31 28.70
118 9.38
802 22.65
95 25.33
207 26.54
57 21.11
153 26.02
18 12.59
116 18.47
160 8.28
NA NA
NA NA
4 5.63
8 9.30
4 5.97
22 9.82
NA NA
2 3.92
6 13.04
9 6.77
2 3.13
7 10.14
NA NA
7 8.54
8 10.26
8 9.20
NA NA
NA NA

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.47
2.47
255
2.49
2.49
2.65
2.60
2.32
2.36
2.62
231
2.59
2.44
2.60
2.49
2.48
2.25
2.63
2.40
2.23
2.37
2.43
2.43
2.49
2.42

2.83
2.92
3.07
2.67
3.11
2.67
2.83
2.99
2.94
2.82
2.84
3.21
271

2.61

NA
NA
2.50
253
272
2.68
NA
2.80
2.93
2.70
2.68
2.68
NA

2.55
271
2.05

NA
NA

Originated

Purchase

Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,

2006

1.77
7.61
8.05
7.69
6.15
6.71
14.91
8.11
5.37
3.10
5.71
4.47
8.62
16.67
26.77
9.70
3.85
32.26
5.53
7.89
8.48
20.65
13.08
6.00
1.38
11.39
11.40
21.62
11.31
9.24
7.57
13.25
6.95
9.83
5.59
13.27
10.63
12.90
5.01
NA
NA
4.05
7.53
2.90
3.03
NA
1.92
17.86
4.32
8.57
5.48
NA
1.20
6.02
12.12
NA
NA

First Liens

(purchase
and

refinance)
with a Rate

Spread 3.0 -

4.99%, 2006

361

10

51

8

8

32

22

5

13

9

17

59

2

0

12

13

4

1

37

1

22

6

18

4

7

786

47

6

14

19

17

365

49

104

16

75

13

61

88

NA

P4
>

4

P4

P4
PPNWOPUNOONDIONODG

P4

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens
(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

514 7.57

17 6.49

58 9.85

11 4.44

3 14.29

32 12.36

33 8.59

7 8.33

17 5.06

16 7.76

28 6.14

93 9.82

4 4.17

0 0.00

17 13.48

9 11.82

8 6.56

5 4.76

69 5.29

2 3.13

25 5.14

14 8.96

31 10.53

6 10.00

9 2.72

1,128 10.48

75 9.25

4 26.09

18 10.61

21 19.79

17 151

588 11.62

66 14.89

125 15.38

30 6.56

114 14.65

9 9.70

61 10.59

67 4.92

NA NA

NA NA

1 7.81

5 7.69

1 3.13

5 2.33

NA NA

1 4.55

1 0.00

7 6.50

2 3.51

4 8.06

NA NA

3 11.11

6 4.05

5 8.75

NA NA

NA NA

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread
5.0%+, 2006
10.77
11.04
11.20
6.11
5.36
12.36
12.89
11.67
6.61
13.79
10.11
15.47
8.33
0.00
19.10
8.18
13.11
23.81
9.86
6.25
5.84
20.90
18.13
15.00
3.50
15.04
14.76

4.17

6.25
NA
NA



Municipality

MILFORD BORO
RARITAN TWP
READINGTON TWP
STOCKTON BORO
TEWKSBURY TWP
UNION TWP

WEST AMWELL TWP

EAST WINDSOR TWP
EWING TWP
HAMILTON TWP
HIGHTSTOWN BORO
HOPEWELL BORO
HOPEWELL TWP
LAWRENCE TWP
PENNINGTON BORO
PRINCETON BORO
PRINCETON TWP
TRENTON CITY
WASHINGTON TWP
WEST WINDSOR TWP

CARTERET BORO
CRANBURY TWP
DUNELLEN BORO

EAST BRUNSWICK TWP
EDISON TWP

HELMETTA BORO
HIGHLAND PARK BORO
JAMESBURG BORO
METUCHEN BORO
MIDDLESEX BORO
MILLTOWN BORO
MONROE TWP

NEW BRUNSWICK CITY
NORTH BRUNSWICK TWP
OLD BRIDGE TWP

PERTH AMBOY CITY
PISCATAWAY TWP
PLAINSBORO TWP
SAYREVILLE BORO
SOUTH AMBOY CITY
SOUTH BRUNSWICK TWP
SOUTH PLAINFIELD BORO
SOUTH RIVER BORO
SPOTSWOOD BORO
WOODBRIDGE TWP

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

1,932
88
432
192
58

64

NA
40
5,357
NA
545
1,371
516
NA
74
535
292
74
211
985
754
NA
11,290
307
65
103
719
1,331
NA
121
151
231
166
89
976
522
601
1,070
542
739
340
657
130
613
297
168
NA
1,352

County
HUNTERDON

MERCER

MIDDLESEX

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

2,879
137
557
346
111
135

NA

7
7,190
NA
996
2,445
761
NA
136
588
264
51
174
1,201
574
NA
17,115
573
74
185
977
1,785
NA
150
172
295
331
189
1,064
556
802
1,774
1,005
1,304
253
1,100
200
829
689
395
NA
2,413

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

179

7

38

19

2

3

NA

4

964

NA

112

261

90

NA

6

42

12

4

15

395

27

NA

2,103

80

5

30

89

174

NA

16

30

25

24

8

109

224

93

159

208

179

29

124

20

49

73

54

NA

301

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

416

17

65

46

16

17

NA

15

2,094

NA

328

678

219

NA

17

114

32

7

30

595

74

NA

4,399

207

6

45

173

359

NA

34

55

43

78

40

206

231

200

454

381

346

45

317

59

166

173

119

NA

662

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
9.27
7.95
8.80
9.90
3.45
4.69
NA
10.00
18.00
NA
20.55
19.04
17.44
NA
8.11
7.85
4.11
5.41
7.11
40.10
3.58
NA
18.63
26.06
7.69
29.13
12.38
13.07
NA
13.22
19.87
10.82
14.46
8.99
11.17
42.91
15.47
14.86
38.38
24.22
8.53
18.87
15.38
7.99
24.58
32.14
NA
22.26

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
14.45
12.41
11.67
13.29
14.41
12.59
NA
19.48
29.12
NA
32.93
27.73
28.78
NA
12.50

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
160 8.28
10 11.36
40 9.26
9 4.69
7 12.07
3 4.69
NA NA
4 10.00
671 12.53
NA NA
75 13.76
164 11.96
74 14.34
NA NA
8 10.81
64 11.96
22 7.53
7 9.46
14 6.64
163 16.55
80 10.61
NA NA
1,703 15.08
62 20.20
3 4.62
20 19.42
96 13.35
163 12.25
NA NA
17 14.05
15 9.93
27 11.69
23 13.86
6 6.74
87 8.91
134 25.67
104 17.30
126 11.78
106 19.56
133 18.00
39 11.47
112 17.05
15 11.54
71 11.58
55 18.52
29 17.26
NA NA
260 19.23

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.61
271
2.69
2.48
2.55
2.36

NA
2.29
2.58
NA
2.62
271
2.64
NA
275
2.63
2.56
274
2.59
231
2.56
NA

2.76
281
2.49
2.87
2.88
2.59

NA
2.35
2.69
257
2.95
2.67
2.60
2.89
2.87
2.70
3.01
2.89
2.44
2.84
2.83
2.63
2.98
2.88

NA
2.87

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006
5.01
222
2.92
4.95
14.71
1.54
NA
4.76
16.91
NA
13.08
8.29
4.80
NA
6.33
5.81
4.89
10.84
6.64
43.03
4.68
NA
6.49
9.17
0.00
8.85
4.89
5.27
NA
9.02
5.63
3.75
7.78
5.32
3.46
20.43
291
6.39
15.58
3.65
4.49
5.19
15.58
2.23
4.19
9.19
NA
5.26

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006

88

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

67 4.92

1 6.02

15 4.29

7 4.49

1 1.96

1 1.59

NA NA

1 7.50

520 7.27

NA NA

60 7.95

148 7.06

41 8.07

NA NA

4 1.43

18 4.02

5 217

1 2.82

7 1.98

223 16.70

13 1.68

NA NA

995 7.90

48 7.91

2 3.45

17 11.11

34 6.01

79 6.23

NA NA

7 5.56

13 9.56

12 5.14

13 5.19

2 7.23

33 5.99

104 18.05

45 6.79

78 6.84

104 15.35

87 9.23

11 5.54

56 7.87

7 7.44

25 291

37 9.23

21 17.76

NA NA

160 8.15

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase

and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

3.75

1.20

3.79

3.93

1.96

1.59

NA

2.50

10.51

NA

11.93

11.75

8.70

NA

5.71

3.62

1.81

141

3.47

25.17

1.82

NA

9.70

17.27

3.45

18.89

5.11

6.48

NA

6.48

9.56

5.61

8.44

241

3.66

22.08

8.26

7.85

22.17
13.16

3.58

9.38

5.79

4.55

13.65
13.82

NA

13.17



Municipality

ABERDEEN TWP
ALLENHURST BORO
ALLENTOWN BORO
ASBURY PARK CITY

ATLANTIC HIGHLANDS BORO
AVON-BY-THE-SEA BORO
BELMAR BORO
BRADLEY BEACH BORO
BRIELLE BORO

COLTS NECK TWP
DEAL BORO
EATONTOWN BORO
ENGLISHTOWN BORO
FAIR HAVEN BORO
FARMINGDALE BORO
FREEHOLD BORO
FREEHOLD TWP
HAZLET TWP
HIGHLANDS BORO
HOLMDEL TWP
HOWELL TWP
INTERLAKEN BORO
KEANSBURG BORO
KEYPORT BORO

LAKE COMO BORO
LITTLE SILVER BORO
LOCH ARBOUR VILLAGE
LONG BRANCH CITY
MANALAPAN TWP
MANASQUAN BORO

MARLBORO TWP

MATAWAN BORO
MIDDLETOWN TWP

MILLSTONE TWP

MONMOUTH BEACH BORO
NEPTUNE CITY BORO
NEPTUNE TWP

OCEAN TWP
OCEANPORT BORO

RED BANK BORO

ROOSEVELT BORO
RUMSON BORO

SEA BRIGHT BORO

SEA GIRT BORO
SHREWSBURY BORO
SHREWSBURY TWP
SPRING LAKE BORO
SPRING LAKE HEIGHTS BORO
TINTON FALLS BORO
UNION BEACH BORO
UPPER FREEHOLD TWP
WALL TWP

WEST LONG BRANCH BORO

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

8,460
285
NA
25
89
64
10
NA
31
42
117
4
178
58
102
36
150
556
214
81
209
856

County
MONMOUTH

150
91
86
71

326
822
50
525
108
817
114
51
67
346
285
67
174
11
90
22
13
48
22
21
42
321
95
139
298
69

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

16,573
593
NA
42
208
146
42
NA
93
132
214
17
253
62
165
30
267
906
646
157
335
1,744
18
365
227
210
139
18
636
945
144
856
241
1,923
261
94
139
1,006
602
161
228
18
134
29
58
87
20
60
96
486
271
161
716
172

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

1,195

52

NA

10

30

9

2

NA

1

4

16

1

26

3

5

6

31

70

25

11

14

151

2

47

16

10

6

0

107

86

5

38

22

82

13

3

7

93

18

8

N
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Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

3,709

172

NA

8

78

30

9

NA

19

19

26

3

67

18

27

4

86

161

154

36

33

439

2

140

57

55

19

3

182

178

20

158

68

366

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
14.13
18.25
NA
40.00
33.71
14.06
20.00
NA
3.23
9.52
13.68
25.00
14.61
5.17
4.90
16.67
20.67
12.59
11.68
13.58
6.70
17.64
28.57
31.33
17.58
11.63
8.45
0.00
32.82
10.46
10.00
7.24
20.37
10.04
11.40
5.88
10.45
26.88

21.74

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
22.38
29.01
NA
19.05
37.50
20.55
21.43
NA
20.43
14.39
12.15
17.65
26.48
29.03
16.36
13.33
32.21
17.77
23.84
22.93
9.85
25.17
11.11
38.36
25.11
26.19
13.67
16.67
28.62
18.84
13.89
18.46
28.22
19.03
14.94
19.15
23.74
36.38
14.95
14.29

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
886 10.47
31 10.88
NA NA
3 12.00
10 11.24
6 9.38
2 20.00
NA NA
1 3.23
1 2.38
9 7.69
0 0.00
10 5.62
7 12.07
8 7.84
6 16.67
22 14.67
54 9.71
31 14.49
15 18.52
16 7.66
83 9.70
1 14.29
26 17.33
15 16.48
3 3.49
12 16.90
0 0.00
62 19.02
65 7.91
3 6.00
39 7.43
15 13.89
97 11.87
9 7.89
4 7.84
5 7.46
61 17.63
13 4.56
7 10.45
22 12.64
0 0.00
3 3.33
3 13.64
3 23.08
4 8.33
1 4.55
2 9.52
4 9.52
27 8.41
20 21.05
11 7.91
31 10.40
3 4.35

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.67
261
NA
2.98
2.66
253
2.50
NA
3.16
2.86
2.48
351
2.72
2.80
2.55
2.62
2.66
2.69
291
2.42
2.54
2.72
3.01
2.77
2.89
2.65
2.84
141
2.72
2.54
2.63
253
277
2.68
2.63
253
2.93
2.95
2.59
2.44
271
2.87
2.62
2.62
2.28
2.64
2.58
2.61
253
272
275
253
2.58
2.56

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006
15.31
8.95
NA
3.85
56.37
9.86
37.50
NA
60.26
20.75
2.50
69.23
4.81
1.69
5.56
0.00
21.47
8.25
4.46
20.59
3.24
5.10
22.22
29.91
13.33
52.22
15.48
69.23
39.29
6.06
48.45
2.96
12.90
8.31
6.56
32.89
16.25
23.79

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006
475

16
NA

NRORORNRPFP®

= P
ENRTIENENE N

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

569 6.06

25 6.37

NA NA

6 17.39

13 17.07

5 5.26

2 0.00

NA NA

0 3.33

1 7.50

4 9.01

0 25.00

7 8.88

1 1.82

3 1.02

5 0.00

15 9.52

28 6.87

16 3.52

3 11.11

5 3.13

79 6.92

0 16.67

26 10.45

8 8.89

5 6.10

2 5.88

0 0.00

66 8.72

38 4.90

1 6.38

14 4.15

14 6.86

41 3.87

5 4.67

1 2.13

2 8.20

46 12.11

7 3.68

5 4.76

9 7.14

1 9.09

4 2.30

0 4.76

0 0.00

1 8.70

1 0.00

0 5.00

2 5.13

13 4.17

20 7.87

1 3.08

10 5.47

8 6.35

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase

and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

7.26

9.96

NA

26.09

15.85

8.77

20.00

NA

0.00

2.50

3.60

0.00

4.14

1.82

3.06

14.71

11.90

5.34

8.04

4.17

2.60

9.94

0.00

19.40

8.89

6.10

2.94

0.00

22.15

4.90

2.13

2.90

13.73

5.47

4.67

2.13

3.28

14.29

2.57

7.94

5.84

9.09

4.60

0.00

0.00

217

5.26

0.00

5.13

4.51

22.47

0.77

3.65

12.70



Municipality

BOONTON TOWN
BOONTON TWP

BUTLER BORO
CHATHAM BORO
CHATHAM TWP
CHESTER BORO
CHESTER TWP
DENVILLE TWP

DOVER TOWN

EAST HANOVER TWP
FLORHAM PARK BORO
HANOVER TWP
HARDING TWP
JEFFERSON TWP
KINNELON BORO
LINCOLN PARK BORO
LONG HILL TWP
MADISON BORO
MENDHAM BORO
MENDHAM TWP

MINE HILL TWP
MONTVILLE TWP
MORRIS PLAINS BORO
MORRIS TWP
MORRISTOWN TOWN
MOUNT ARLINGTON BORO
MOUNT OLIVE TWP
MOUNTAIN LAKES BORO
NETCONG BORO
2ARSIPPANY-TROY HILLS TWP
PEQUANNOCK TWP
RANDOLPH TWP
RIVERDALE BORO
ROCKAWAY BORO
ROCKAWAY TWP
ROXBURY TWP
VICTORY GARDENS BORO
WASHINGTON TWP
WHARTON BORO

County
MORRIS

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

6,979
122
56
96
167
167
136
NA
312
294
131
111
199
58
399
144
164
101
188
168
NA
59
258
98
355
281
NA
313
58
32
628
175
234
150
227
231
479
132
156
100

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

9,967
170
68
183
125
165
208
NA
394
395
261
174
253
69
656
207
260
143
203
194
NA
134
364
162
405
278
NA
542

72
952
322
313

78
402
400
794
189
193
165

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

833

13

2

15

5

12

11

NA

22

128

21

9

7

6

55

6

21

10

6

7

NA

17

18

7

23

81

NA

44

3

6

48

13

15

11

34

29

73

18

10

27

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

1,762

35

8

31

10

19

26

NA

63

129

44

31

34

8

148

33

53

13

25

20

NA

35

50

17

52

64

NA

120

8

14

175

44

52

18

63

80

145

26

31

38

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

11.94

10.66

3.57

15.63

2.99

7.19

8.09

NA

7.05

43.54

16.03

8.11

3.52

10.34

13.78

4.17

12.80

9.90

3.19

4.17

NA

28.81

6.98

7.14

6.48

28.83

NA

14.06

5.17

18.75

7.64

7.43

6.41

7.33

14.98

12.55

15.24

13.64

6.41

27.00

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
17.68
20.59
11.76
16.94
8.00
11.52
12.50
NA
15.99
32.66
16.86
17.82
13.44
11.59
22.56
15.94
20.38
9.09
12.32
10.31
NA
26.12
13.74
10.49
12.84
23.02
NA
22.14
10.81
19.44
18.38
13.66
16.61
23.08
15.67
20.00
18.26
13.76
16.06
23.03

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
852 12.21
15 12.30
1 1.79
19 19.79
12 7.19
14 8.38
9 6.62
NA NA
27 8.65
103 35.03
12 9.16
7 6.31
14 7.04
3 5.17
59 14.79
7 4.86
24 14.63
9 8.91
19 10.11
5 2.98
NA NA
10 16.95
15 5.81
10 10.20
22 6.20
64 22.78
NA NA
43 13.74
2 3.45
7 21.88
91 14.49
19 10.86
22 9.40
6 4.00
34 14.98
21 9.09
65 13.57
20 15.15
15 9.62
27 27.00

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.70
274
2.69
2.85
2.63
2.67
2.62

NA
2.39
2.95
2.76
2.70
2.60
2.62
2.80
2.63
2.92
2.62
2.56
2.47

NA
2.95
2.45
2.77
2.59
273

NA
273
2.82
2.95
281
2.89
2.67
2.59
278
273
273
2.63
2.50
3.00

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006

5.06
4.69
3.45
8.57
511
4.02
4.90

NA
4.00

10.09
4.38
2.63
1.49
1.69
5.23
2.04
1.20
2.88
9.62
7.18

NA
3.28
5.49
2.00
3.53
6.33

NA
3.40
4.92
5.88
5.85
4.89
2.90

15.25
2.99
3.75
571
5.04
1.89
5.66

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006

w
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Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

352 5.57

5 5.41

0 1.96

8 7.23

1 1.95

1 6.25

4 4.51

NA NA

7 3.25

64 16.67

11 4.17

3 3.88

3 1.65

2 5.56

29 5.48

3 0.74

8 6.76

3 6.45

0 2.79

5 0.00

NA NA

8 11.11

8 2.93

0 6.67

7 3.01

32 15.38

NA NA

20 6.32

2 1.72

4 7.14

18 4.69

8 2.44

7 2.33

3 5.07

15 6.37

11 7.43

27 7.78

7 7.56

3 4.17

15 8.89

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

5.54

4.50

0.00

9.64

0.65

0.63

3.01

NA

2.53

26.02

9.17

291

1.65

3.70

7.95

2.22

5.41

3.23

0.00

3.21

NA

14.81

3.35

0.00

211

12.96

NA

7.02

3.45

14.29

3.13

4.88

3.26

217

7.35

5.45

6.37

5.88

2.08

16.67



Municipality

BARNEGAT LIGHT BORO
BARNEGAT TWP

BAY HEAD BORO

BEACH HAVEN BORO
BEACHWOOD BORO
BERKELEY TWP

BRICK TWP

DOVER TWP
EAGLESWOOD TWP
HARVEY CEDARS BORO
ISLAND HEIGHTS BORO
JACKSON TWP

LACEY TWP

LAKEHURST BORO
LAKEWOOD TWP
LAVALLETTE BORO
LITTLE EGG HARBOR TWP
LONG BEACH TWP
MANCHESTER TWP
MANTOLOKING BORO
OCEAN GATE BORO
OCEAN TWP

PINE BEACH BORO
PLUMSTED TWP

OINT PLEASANT BEACH BORO
POINT PLEASANT BORO
SEASIDE HEIGHTS BORO
SEASIDE PARK BORO
SHIP BOTTOM BORO
SOUTH TOMS RIVER BORO
STAFFORD TWP

SURF CITY BORO
TUCKERTON BORO

BLOOMINGDALE BORO
CLIFTON CITY

HALEDON BORO
HAWTHORNE BORO
LITTLE FALLS TWP
NORTH HALEDON BORO
PASSAIC CITY
PATERSON CITY
POMPTON LAKES BORO
PROSPECT PARK BORO
RINGWOOD BORO
TOTOWA BORO
WANAQUE BORO
WAYNE TWP

WEST MILFORD TWP
WEST PATERSON BORO

Originated
Purchase
Loans, 2006

7,738
NA
409
NA
NA
188
253
1,072
1,287
64
NA
26
1,015
583
32
537
13
385
58
541

County
OCEAN

21
193
233

74

49
192

NA

39

17

53
337

NA
58
6,512
98
1,205
106
286
192
102
557
1,863
185

7
202
120
297
624
436
162

PASSAIC

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

17,161
NA
702
NA
NA
461
433
2,668
3,108
183
NA
58
1,924
1,419
87
702
75
682
169
956
34

69
311
638
288
101
610
NA
129
68
144
1,042
NA
100
10,203
186
1,723
186
348
258
167
893
2,834
340
168
350
265
323
1,086
866
210

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

1,478

NA

85

NA

NA

43

36

214

250

9

NA

1

196

138

2,141
9

326
39
48
35
11

266

1,082
27
37
29
24
28
72
72
36

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

4,378

NA

205

NA

NA

130

87

667

772

43

NA

10

499

371

32

171

13

206

21

254

4

24

81

180

78

19

118

NA

27

11

58

274

NA

23

3,206

49

451

65

78

63

34

386

1,271

80

63

75

57

72

207

210

45

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

19.10

NA

20.78

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

25.51

NA

29.20

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
821 10.61
NA NA
44 10.76
NA NA
NA NA
30 15.96
14 5.53
126 11.75
150 11.66
7 10.94
NA NA
1 3.85
92 9.06
64 10.98
9 28.13
38 7.08
0 0.00
43 11.17
4 6.90
50 9.24
1 11.11
3 14.29
19 9.84
24 10.30
10 13.51
3 6.12
21 10.94
NA NA
7 17.95
1 5.88
13 24.53
37 10.98
NA NA
10 17.24
1,389 21.33
8 8.16
260 21.58
24 22.64
48 16.78
29 15.10
15 14.71
156 28.01
590 31.67
30 16.22
16 20.78
18 8.91
15 12.50
29 9.76
61 9.78
65 14.91
25 15.43

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.86
NA
2.71
NA
NA
2.94
2.39
2.86
2.93
2.76
NA
2.65
2.63
2.99
3.41
2.85
2.44
2.73
2.34
2.65
3.12
2.85
2.92
2.84
2.83
2.71
2.71
NA
2.51
2.87
3.14
2.79
NA
10.68
2.94
3.03
2.87
2.85
2.81
2.72
2.87
3.03
3.39
2.72
2.89
2.60
2.79
2.40
2.68
2.61
2.64

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006

21.38
NA
14.79
NA
NA
8.74
23.80
13.69
15.83
20.99
NA
21.21
4.25
15.63
15.79
27.73
85.06
22.38
80.92
8.46
65.38
43.24
21.54
9.69
13.95
55.05
24.11
NA
78.09
83.50
11.67
31.22

30.12
8.09
5.77
4.06
15.87
4.35
8.13

11.45
12.33

9.41
2.88

5.71
6.17

5.26

First Liens
(purchase
and

refinance)
with a Rate

Spread 3.0 -

4.99%, 2006

582

NA

31

NA

NA

20

13

81

100

5

NA

0

86

39

2

33

1

34

3

40

1

3

21

13

3

5

12

NA

3

0

9

20

NA

4

656

5

120

11

12

15

3

71

292

13

14

13

6

12

26

24

19

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

727 8.06

NA NA

44 8.18

NA NA

NA NA

17 11.63

20 5.39

110 8.11

115 8.36

4 8.06

NA NA

1 0.00

92 9.03

80 7.24

6 6.25

34 6.42

1 8.33

41 9.50

3 6.00

38 7.81

0 12.50

2 15.79

18 11.29

19 6.10

7 4.23

1 10.64

14 6.86

NA NA

5 8.33

1 0.00

10 19.57

33 6.45

NA NA

11 7.55

1,135 11.49

2 5.62

162 11.35

18 12.64

26 4.96

14 8.98

5 3.33

153 14.64

606 18.31

12 7.74

13 24.14

10 7.14

13 5.71

13 4.35

36 4.55

41 6.12

11 13.19

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase

and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread

5.0%+, 2006

10.06

NA

11.61

NA

NA

9.88

8.30

11.01

9.62

6.45

NA

4.00

9.66

14.84

18.75

6.61

8.33

11.45

6.00

7.42

0.00

10.53

9.68

8.92

9.86

2.13



Municipality

ALLOWAY TWP

CARNEYS POINT TWP
ELMER BORO

ELSINBORO TWP

JWER ALLOWAYS CREEK TWP
MANNINGTON TWP
OLDMANS TWP

PENNS GROVE BORO
PENNSVILLE TWP
PILESGROVE TWP
PITTSGROVE TWP
QUINTON TWP

SALEM CITY

UPPER PITTSGROVE TWP
WOODSTOWN BORO

BEDMINSTER TWP
BERNARDS TWP
BERNARDSVILLE BORO
BOUND BROOK BORO
BRANCHBURG TWP
BRIDGEWATER TWP

FAR HILLS BORO
FRANKLIN TWP

GREEN BROOK TWP
HILLSBOROUGH TWP
MANVILLE BORO
MILLSTONE BORO
MONTGOMERY TWP
NORTH PLAINFIELD BORO
PEAPACK-GLADSTONE BORO
RARITAN BORO

ROCKY HILL BORO
SOMERVILLE BORO
SOUTH BOUND BROOK BORO
WARREN TWP
WATCHUNG BORO

ANDOVER BORO
ANDOVER TWP
BRANCHVILLE BORO
BYRAM TWP
FRANKFORD TWP
FRANKLIN BORO
FREDON TWP
GREEN TWP
HAMBURG BORO
HAMPTON TWP
HARDYSTON TWP
HOPATCONG BORO
LAFAYETTE TWP
MONTAGUE TWP
NEWTON TOWN
OGDENSBURG BORO
SANDYSTON TWP
SPARTA TWP

Originated

Purchase
Loans, 2006
815
NA
120
13
NA
29
17
16
57
223
57
98
75
35
30
45
5514
NA
530
126
109
203
697
308
1,236
125
422
174
296
NA
369
24
60
292
141
152
193
57
2,433
47
41
44
200
33
58
42
74
142
91
118
267
NA
90
94
32
NA
312

County
SALEM

SOMERSET

SUSSEX

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

1,561
NA
217
33
NA
71
36
48
59
390
101
220
163
71
79
73
6,895
NA
506
180
192
304
844
188
1,572
184
543
265
337
NA
602
34
108
316
234
116
272
98
4,882
114
93
124
437
92
124
93
116
116
177
178
549
NA
149
187
98
NA
495

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

188

NA

33

4

NA

7

1

1

25

49

3

23

10

18

9

5

726

NA

26

11

28

18

59

11

188

13

47

50

23

NA

139

0

7

18

34

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

509

NA

79

12

NA

22

11

16

27

142

20

55

50

42

16

17

1,557

NA

58

24

67

52

134

25

445

31

104

83

62

NA

228

5

30

48

68

36

46

11

1,307

22

29

30

114

22

39

23

24

18

41

37

183

NA

52

49

32

NA

80

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

23.07

NA

27.50

30.77

NA

24.14

5.88

6.25

43.86

21.97

5.26

23.47

13.33

51.43

30.00

11.11

13.17

NA

491

8.73

25.69

14.47
12.95
12.28
17.92
12.77
17.07
15.91
17.50
15.15
24.14
11.90
16.22
19.01
17.58
13.56
22.85
NA
25.56
22.34
0.00
NA
9.29

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006
32.61
NA
36.41
36.36
NA
30.99
30.56
33.33
45.76
36.41
19.80
25.00
30.67
59.15
20.25
23.29
22.58

Percent
Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"
Purchse Purchse
Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006
72 8.83
NA NA
9 7.50
1 7.69
NA NA
5 17.24
1 5.88
3 18.75
8 14.04
18 8.07
3 5.26
10 10.20
3 4.00
7 20.00
3 10.00
1 2.22
730 13.24
NA NA
39 7.36
10 7.94
27 24.77
20 9.85
72 10.33
30 9.74
182 14.72
8 6.40
54 12.80
40 22.99
30 10.14
NA NA
99 26.83
3 12.50
15 25.00
20 6.85
25 17.73
34 22.37
16 8.29
6 10.53
310 12.74
4 8.51
8 19.51
4 9.09
34 17.00
6 18.18
9 15.52
4 9.52
9 12.16
14 9.86
9 9.89
11 9.32
37 13.86
NA NA
17 18.89
12 12.77
8 25.00
NA NA
29 9.29

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

2.44
NA
2.63
2.87
NA
2.40
221
2,77
2.33
2.32
2.67
2.55
2.19
2.29
273
2.24
2.71
NA
2.67
2.78
2.84
2.64
2.64
271
2.72
261
2.79
3.01
271
NA
271
277
3.03
2.56
2.75
2.98
243
2.37
2.58
243
2.50
241
2.63
212
2.82
272
2.50
2.53
2.68
2.38
2.58
NA
2.52
2.87
2.63
NA
2.62

Originated

Purchase

Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,

2006

19.47
NA
14.29
38.10
NA
6.45
5.56
20.00
48.65
8.98
3.39
14.04
8.54
58.33
9.09
16.67
4.88
NA
3.46
9.35
15.50
1.93
4.52
2.22
4.26
2.34
1.40
6.95
2.63
NA
9.78
11.11
11.76
331
10.19
10.06
3.50
1.72
11.17
2.08
2.38
8.33
8.26
19.51
7.94
2.33
2.63
12.88
8.08
9.23
6.32
NA
22.41
11.32
13.51
NA
8.77

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006
64
NA
14

2

4
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Percent of

First Liens  First Liens

(purchase  (purchase
and and

refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

103 8.36

NA NA

16 12.07

2 15.38

NA NA

6 3.45

0 6.25

1 0.00

16 9.62

22 8.74

0 3.57

15 8.79

5 3.03

14 9.38

4 16.67

2 6.98

352 5885

NA NA

13 1.81

3 5.83

16 8.60

4 6.15

23 3.94

7 1.38

93 6.37

5 5.31

24 4.10

31 7.79

9 3.28

NA NA

73 13.44

0 0.00

2 8.77

12 1.09

15 10.32

6 10.14

12 5.59

4 5.88

209 7.52

5 2.38

4 5.71

3 5.71

17 7.65

2 10.34

5 13.21

4 0.00

6 5.88

15 6.87

6 8.54

6 5.83

30 9.40

NA NA

10 8.75

11 9.52

0 0.00

NA NA

9 5.56

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread
5.0%+, 2006
13.45
NA
13.79
15.38
NA
20.69
0.00
6.25
30.77
10.68
0.00
16.48
7.58
43.75
13.33
4.65
6.98
NA
2.61
2.50
17.20
2.05
3.63
2.42
8.34
4.42
6.15
20.13
3.28
NA
22.81
0.00
3.51
4.35
11.90
4.35
6.70
7.84
9.53
11.90
11.43
8.57
9.29
6.90
9.43
10.81
8.82
11.45
7.32
5.83
12.82
NA
12.50
13.10
0.00
NA
3.13



Municipality

STANHOPE BORO
STILLWATER TWP
SUSSEX BORO
VERNON TWP
WALPACK TWP
WANTAGE TWP

BERKELEY HEIGHTS TWP
CLARK TWP
CRANFORD TWP
ELIZABETH CITY
FANWOOD BORO
GARWOOD BORO
HILLSIDE TWP
KENILWORTH BORO
LINDEN CITY
MOUNTAINSIDE BORO
NEW PROVIDENCE BORO
PLAINFIELD CITY
RAHWAY CITY
ROSELLE BORO
ROSELLE PARK BORO
SCOTCH PLAINS TWP
SPRINGFIELD TWP
SUMMIT CITY

UNION TWP
WESTFIELD TOWN
WINFIELD TWP

ALLAMUCHY TWP
ALPHA BORO
BELVIDERE TOWN
BLAIRSTOWN TWP
FRANKLIN TWP
FRELINGHUYSEN TWP
GREENWICH TWP
HACKETTSTOWN TOWN
HARDWICK TWP
HARMONY TWP
HOPE TWP
INDEPENDENCE TWP
KNOWLTON TWP
LIBERTY TWP
LOPATCONG TWP
MANSFIELD TWP
OXFORD TWP
PHILLIPSBURG TOWN
POHATCONG TWP
WASHINGTON BORO
WASHINGTON TWP
WHITE TWP

Originated
Purchase
County Loans, 2006
SUSSEX
70
67
20
416
24
151
7,307
159
133
275
1,472
114
51
358
106
571
90
148
744
418
389
171
328
207
290
908
375
NA
1,611
NA
34
32
NA
NA
131
135
98
NA
29
NA
236
NA
129
168
95
94
195
38
108
89
NA

UNION

WARREN

Originated
Refinances
Loans, 2006

124
130
40
956
60
430
11,888
193
318
390
1,805
160
81
818
210
1,023
99
143
1,499
840
793
306
450
317
305
1,678
460
NA
2,960
NA
74

96
NA
NA
261
262
227
NA
75
NA
264
NA
240
198
201
193
360
137
186
186
NA

Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

18
10

93

23
2,422
6

13
21
779
11

194
27
224

397
136
212
51
39
18
24
239
17
NA
293
NA

~

NA
NA

13
19
NA

NA
23
NA
23
29
14
18
76

22

NA

Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

36
33
14
273
12
144
3,858
24
56
51
744
22
13
306
46
372
6
18
691
339
359
80
76
42
32
516
65
NA
810
NA
27
32
NA
NA
58
75
45
NA
12
NA
51
NA
64
45
51
43
160
35
66
46
NA

Percent of
Originated
Purchase
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

25.71
14.93
40.00
22.36
0.00
15.23
33.15
3.77
9.77
7.64
52.92
9.65
11.76
54.19

20.59
21.88
NA
NA
12.21
9.63
19.39

13.79
NA
9.75
NA
17.83
17.26
14.74
19.15
38.97
15.79
20.37
17.98
NA

Percent of
Originated
Refinance
Loans with
3%+ rate
spread,
2006

29.03
25.38
35.00
28.56
20.00
33.49
32.45
12.44

Percent

Multiple Multiple
"Piggyback" "Piggyback"

Purchse Purchse

Loans, 2006 Loans, 2006

9 12.86

8 11.94

2 10.00
56 13.46
0 0.00
20 13.25
1,840 25.18
10 6.29
13 9.77
38 13.82
594 40.35
23 20.18
8 15.69
128 35.75
21 19.81
149 26.09
10 1111
18 12.16
227 30.51
96 22.97
129 33.16
49 28.65
40 12.20
20 9.66
24 8.28
210 23.13
33 8.80
NA NA
202 12.54
NA NA
2 5.88

5 15.63
NA NA
NA NA
16 12.21
12 8.89
27 27.55
NA NA
3 10.34
NA NA
27 11.44
NA NA
9 6.98
15 8.93
12 12.63
12 12.77
26 13.33
4 10.53
24 2222
8 8.99
NA NA

Median Loan to
Income Ratio

261
270
2.83
2.55
253
2.49
2.90
2.68
2.70
2.64
3.24
2.78
2.94
297
291
3.02
2.65
257
291
2.78
2.89
3.10
2.65
2.60
2.60
2.94
2.53
NA
2.69
NA
2.68
2.69
NA
NA
2.67
275
2.80
NA
222
NA
2.55
NA
2.60
2,77
257
2.61
2.65
2.94
2.93
2.83
NA

Originated
Purchase
Loans to
Non-Owner
Occupants,
2006

541
9.46
4.76
20.15
17.24
7.36
7.28
3.64
6.99
5.82
9.14
7.32
10.53
8.91
275
7.75
217
2.63
12.06
5.86
6.94
6.04
5.48
4.17
6.45
4.32
7.18
NA
8.67
NA
8.11
1111
NA
NA
3.68
2.88
3.92
NA
6.45
NA
3.67
NA
9.15
1.18
6.86
1.05
25.29
2.56
21.17
3.26
NA

First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread 3.0 -
4.99%, 2006

w
~oNwawm

Percent of

First Liens  First Liens
(purchase  (purchase
and and
refinance)  refinance)
with a Rate  with a Rate

Spread  Spread 3.0 -

5.0%+, 2006 4.99%, 2006

9 7.81

5 7.94

5 15.00
45 9.81
0 0.00
12 5.19
1,334 11.45
2 197

5 5.51

8 3.70
406 19.59
8 275

4 2.08
107 19.31
12 9.57
124 14.65
5 244

0 0.00
251 15.29
70 11.94
121 19.37
29 8.81
18 4.90
10 3.16
9 3.38
140 8.02
5 2.59
NA NA
139 8.19
NA NA
2 10.00

5 3.45
NA NA
NA NA
5 6.67

7 4.88
12 7.45
NA NA
1 8.33
NA NA
9 521
NA NA
7 13.27
11 8.11
6 6.98

8 6.02
39 16.02
3 8.33
16 4.90
8 8.24
NA NA

Percent of
First Liens
(purchase
and
refinance)
with a Rate
Spread
5.0%+, 2006

14.06
7.94
25.00
11.94
0.00
8.89
20.40
132
3.94
3.29
32.20
7.34
8.33
33.33
12.77
24.22
6.10
0.00
37.63
19.44
34.47
18.24
5.88
5.26

17.28
1.44
NA
9.49
NA
6.67
17.24
NA
NA
4.17
5.69
12.77

4.17
NA
4.27

6.19
7.43
6.98
9.64
21.55
8.33
15.69
9.41
NA
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