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COUNTY EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES: SECOND QUARTER 2007

In June 2007, Orleans County, La., had the largest over-the-year percentage increase in employment among
the largest counties in the U.S., according to preliminary data released today by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of
the U.S. Department of Labor. Orleans County, which includesthe city of New Orleans, experienced an over-the-
year employment gain of 10.8 percent, compared with national job growth of 1.2 percent. Harrison County,
Miss., followed closely behind Orleans with an over-the-year gain of 10.3 percent. Employment gainsin Orleans
and Harrison counties reflected significant recovery following substantial job losses that occurred in 2005 and
2006 due to Hurricane Katrina. Clayton County, Ga., had the largest over-the-year gain in average weekly wages
in the second quarter of 2007, with an increase of 87.3 percent due to increases in wage disbursementsin the
trade, transportation, and utilities supersector during the quarter. The U.S. average weekly wage rose by 4.6
percent over the same time span.

Chart 1. Top ranking large counties in employment growth, Chart 2. Top ranking large counties by percent growth in
June 2007 average weekly wages, second quarter 2007
(U.S. average = 12 percent) (U.S. average = 4.6 percent)
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Of the 328 largest counties in the United States, as measured by 2006 annual average employment, 126 had
over-the-year percentage growth in employment above the national average (1.2 percent) in June 2007; 184 large
counties experienced changes below the national average. (Seechart 3.) The percent change in average weekly
wages was higher than the national average (4.6 percent) in 109 of the largest U.S. counties, but was below the
national averagein 199 counties. (See chart 4.)

The employment and average weekly wage data by county are compiled under the Quarterly Census of
Employment and Wages (QCEW) program, also known as the ES-202 program. The data are derived from
reports submitted by every employer subject to unemployment insurance (Ul) laws. The 8.9 million employer
reports cover 137.0 million full- and part-time workers. The attached tables and charts contain data for the nation
and for the 328 U.S. counties with annual average employment levels of 75,000 or more in 2006. June 2007
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Table A. Top 10 large countiesranked by June 2007 employment, June 2006-07 employment growth, and
June 2006-07 per cent growth in employment

Employment in large counties

June 2007 employment Growth in employment, Percent growth in employment,
(thousands) June 2006-07 June 2006-07
(thousands)
United States 137,018.2 | United States 1,599.0 | United States 12
Los Angeles, Calif. 4,229.3 | Harris, Texas 85.5 | Orleans, La. 10.8
Cook, I11. 2,559.5 | Dallas, Texas 46.0 | Harrison, Miss. 10.3
New York, N.Y. 2,363.8 | New York, N.Y. 43.8 | Utah, Utah 6.7
Harris, Texas 2,023.3 | King, Wash. 33.4 | Williamson, Tenn. 6.4
Maricopa, Ariz. 1,798.0 | Los Angeles, Calif. 28.5 | Wake, N.C. 59
Orange, Cdlif. 1,519.5 | Wake, N.C. 25.2 | Brazoria, Texas 53
Dallas, Texas 1,492.6 | Mecklenburg, N.C. 25.0 | Montgomery, Texas 53
San Diego, Calif. 1,334.7 | Salt Lake, Utah 23.8 | Charleston, S.C. 5.0
King, Wash. 1,182.2 | Travis, Texas 22.7 | Lafayette, La 4.8
Miami-Dade, Fla. 1,002.1 | Bexar, Texas 20.2 | Snohomish, Wash. 4.7

employment and 2007 second-quarter average weekly wages for all states are provided in table 4 of thisrelease.
Final datafor al states, metropolitan statistical areas, counties, and the nation through the fourth quarter of 2006
are available on the BLS Web site at http://www.bls.gov/cew/. Preliminary datafor first quarter 2007 also are
available on the BLS Web site. Updated data for first quarter 2007 and preliminary datafor second quarter 2007
will be available later in January on the BLS Web site.

Large County Employment

In June 2007, national employment, as measured by the QCEW program, was 137.0 million, up by 1.2
percent from June 2006. The 328 U.S. counties with 75,000 or more employees accounted for 70.9 percent of
total U.S. employment and 76.7 percent of total wages. These 328 counties had anet job gain of 1,051,335 over
the year, accounting for 65.7 percent of the overall U.S. employment increase. Employment rosein 235 of the
large counties from June 2006 to June 2007. Orleans County, La., had the largest over-the-year percentage
increase in employment (10.8 percent). Harrison, Miss., had the next largest increase, 10.3 percent, followed by
the counties of Utah, Utah (6.7 percent), Williamson, Tenn. (6.4 percent), and Wake, N.C. (5.9 percent). The
large employment gains in Orleans and Harrison counties reflected significant recovery from the substantial job
losses that occurred in 2005 and 2006, which were related to Hurricane Katrina. (Seetable 1.)

Employment declined in 77 counties from June 2006 to June 2007. The largest percentage declinein
employment was in Trumbull County, Ohio (-6.3 percent). Macomb, Mich., had the next largest employment
decline (-3.6 percent), followed by the counties of Manatee, Fla., and Genesee, Mich. (-3.1 percent each), and
Wayne, Mich., and Montgomery, Ohio (-2.9 percent each).

The largest gains in the level of employment from June 2006 to June 2007 were recorded in the counties of
Harris, Texas (85,500), Dallas, Texas (46,000), New York, N.Y. (43,800), King, Wash. (33,400), and Los
Angeles, Calif. (28,500). (Seetable A.) Thelargest decline in employment levels occurred in Wayne, Mich.
(-22,500), followed by the counties of Orange, Calif. (-16,000), Macomb, Mich. (-12,000), Oakland, Mich.
(-8,200), and Montgomery, Ohio (-8,000).
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TableB. Top 10 large counties ranked by second quarter 2007 aver age weekly wages, second quarter 2006-07 growth
in aver age weekly wages, and second quarter 2006-07 per cent growth in average weekly wages

Average weekly wage in large counties

Average weekly wage,
second quarter 2007

Growth in average weekly
wage, second quarter 2006-07

Percent growth in average
weekly wage, second
quarter 2006-07

United States $820 | United States $36 | United States 4.6
New York, N.Y. $1,540 | Clayton, Ga. $633 | Clayton, Ga. 87.3
Santa Clara, Calif. 1,504 | SantaClara, Calif. 115 | Queens, N.Y. 12.7
Clayton, Ga. 1,358 | Queens, N.Y. 100 | Rockingham, N.H. 10.1
Washington, D.C. 1,357 | Somerset, N.J. 98 | Ventura, Calif. 9.2
Arlington, Va 1,352 | San Francisco, Cdlif. 97 | Lake, Ill. 9.1
San Francisco, Calif. 1,323 | New York, N.Y. 92 | San Luis Obispo, Calif. 8.7
Fairfield, Conn. 1,311 | Fairfield, Conn. 87 | SantaClara, Cdlif. 8.3
Somerset, N.J. 1,286 | Lake, Ill. 87 | Douglas, Colo. 8.2
Suffolk, Mass. 1,284 | Hennepin, Minn. 79 | Somerset, N.J. 8.2
San Mateo, Calif. 1,277 | Rockingham, N.H. 78 | Hennepin, Minn. 8.1

Fort Bend, Texas 8.1

Large County Average Weekly Wages

The national average weekly wage in the second quarter of 2007 was $820. Average weekly wages were
higher than the national average in 110 of the largest 328 U.S. counties. New Y ork County, N.Y ., held the top
position among the highest-paid large counties with an average weekly wage of $1,540. Santa Clara, Calif., was
second with an average weekly wage of $1,504, followed by Clayton County, Ga. ($1,358), Washington, D.C.
(%$1,357), and Arlington, Va. ($1,352). (SeetableB.)

There were 218 counties with an average weekly wage below the national average in the second quarter of
2007. The lowest average weekly wage was reported in Cameron County, Texas ($515), followed by the counties
of Hidalgo, Texas ($518), Horry, S.C., and Webb, Texas ($545 each), and Y akima, Wash. ($555). (Seetable 1.)

Over the year, the national average weekly wage rose by 4.6 percent. Among the largest counties, Clayton
County, Ga., led the nation in growth in average weekly wages, with an increase of 87.3 percent from the second
guarter of 2006. Queens, N.Y ., was second with growth of 12.7 percent, followed by the counties of
Rockingham, N.H. (10.1 percent), Ventura, Calif. (9.2 percent), and Lake, I11. (9.1 percent).

Six large counties experienced over-the-year declinesin average weekly wages. Among the five largest
decreases in wages, Saginaw, Mich., had the greatest decline (-5.2 percent), followed by the counties of Orleans,
La (-2.9 percent), Lake, Fla. (-1.1 percent), Genesee, Mich. (-1.0 percent), and Lorain, Ohio (-0.9 percent).

Ten Largest U.S. Counties

Nine of the 10 largest counties (based on 2006 annual average employment levels) reported increasesin
employment from June 2006 to June 2007. Harris, Texas, experienced the largest percent gain in employment
among the 10 largest counties with a 4.4 percent increase. Within Harris County, employment rosein every
industry group. The largest gains were in natural resources and mining (10.4 percent) and construction (7.6
percent). Dallas, Texas, had the next largest increase in employment, 3.2 percent, followed by King, Wash. (2.9
percent). The smallest percent increase in employment occurred in San Diego, Calif., and Cook, Ill. (0.2 percent
each). Orange, Calif., experienced the only decline in employment among the 10 largest counties with a1.0
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percent decrease. Within Orange County, five industry groups experienced employment declines with financial
activities experiencing the largest decline, -7.7 percent. (Seetable 2.)

Each of the 10 largest U.S. counties saw an over-the-year increase in average weekly wages. Harris, Texas,
had the fastest growth in wages among the 10 largest counties, with again of 6.9 percent. Within Harris County,
average weekly wages increased the most in the information industry (10.0 percent), followed by the other
servicesindustry (8.0 percent). New York, N.Y ., was second in wage growth with a gain of 6.4 percent, followed
by Dallas, Texas (5.4 percent). The smallest wage gain among the 10 largest counties occurred in Orange, Calif.
(3.4 percent), followed by Miami-Dade, Fla., and King, Wash. (3.8 percent each).

Largest County by State

Table 3 shows June 2007 employment and the 2007 second quarter average weekly wage in the largest county
in each state, which is based on 2006 annual average employment levels. (Thistable includestwo counties—
Y ellowstone, Mont., and Laramie, Wyo.—that had employment levels below 75,000 in 2006.) The employment
levelsin the counties in table 3 in June 2007 ranged from approximately 4.2 million in Los Angeles County,
Cdlif., 10 43,400 in Laramie County, Wyo. The highest average weekly wage of these countieswasin New Y ork,
N.Y. ($1,540), while the lowest average weekly wage was in Cass, N.D. ($672).

For More Information

For additional information about the quarterly employment and wages data, please read the Technical Note or
visit the QCEW Web site at http://www.bls.gov/cew/. Additional information about the QCEW data also may be
obtained by calling (202) 691-6567.

Severa BLS regional offices areissuing QCEW news releases targeted to local data users. For links to these
releases, see http://www.bls.gov/cew/cewregional .htm.

The County Employment and Wages release for third quarter 2007 is scheduled to be released on Wednesday,
April 9, 2008.



Technical Note

These data are the product of a federa-state cooperative pro-
gram, the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)
program, also known as the ES-202 program. The data are derived
from summaries of employment and tota pay of workers covered
by state and federa unemployment insurance (Ul) legidation and
provided by State Workforce Agencies (SWAsS). The summaries
are aresult of the administration of state unemployment insurance
programs that require most employers to pay quarterly taxes based
on the employment and wages of workers covered by Ul. QCEW
datain this release are based on the 2007 North American Industry
Classification System. Datafor 2007 are preliminary and subject to
revision.

For purposes of this release, large counties are defined as having
employment levels of 75,000 or greater. In addition, data for San
Juan, Puerto Rico, are provided, but not used in calculating U.S.
averages, rankings, or in the analysis in the text. Each year, these
large counties are selected on the basis of the preliminary annua
average of employment for the previous year. The 329 counties
presented in this release were derived using 2006 preliminary an-
nua averages of employment. For 2007 data, four counties have
been added to the publication tables: Butte, Calif., Tippecanoe, Ind.,
Saratoga, N.Y., and Williamson, Tenn. These counties will be
included in al 2007 quarterly releases. One county, Boone, Ky.,
which was published in the 2006 releases, will be excluded from

Summary of Major Differences between QCEW, BED, and CES Employment Measures

QCEW

BED

CES

Source

Count of Ul administrative records
submitted by 8.9 million establish-
ments

Count of longitudinally-linked Ul
administrative records submitted by
6.9 million private-sector employers

Sample survey: 400,000 establishments

Coverage

Ul and UCFE coverage, including
al employers subject to state and
federal Ul laws

Ul coverage, excluding government,
private households, and establish-
ments with zero employment

Nonfarm wage and salary jobs:

Ul coverage, excluding agriculture, private
households, and self-employed workers
Other employment, including railroads,
religious organizations, and other non-
Ul-covered jobs

Publication fre-
quency

Quarterly
— 7 months after the end of each
quarter

Quarterly
— 8 months after the end of each
quarter

Monthly

— Usualy first Friday of following
month

sites

Useof Ul file o Directly summarizes and publishes Links each new Ul quarter to longitu- | e UsesUIl fileasasampling frame and
each new quarter of Ul data dinal database and directly summa- annually realigns (benchmarks) sample
rizes gross job gains and losses estimates to first quarter Ul levels
Principal o Provides aquarterly and annual Provides quarterly employer dynamics | e Provides current monthly estimates of
products universe count of establishments, data on establishment openings, clos- employment, hours, and earnings at the
employment, and wages at the ings, expansions, and contractions at MSA, state, and national level by indus-
county, MSA, state, and national the national level by NAICS supersec- try
levels by detailed industry tors and by size of firm, and at the
state private-sector total level
Future expansions will include data
with greater industry detail and data at
the county and MSA level
Principal uses |4 Mgjor usesinclude: Major uses include:  Magjor usesinclude:
— Detailed locality data — Business cycle analysis — Principal national economic indicator
— Periodic universe counts for — Analysis of employer dynamics — Official time series for employment
benchmarking sample survey es- underlying economic expansions change measures
timates and contractions — Input into other major economic indi-
— Sample frame for BLS establish- — Analysis of employment expansion cators
ment surveys and contraction by size of firm
Erogram Web | o wyww.bls.govicew/ www.bls.gov/bdm/ o www.bls.gov/ces/




this and future 2007 releases because its 2006 average annual em-
ployment level was less than 75,000. The counties in table 2 are
selected and sorted each year based on the annua average employ-
ment from the preceding year.

The preliminary QCEW data presented in this release may differ
from data released by the individual states. These potential differ-
ences result from the states' continuing receipt of Ul data over time
and ongoing review and editing. The individual states determine
their data rel ease timetables.

Differences between QCEW, BED, and CES employment
measures

The Bureau publishes three different establishment-based em-
ployment measures for any given quarter. Each of these meas
ures—QCEW, Business Employment Dynamics (BED), and Cur-
rent Employment Statistics (CES)—makes use of the quarterly Ul
employment reports in producing data; however, each measure has
a somewhat different universe coverage, estimation procedure, and
publication product.

Differences in coverage and estimation methods can result in
somewhat different measures of employment change over time. It
is important to understand program differences and the intended
uses of the program products. (See table) Additiona information
on each program can be obtained from the program Web sites
shown in the table.

Coverage

Employment and wage data for workers covered by state Ul laws
are compiled from quarterly contribution reports submitted to the
SWASs by employers. For federal civilian workers covered by the
Unemployment Compensation for Federa Employees (UCFE)
program, employment and wage data are compiled from quarterly
reports that are sent to the appropriate SWA by the specific federa
agency. In addition to the quarterly contribution reports, employers
who operate multiple establishments within a state complete a ques-
tionnaire, caled the "Multiple Worksite Report," which provides
detailed information on the location and industry of each of their
establishments.  The employment and wage data included in this
release are derived from microdata summaries of nearly 9 million
employer reports of employment and wages submitted by states to
the BLS. These reports are based on place of employment rather
than place of residence.

Ul and UCFE coverage is broad and basically comparable from
state to state. In 2006, Ul and UCFE programs covered workersin
133.8 million jobs. The estimated 128.9 million workers in these
jobs (after adjustment for multiple jobholders) represented 96.4
percent of civilian wage and salary employment. Covered workers
received $5.693 trillion in pay, representing 94.3 percent of the
wage and salary component of persona income and 43.1 percent of
the gross domestic product.

Major exclusions from Ul coverage include self-employed work-
ers, most agricultural workers on small farms, al members of the

Armed Forces, elected officials in most states, most employees of
railroads, some domestic workers, most student workers at schools,
and employees of certain small nonprofit organizations.

State and federal Ul laws change periodically. These changes
may have an impact on the employment and wages reported by
employers covered under the Ul program. Coverage changes may
affect the over-the-year comparisons presented in this news release.

Concepts and methodol ogy

Monthly employment is based on the number of workers who
worked during or received pay for the pay period including the 12th
of the month. With few exceptions, all employees of covered firms
are reported, including production and sales workers, corporation
officials, executives, supervisory personnel, and clerical workers.
Workers on paid vacations and part-time workers also are included.

Average weekly wage values are calculated by dividing quarterly
total wages by the average of the three monthly employment levels
(al employees, as described above) and dividing the result by 13,
for the 13 weeks in the quarter. These calculations are made using
unrounded employment and wage values. The average wage vaues
that can be calculated using rounded data from the BLS database
may differ from the averages reported. Included in the quarterly
wage data are non-wage cash payments such as bonuses, the cash
vaue of meals and lodging when supplied, tips and other gratuities,
and, in some gates, employer contributions to certain deferred
compensation plans such as 401(k) plans and stock options. Over-
the-year comparisons of average weekly wages may reflect fluctua
tions in average monthly employment and/or total quarterly wages
between the current quarter and prior year levels.

Average weekly wages are affected by the ratio of full-time to
part-time workers as well as the number of individuals in high-
paying and low-paying occupations and the incidence of pay peri-
ods within a quarter. For instance, the average weekly wage of the
work force could increase significantly when there isalarge decline
in the number of employees that had been receiving below-average
wages. Wages may include payments to workers not present in the
employment counts because they did not work during the pay pe-
riod including the 12th of the month. When comparing average
weekly wage levels between industries, states, or quarters, these
factors should be taken into consideration.

Federal government pay levels are subject to periodic, sometimes
large, fluctuations due to a calendar effect that consists of some
quarters having more pay periods than others. Most federal em-
ployees are paid on a biweekly pay schedule. As aresult of this
schedule, in some quarters, federal wages contain payments for six
pay periods, while in other quarters their wages include payments
for seven pay periods. Over-the-year comparisons of average
weekly wages may reflect this calendar effect. Higher growth in
average weekly wages may be attributed, in part, to a comparison of
quarterly wages for the current year, which include seven pay peri-
ods, with year-ago wages that reflect only six pay periods. An op-
posite effect will occur when wages in the current period, which



contain six pay periods, are compared with year-ago wages that
include seven pay periods. The effect on over-the-year pay com-
parisons can be pronounced in federa government due to the uni-
form nature of federal payroll processing. This pattern may exist in
private sector pay; however, because there are more pay period
types (weekly, biweekly, semimonthly, monthly) it is less pro-
nounced. The effect is most visible in counties with large concen-
trations of federal employment.

In order to ensure the highest possible qudlity of data, states ver-
ify with employers and update, if necessary, the industry, location,
and ownership classification of all establishments on a 3-year cycle.
Changes in establishment classification codes resulting from this
process are introduced with the data reported for the first quarter of
theyear. Changes resulting from improved employer reporting also
areintroduced in the first quarter.

QCEW data are not designed as a time series. QCEW data are
simply the sums of individual establishment records and reflect the
number of establishments that exist in a county or industry a a
point in time. Establishments can move in or out of a county or
industry for a number of reasons—some reflecting economic
events, others reflecting administrative changes. For example, eco-
nomic change would come from a firm relocating into the county;
administrative change would come from a company correcting its
county designation.

The over-the-year changes of employment and wages presented
in this release have been adjusted to account for most of the admin-
istrative corrections made to the underlying establishment reports.
Thisis done by modifying the prior-year levels used to calculate the
over-the-year changes. Percent changes are cdculated using an
adjusted version of the final 2006 quarterly data as the base data.
The adjusted prior-year levels used to calculate the over-the-year
percent change in employment and wages are not published. These
adjusted prior-year levels do not match the unadjusted data main-
tained on the BLS Web site.  Over-the-year change calculations
based on data from the Web site, or from data published in prior
BLS news releases, may differ substantially from the over-the-year
changes presented in this news release.

The adjusted data used to caculate the over-the-year change
measures presented in this release account for most of the adminis-
trative changes—those occurring when employers update the indus-
try, location, and ownership information of their establishments.
The most common adjustments for administrative change are the
result of updated information about the county location of individ-
ual establishments. Included in these adjustments are administrative
changes involving the classification of establishments that were
previoudy reported in the unknown or statewide county or un-
known industry categories. The adjusted data do not account for
administrative changes caused by multi-unit employers who start
reporting for each individua establishment rather than as a single
entity.

The adjusted data used to calculate the over-the-year change
measures presented in any County Employment and Wages news
release are valid for comparisons between the starting and ending
points (a 12-month period) used in that particular release. Compari-
sons may not be valid for any time period other than the one fea-
tured in arelease even if the changes were calculated using adjusted
data

County definitions are assigned according to Federal Information
Processing Standards Publications (FIPS PUBS) as issued by the
Nationd Institute of Standards and Technology, after approval by
the Secretary of Commerce pursuant to Section 5131 of the Infor-
mation Technology Management Reform Act of 1996 and the
Computer Security Act of 1987, Public Law 104-106. Areas shown
as counties include those designated as independent cities in some
jurisdictions and, in Alaska, those designated as census areas where
counties have not been created. County data also are presented for
the New England states for comparative purposes even though
townships are the more common designation used in New England
(and New Jersey). The regions referred to in this release are de-
fined as census regions.

Additional statisticsand other information

An annua bulletin, Employment and Wages, features compre-
hensive information by detailed industry on establishments, em-
ployment, and wages for the nation and al states. The 2006 edition
of this bulletin will contain selected data produced by Business
Employment Dynamics (BED) on job gains and losses, as well as
selected data from the first quarter 2007 version of this news re-
lease. Aswith the 2005 edition, this edition will include the data on
a CD for enhanced access and usability with the printed booklet
containing selected graphic representations of QCEW data; the data
tables themselves will be published exclusively in eectronic for-
mats as PDFs. Employment and Wages Annual Averages, 2006 will
be available for sale in early 2008 from the United States Govern-
ment Printing Office, Superintendent of Documents, P.O. Box
371954, Pittshurgh, PA 15250, telephone (866) 512-1800, outside
Washington, D.C. Within Washington, D.C., the telephone number
is (202) 512-1800. The fax number is (202) 512-2104. Also, the
2006 bulletin will be available in a portable document format (PDF)
on the BLS Web site at http://www.bls.gov/cew/cewbultn06.htm.

News releases on quarterly measures of gross job flows also are
available upon request from the Division of Administrative Statis-
tics and Labor Turnover (Business Employment Dynamics), tele-
phone (202) 691-6467; (http://mww.bls.gov/bdm/); (e-mail:
BDMInfo@bls.gov).

Information in this release will be made available to sensory im-
paired individuals upon request. Voice phone: (202) 691-5200;
TDD message referral phone number: 1-800-877-8339.



Table 1. Covered ! establishments, employment, and wages in the 329 largest counties,

second quarter 20072

Employment Average weekly wage 4
Establishments,
County 3 secor;d quarter June Percent Ranking by | Average Percent Ranking by
007 2007 change, change,
percent weekly percent
(thousands) (thousands) June change waoe second quarter change
2006-07 5 9 9 2006-07 5 9

United States® ................... 8,945.9 137,018.2 1.2 - $820 4.6 -
Jefferson, AL ......cccceevveennn. 18.9 365.4 (7 - 823 5.2 78
Madison, AL ... 8.7 178.3 3.8 22 864 4.3 136
Mobile, AL 10.0 174.1 1.6 101 682 1.8 291
Montgomery, AL ................ 6.7 140.0 0.6 187 698 0.3 312
Tuscaloosa, AL .................. 4.4 86.1 1.8 92 697 2.3 274
Anchorage Borough, AK ... 8.1 148.9 -1.3 300 887 5.7 54
Maricopa, AZ ... 97.7 1,798.0 0.9 158 827 3.9 163
Pima, AZ ........ 20.8 369.7 21 75 733 4.9 91
Benton, AR 5.5 96.2 1.6 101 745 2.8 247
Pulaski, AR .....ccccooeeiiininnne 14.6 251.8 0.6 187 740 4.2 144
Washington, AR ................. 5.7 93.8 -0.8 286 687 6.0 46
Alameda, CA ........ 49.1 690.4 -0.3 256 1,088 3.8 170
Butte, CA ... 7.5 76.8 0.0 236 621 4.9 91
Contra Costa, CA .... 27.8 348.6 -1.1 295 1,027 (7 -
Fresno, CA .............. 28.8 364.6 0.5 198 669 6.0 46
Kern, CA ..o 17.2 285.1 0.2 220 726 6.9 18
Los Angeles, CA ............... 394.6 4,229.3 0.7 176 924 4.9 91
Marin, CA ............ . 11.4 109.4 0.1 226 1,056 0.3 312
Monterey, CA . 121 181.3 -0.8 286 744 6.1 43
Orange, CA .....cocoevvvereeeenn. 94.7 1,519.5 -1.0 292 952 34 213
Placer, CA .....ccoevieiieie 10.4 141.1 1.0 146 822 6.2 39
Riverside, CA ....... 43.1 645.8 -0.5 270 707 25 265
Sacramento, CA ..... 51.0 645.7 0.1 226 913 5.7 54
San Bernardino, CA 45.6 666.1 -0.1 243 728 4.1 148
San Diego, CA ........ 91.7 1,334.7 0.2 220 890 4.8 98
San Francisco, CA ............. 44.1 555.6 (7 - 1,323 7.9 12
San Joaquin, CA ................ 17.1 232.1 -0.5 270 724 5.4 66
San Luis Obispo, CA .. 9.1 109.6 1.4 114 703 8.7 6
San Mateo, CA ........... 22.8 342.1 1.2 127 1,277 6.2 39
Santa Barbara, CA .. 13.6 192.9 0.7 176 784 (7 -
Santa Clara, CA .......c.c...... 55.9 905.1 2.0 81 1,504 8.3 7
Santa Cruz, CA .... 8.6 105.0 1.2 127 758 3.0 236
Solano, CA ..... 9.7 129.8 -0.6 275 815 7.7 13
Sonoma, CA ........ 17.7 196.7 -0.4 260 807 3.3 217
Stanislaus, CA ..... 14.0 179.7 1.1 136 705 5.2 78
Tulare, CA ...coeiieiieiiee. 8.8 153.9 0.0 236 583 4.3 136
Ventura, CA .......cccevvvveenen. 21.7 322.2 -1.0 292 913 9.2 4
Yolo, CA ......... 5.4 104.7 0.8 168 775 6.7 23
Adams, CO ....... 9.4 156.5 0.3 210 750 2.7 254
Arapahoe, CO 20.0 285.9 2.2 67 959 2.3 274
Boulder, CO ......ccceeveeninnnne 12.9 161.9 2.9 36 972 2.3 274
Denver, CO ....c..cccceevveninnne 25.8 446.5 2.6 44 989 5.3 73
Douglas, CO .......cccooveninnne 9.4 93.6 3.1 31 848 8.2 8
El Paso, CO ...... 17.9 251.3 0.2 220 752 3.9 163
Jefferson, CO .... 19.1 215.3 1.6 101 826 5.2 78
Larimer, CO ...... 10.3 134.0 24 57 720 5.0 85
Weld, CO ....... 6.1 84.0 25 54 692 6.8 20
Fairfield, CT ... 32.8 428.3 1.3 122 1,311 7.1 17
Hartford, CT ......... 25.3 512.0 15 108 1,035 6.7 23
New Haven, CT ................. 225 372.9 -0.4 260 878 4.6 110

See footnotes at end of table.



Table 1. Covered ! establishments, employment, and wages in the 329 largest counties,

second quarter 2007 >—Continued

Employment Average weekly wage 4
Establishments,
County 3 secor;d quarter June Percent Ranking by | Average Percent Ranking by
007 2007 change, change,
percent weekly percent
(thousands) (thousands) June change waoe second quarter change
2006-07 5 9 9 2006-07 5 9

New London, CT ................ 6.9 131.3 0.7 176 $851 6.4 33
New Castle, DE ... 18.8 284.4 -0.3 256 981 1.6 295
Washington, DC ... 31.9 683.2 0.8 168 1,357 4.3 136
Alachua, FL ......ccccooviiienns 6.6 124.4 2.1 75 659 3.1 228
Brevard, FL .......cccoeevineene 14.8 205.4 -1.9 306 780 2.2 279
Broward, FL ... 64.7 760.2 1.1 136 778 2.0 288
Collier, FL .. 12.4 125.6 -2.5 311 822 7.7 13
Duval, FL ... 26.2 468.1 2.0 81 793 2.7 254
Escambia, FL ....... 8.0 129.5 0.6 187 654 2.7 254
Hillsborough, FL ................. 36.8 642.3 1.1 136 781 4.4 130
Lake, FL veviiieieeeiieee 7.2 79.8 1.2 127 603 -1.1 318
Lee, FL .... 19.5 218.5 -0.9 290 719 2.1 284
Leon, FL ..... 8.1 144.1 0.9 158 694 3.9 163
Manatee, FL ... 9.0 122.4 -3.1 316 678 3.8 170
Marion, FL ............ 8.3 103.6 0.5 198 605 1.3 301
Miami-Dade, FL ... 85.9 1,002.1 1.0 146 814 3.8 170
Okaloosa, FL .....cccccevenneenn. 6.2 82.0 -2.5 311 680 3.2 221
Orange, FL .....ccoevviiennnen. 36.0 685.1 2.6 44 746 -0.1 315
Palm Beach, FL ... 499 549.5 0.1 226 819 3.3 217
Pasco, FL ....cccccovvvviiiiienen, 9.7 94.8 0.7 176 627 35 204
Pinellas, FL ......cccoceeviieene 31.4 439.2 -1.2 297 708 29 244
Polk, FL .......... 12.6 2011 -0.9 290 647 2.1 284
Sarasota, FL .. 15.1 152.7 -2.5 311 719 3.0 236
Seminole, FL .. 15.0 176.9 -0.4 260 736 2.8 247
Volusia, FL ..... 14.0 163.4 -0.4 260 615 3.7 183
Bibb, GA ........ 4.7 84.1 -0.7 282 638 0.5 309
Chatham, GA .......ccceeeenee. 7.5 138.6 3.9 19 695 2.8 247
Clayton, GA 4.4 115.6 2.2 67 1,358 87.3 1
Cobb, GA ....... 20.4 319.8 1.2 127 858 0.8 307
De Kalb, GA 16.2 297.0 -1.0 292 896 5.4 66
Fulton, GA ..o 39.6 759.6 1.6 101 1,082 6.2 39
Gwinnett, GA 23.4 327.3 2.6 44 831 5.2 78
Muscogee, GA .......cccceeeeen. 4.9 97.6 -2.1 307 641 6.0 46
Richmond, GA .........cc..... 4.8 102.4 -0.4 260 684 3.6 194
Honolulu, HI 24.7 454.8 0.5 198 758 4.0 154
Ada, ID ....ccccueeene 15.3 215.7 2.0 81 748 0.5 309
Champaign, IL .......cccceeeeeee. 4.1 92.9 1.9 86 679 4.6 110
Co0K, IL e 137.6 2,5659.5 0.2 220 981 4.1 148
Du Page, IL 35.5 605.9 0.0 236 956 4.8 98
Kane, IL ..o, 12.5 2155 0.4 207 741 25 265
Lake, IL oo 20.7 342.8 0.9 158 1,040 9.1 5
McHenry, IL . 8.3 105.7 0.7 176 717 1.7 292
McLean, IL 3.6 86.2 1.3 122 781 2.8 247
Madison, IL ......ccccceevienneene 5.9 97.1 0.8 168 662 1.2 302
Peoria, IL ............. 4.7 106.4 2.1 75 765 3.1 228
Rock Island, IL ..... 35 79.9 -0.6 275 779 0.1 314
St. Clair, IL ........... 5.4 96.4 14 114 662 3.1 228
Sangamon, IL ... 5.2 131.7 -0.6 275 797 3.8 170
Wil IL e 13.2 1954 34 26 739 1.7 292
Winnebago, IL ........cccceeenee. 6.9 139.8 1.7 95 691 3.6 194

See footnotes at end of table.
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