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County Employment and Wages in Texas — Third Quarter 2015

Employment rose in 24 of the 27 largest counties in Texas from September 2014 to September 2015, the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics reported today. (Large counties are defined as those with employment of 75,000
or more as measured by 2014 annual average employment.) Regional Commissioner Stanley W. Suchman
noted that one Texas county ranked among the top 10 nationwide for job growth. The 6.1-percent
employment gain in Denton County was the fastest in the state and ranked third nationwide. In contrast,
employment fell in Ector, Midland, and Gregg; annual percentage job losses were evident in most industry
sectors, but were led by natural resources and mining. (See table 1.)

Nationwide, employment advanced 1.9 percent from September 2014 to September 2015 as 312 of the 342
largest U.S. counties registered increases. Williamson, Tenn., recorded the fastest employment gain in the
country, up 6.5 percent. Ector, Texas, experienced the largest over-the-year decrease with a loss of 8.3
percent; employment in Ector’s natural resources and mining sector fell 28.4 percent.

Among the largest counties in Texas, employment was highest in Harris County (2,287,600) in September
2015, followed by Dallas County (1,616,800). Three other counties, Tarrant, Bexar, and Travis, had
employment levels exceeding 600,000. Together, the 27 largest Texas counties accounted for 81.1 percent of
total employment within the state. Nationwide, the 342 largest counties made up 72.2 percent of total U.S.
employment.

From the third quarter of 2014 to the third quarter of 2015, average weekly wages nationwide increased 2.6
percent to $974. Among large counties in Texas, Travis registered the largest increase in average weekly
wages with a gain of 3.9 percent, while Midland recorded the largest decrease, down 6.7 percent. (See table
1.) In the third quarter of 2015, Harris had the highest average weekly wage among the state’s largest
counties at $1,240 and Cameron had the lowest at $615.

Employment and wage levels (but not over-the-year changes) are also available for the 227 counties in Texas
with employment levels below 75,000 in 2014. Among these smaller counties, 204 had average weekly
wages below the national average in September 2015. (See table 2.)

Large county wage changes

Five of Texas’s 27 large counties recorded wage growth above the 2.6-percent national increase from the
third quarter of 2014 to the third quarter of 2015. Travis County’s 3.9-percent wage increase was the highest
in the state and placed 47" in the national ranking, followed by Galveston (3.5 percent, 72"%), Denton (3.0



percent, 117"™), Brazoria (2.8 percent, 138™), and Jefferson (2.7 percent, 147"). (See table 1.) In contrast, six
Texas counties recorded wage decreases from the third quarter of 2014. Midland, Texas, experienced the
largest percentage decrease in the nation, with average weekly wages declining 6.7 percent over the year; the
natural resources and mining sector had the largest impact on the county’s average weekly wage decline with
a decrease of 8.1 percent over the year.

Nationally, 319 of the 342 largest counties had over-the-year wage increases. Rockland, N.Y., experienced
the largest wage gain in the nation, up 24.9 percent. Lake, Ill., had the second largest increase (11.7 percent),
followed by Onondaga, N.Y. (6.5 percent), and Washington, Ore. (6.4 percent).

Nationwide, 20 of the largest counties registered wage declines during the period. As noted, Midland, Texas,
experienced the largest decrease in average weekly wages with a loss of 6.7 percent over the year. Ector,
Texas, had the second largest wage decline (-4.9 percent), followed by Lafayette, La. (-3.2 percent), and
Stark, Ohio (-2.1 percent).

Large county average weekly wages

Average weekly wages in 5 of the 27 large Texas counties were at least 10 percent above the national average
of $974 per week in the third quarter of 2015. Harris County led at $1,240 per week and ranked 21° among
the 342 large counties nationwide. Harris was followed by Midland ($1,177, 31%"), Dallas ($1,157, 38th),
Collin ($1,126, 43™), and Travis ($1,122, 45™). Three additional Texas counties reported average weekly
wages above the national average: Ector ($1,037, 74™), Jefferson ($1,003, 85"), and Brazoria ($992, 89™).

Texas had four of the lowest-paying large counties in the United States, all located along the border with
Mexico: Cameron ($615, 341", Hidalgo ($624, 340™), Webb ($658, 338™), and El Paso ($698, 331°"). Other
Texas counties with low national rankings included Brazos ($734, 326™), Lubbock ($779, 294™), and
McLennan ($792, 284™).

Nationally, weekly wages were higher than the U.S. average in 100 of the largest counties in the country.
Santa Clara, Calif., held the top position among the highest-paid large counties with an average weekly wage
of $2,090. San Mateo, Calif., was second at $1,894, followed by New York, N.Y. ($1,829), San Francisco,
Calif. ($1,712), and Washington, D.C. ($1,667).

Of the largest counties in the United States, 242, or more than two-thirds, reported average weekly wages
below the national average in the third quarter of 2014. The lowest wage was reported in Horry, S.C., at $598
per week, followed by the Texas counties of Cameron and Hidalgo. Wages in these three lowest-ranked
counties were less than 30 percent of the average weekly wage in the highest-ranked county, Santa Clara,
Calif.

Average weekly wages in smaller Texas counties

Twenty-three of the 227 smaller Texas counties — those with employment below 75,000 — reported average
weekly wages above the national average of $974. Two of these smaller counties had wages that were also
the highest in the state: Carson ($1,347) and King ($1,331). Delta County registered the lowest weekly wage,
averaging $399 in the third quarter of 2015. (See table 2.)

When all 254 counties in Texas were considered, all but 31 had wages below the national average. Forty-

seven reported average weekly wages under $650, 88 registered wages from $650 to $749, 58 had wages
from $750 to $849, 26 had wages from $850 to $949, and 35 had wages of $950 or more per week. (See
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chart 1.) The counties with the highest average weekly wages were located around the large metropolitan
areas of Dallas, Houston, and Austin, as well as the smaller areas of Midland, Odessa, and Amarillo. Lower-
paying counties were concentrated in the agricultural areas of central Texas, the Texas Panhandle, and along
the Texas-Mexico border.

Additional statistics and other information
QCEW data for states have been included in this release in table 3. For additional information about
quarterly employment and wages data, please read the Technical Note or visit www.bls.gov/cew.

Employment and Wages Annual Averages Online features comprehensive information by detailed industry on
establishments, employment, and wages for the nation and all states. The 2014 edition of this publication
contains selected data produced by Business Employment Dynamics (BED) on job gains and losses, as well
as selected data from the first quarter 2015 version of the news release. Tables and additional content from
Employment and Wages Annual Averages 2014 are now available online at
www.bls.gov/cew/cewbultn14.htm. The 2015 edition of Employment and Wages Annual Averages Online
will be available in September 2016.

Information in this release will be made available to sensory impaired individuals upon request. Voice phone:
(202) 691-5200; Federal Relay Service: (800) 877-8339.

The County Employment and Wages release for fourth quarter 2015 is scheduled to be released on
Wednesday, June 8, 2016.

Technical Note

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 summaries of employment
and total pay of workers covered by state and federal unemployment insurance (UI) legislation and provided
by State Workforce Agencies (SWAs). The 9.6 million employer reports cover 140.4 million full- and part-
time workers. The average weekly wage values are calculated by dividing quarterly total wages by the
average of the three monthly employment levels of those covered by UI programs. The result is then divided
by 13, the number of weeks in a quarter. It is to be noted, therefore, that over-the-year wage changes for
geographic areas may reflect shifts in the composition of employment by industry, occupation, and such
other factors as hours of work. Thus, wages may vary among counties, metropolitan areas, or states for
reasons other than changes in the average wage level. Data for all states, Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSAs), counties, and the nation are available on the BLS Web site at www.bls.gov/cew/; however, data in
QCEW press releases have been revised (see Technical Note below) and may not match the data contained
on the Bureau’s Web site.

QCEW data are not designed as a time series. QCEW data are simply the sums of individual establishment
records reflecting the number of establishments that exist in a county or industry at 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.


http://www.bls.gov/cew
http://www.bls.gov/cew/cewbultn14.htm
http://www.bls.gov/cew/

The preliminary QCEW data presented in this release may differ from data released by the individual states
as well as from the data presented on the BLS Web site. These potential differences result from the states’
continuing receipt, review and editing of UI data over time. On the other hand, differences between data in
this release and the data found on the BLS Web site are the result of adjustments made to improve over-the-
year comparisons. Specifically, these adjustments account for administrative (noneconomic) changes such as
a correction to a previously reported location or industry classification. Adjusting for these administrative
changes allows users to more accurately assess changes of an economic nature (such as a firm moving from
one county to another or changing its primary economic activity) over a 12-month period. Currently,
adjusted data are available only from BLS press releases.



Table 1. Covered employment and wages in the United States and the 27 largest counties in Texas, third

quarter 2015
Employment Average weekly wage ("
Percent
Percent National change, National
September | change, ranking by | Average National third ranking by
2015 September percent weekly ranking by quarter percent
Area (thousands) | 2014-15 @ | change ® wage level ® [ 2014-15@ [ change @

United States @ . ... 140,442.2 1.9 -- $974 - 2.6 -
TOXAS. - et 11,681.0 2.1 - 999 13 11 45
Bell, TeXaS. ... 116.2 4.2 22 823 249 2.6 154
Bexar, TeXas. ......c.oviiiiiiiiiiii 821.4 3.3 71 874 193 22 204
Brazoria, Texas. ........cooviiiiiii i 103.4 4.0 32 992 89 2.8 138
Brazos, TeXas. ......oooiiiiiiiiei e 99.8 4.5 16 734 326 -0.4 326
Cameron, TeXaS. . .....uuuruueeeeeeaens 135.7 1.2 221 615 341 2.2 204
Collin, TEXAS. ... uvi e 366.9 4.9 1 1,126 43 25 165
Dallas, TeXas. .......covvuiieiiiiiiiiiii i 1,616.8 4.0 32 1,157 38 1.4 274
Denton, TeXaSs. .......vuuriiiiii e 221.4 6.1 3 885 180 3.0 117
Ector, TeXas. .....oovvieiiiiiii i 72.0 -8.3 340 1,037 74 -4.9 340
El Paso, TeXas. ... ..ouviiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaaas 292.0 3.1 89 698 331 2.6 154
Fort Bend, Texas..........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinennn. 170.6 3.6 49 949 117 -0.3 323
Galveston, TeXas. ........c.uuuuurrriieinnnnns 102.8 3.5 58 853 213 3.5 72
Gregg, TeXas. .....ooveiiui i 76.1 -4.2 338 846 218 -1.5 337
Harris, TeXas. . ..o 2,287.6 0.8 252 1,240 21 0.1 319
Hidalgo, Texas. .........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiea 243.9 25 124 624 340 1.0 300
Jefferson, Texas. .......oovveiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 123.1 0.4 292 1,003 85 2.7 147
Lubbock, Texas. .........covviiiiiiii i 135.0 24 128 779 294 2.1 215
McLennan, Texas. ........cooviuiiiieiiiiiiiieans 108.1 1.9 162 792 284 22 204
Midland, Texas. .........coveviiiiiiiiians 86.8 -7.3 339 1,177 31 -6.7 341
Montgomery, Texas. ...........ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 165.3 3.2 81 957 112 0.0 320
Nueces, TeXas. ......ooieieiiiiiiii i 163.0 0.8 252 861 201 1.2 286
Potter, TeXas. .......oovveiiiii i 79.1 1.6 192 804 272 0.2 318
Smith, TeXas.......oovviiiiii 100.2 4.1 25 810 265 -0.6 329
Tarrant, TeXas. ....ooueiiiii e 844.9 2.6 117 967 104 2.5 165
Travis, TEXaS. ... .ueeneeie e 692.4 4.6 15 1,122 45 3.9 47
Webb, Texas. ...t 97.7 2.6 117 658 338 0.9 305
Williamson, TeXas. ........ooeeieiieiiiieaennenne. 150.8 4.5 16 937 130 1.7 253

M Average weekly wages were calculated using unrounded data.
(2 Percent changes were computed from quarterly employment and pay data adjusted for noneconomic county reclassifications.
®) Ranking does not include data for Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands.
) Totals for the United States do not include data for Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands.

Note: Data are preliminary. Covered employment and wages includes workers covered by Unemployment Insurance (Ul) and Unemployment
Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE) programs.



Table 2. Covered employment and wages in the United States and all counties in Texas, third quarter 2015

Employment Average

September weekly

Area 2015 wage ("
UNIted States () ... 140,442,224 $974
L1222 S 11,680,983 999
N a0 [T =T o TR 19,994 773
o 2o 1= 7,338 1,125
ANGIINa. . . 36,262 742
= 157 6,368 709
2 e 1= 1,861 722
10153 10 o P 436 629
N €= T o0 1= 12,198 830
U 10,055 845
Bl . ... 2,454 732
BaNEra. . s 3,113 629
22T {0 o N 16,117 690
222 o] N 1,226 676
== 9,329 742
Bl o 116,176 823
B XA, ..t 821,361 874
== T oo T 2,922 800
[ T0] o 1= o 257 570
BOS U, . .. 3,680 666
B O ... 41,508 713
[T 0 - 103,414 992
[T 401 99,783 734
[T ST E] (= 3,784 721
{274 Yo7 o 1= T 319 584
[T 2 2,479 777
157407 15,858 666
1205 1= o o T 3,990 819
BUIN L. Lo s 13,167 739
CalAWEIL. . .o 8,186 688
CalNOUN. L e 12,678 1,165
(7= 11 =1 o = o T 2,201 717
(=T 01740 o 1 135,659 615
(0= 1 o] o TP 3,896 716
(07 T 7o o 4,572 1,347
(7= 7N 7,377 651
(713 (o 2,618 678
(04 5= T 0'0] o= 13,072 1,027
CRBIOKEE. . ...t e s 14,519 640
(O] 1116 1= 2,445 691
(0] 1,384 679
OGN AN, e 756 729
COK . e 665 612
(970] =1 4= 1 o 2,046 560
(71 TN 366,863 1,126
COllNGSWOITN. . . e 867 702
(070] o] =T Lo TR 7,004 711
(@707 217 | 49,449 766
(70732 E= T o] - 3,709 606
(0707 o oo T 864 719
CO0K . ..o 15,533 834
GOy L. . e 15,677 685
(70 1= 366 595
(] =T 1= 1,410 1,101




Table 2. Covered employment and wages in the United States and all counties in Texas, third quarter 2015 -
Continued

Employment Average

September weekly

Area 2015 wage ("
(] oo 1] 1,831 827
L7 =10 PN 1,485 628
CUID IS ON. .. e 1,226 724
DallAM. . 4,516 780
22 11 T 1,616,750 1,157
[0 F= 17T o 4,346 710
D8 WVt .o 8,077 782
DA SNt ... e 7,613 717
1= = S 1,438 399
[0 a1 o] o 221,444 885
[0 o3 T o 438 639
MM, o e 5,896 963
DN Y . . . et 949 603
T 7= 3,321 783
=82 T = 1 o 7,242 831
=1 o 72,015 1,037
B NS, ... e 370 621
=T J 292,002 698
= 47 127 778
Erath. . 16,045 631
FallS. .o 3,133 664
=TT 01T 7,166 726
=<1 1 (= 9,230 728
IS, o e 875 702
o) PR 1,568 641
FOAId. .o 319 492
Lo 2T o R 170,571 949
FranKIiN. Lo e 2,948 730
[ (ST (o] = T 5,466 877
T TSP 6,743 881
(=TT 6,520 841
GBIV S ON. ..ot 102,818 853
(7= - 1,815 735
(11T o) PR 10,004 683
(=TT oo o] 587 824
(€0} =T 1,246 661
GONZAIES. ...ttt ittt s 7,166 755
[ - R 8,483 858
(€= 7T o T N 44,640 765
L€ =Y o P 76,124 846
(7513 =Y 7,704 837
(€U To =1 [0 o= 34,409 775
HalE. o 12,106 654
= 804 609
L =10 111 o TR 2,485 640
HaN S O . ... 2,208 913
Halrd e mMaN. . o e s 1,147 622
= 1o [ P 12,981 763
2 10 2,287,613 1,240
Har S ON. 24,428 903
HarH Y . . . 2,532 710
HaSKEIL. ..o 1,695 652
HaAY S, et 61,062 721




Table 2. Covered employment and wages in the United States and all counties in Texas, third quarter 2015 -
Continued

Employment Average

September weekly

Area 2015 wage ("
L1000 o 11 2,132 1,028
[ 5T 0o 1=T T o 16,126 637
HIQ@lg0. . . o 243,945 624
Hill oo e 9,504 733
HOCKIY . ..o e e 9,901 905
HOO. .o 16,049 818
HODKINS. . ..o e 12,490 692
Lm0 TU ] (o o 6,666 843
1017772 12,666 847
om0 £ 0= 1 P 1,209 1,086
HUNL. e e 27,822 915
L5 [0 ] 11 =Yoo 8,719 1,070
o] o TR PSP 677 991
- o] 3,243 1,053
JACKSON. L 5,691 784
= ] o - 10,290 715
JEIT DAV, . i 968 591
1= 15T =T 123,081 1,003
JIM HOGG. et 1,830 714
JIM VIS, 18,156 790
8 [0 0 =T ) o 1 44,621 786
10 1= 3,338 704
5= L1 5,675 944
AU AN L e 29,155 739
KONl . 14,188 852
ST 1= 578 1,080
2T 1] S 294 637
[ 17,800 763
KM, .. 1,298 581
T 3T I 119 1,331
Y . e 776 845
=] o 1= TR PPN 12,151 698
3 o 1,205 791
LA SallE. e 3,195 1,117
6= 0 T 20,273 762
0= 0 o 3,789 691
LM PASES. . .. ettt 4,689 611
{2 Y= T~ 5,579 687
T 7,079 842
ST o S 5,391 901
[ o= 4 Y2 PP 16,697 759
{3 =T (o T 7,861 711
[T 010 1 4 o 1,255 745
[T 2= 1, 4,323 920
=T T TS 4,628 666
0 1 T PN 53 909
LUDDOCK. .t 135,011 779
3 N 1,307 699
=T 1o o T 5,392 700
1= T o 1,985 560
1= T 1,848 877
=TS0 o 1,069 565
LY E= L= T - N 11,088 919




Table 2. Covered employment and wages in the United States and all counties in Texas, third quarter 2015 -
Continued

Employment Average

September weekly

Area 2015 wage ("
Y= =Y L P 17,403 615
MCCUIIOCN. . .. e e e 2,901 713
ML B NNAN. .. 108,057 792
1LY LU= o 636 1,040
11T 13- T N 9,439 664
1Y =Y o= T o R 422 495
1,1 | =T o o 86,757 1,177
111 F=T ¢ 5,780 872
1 1,379 617
3 7= 2,205 792
MONEAGUE. . . ..o e e e 5,221 739
1Y/ ) e T3 T Y 165,309 957
10T 10,814 816
Y0 4 P 4,139 768
Lo 1= 2P 309 490
I E= Lo T T [o o7 =Y 22,173 685
LI E= 10 o TS 16,554 706
LI L5177 o o 1,560 578
131 =T o T 6,117 761
NUB CES . . e 162,970 861
O NI .. 5,136 901
(] 1o ] =T 1 4 1A 1,049 823
10T o o T 22,749 896
=1 (o T ) (o T 8,357 740
P AN, . 9,421 828
L= T T 32,481 831
L= L= 5,676 808
P COS. e ei 5,955 818
POlK. e 10,496 712
o] 1= S 79,076 804
(=1 [ 2,197 725
6= 11 1 1,765 582
RN ... 29,314 749
(=T - o 1,960 1,011
Rl . 767 498
Lo N 1Y 2,505 617
RV S . . .t 4,284 768
R UGIO. .. 2,405 796
RO IS, ..t 287 707
[ 00] 0 1= 3 £ 3,928 780
ROCKWaNL. ... e e s 26,259 772
RUNNIS. . e e e 2,805 652
RUS K.« .t 13,503 788
1= o) 10T Y 2,254 662
SaAN AUGUSTINE. . . e 1,515 692
SN JACINE0. L.ttt 1,972 639
S AN PatliCiO. .. o 19,049 863
=TT T=1 o - T 1,609 583
IS Tod 01 1= o] 0 =Y 932 752
T 7,855 952
SNACKEI OId. .. 1,416 998
Sl DY . . 8,529 704
£ =Y 2= o 1,053 738




Table 2. Covered employment and wages in the United States and all counties in Texas, third quarter 2015 -
Continued

Employment Average

September weekly

Area 2015 wage ("
SN, e 100,197 810
SOOIV ..o e 3,996 1,019
ST, e 14,882 564
£ (= 1 =Y T 3,177 703
I T3 3T 671 763
15 (o 1= 1 529 632
SN, e e e 2,071 1,167
I =Y PP 1,914 620
2 11> 0 O 844,890 967
L= 177 ] PP 60,372 747
T ]| 416 1,060
B =10 7 PP 3,705 738
I 10 Yo7 (4o g (o] o 473 676
U, ettt e 15,422 682
B 41T =Y Y o 47,442 757
L5177 692,423 1,122
1412 PP 2,426 620
5= 3,883 654
U DS UL, e 6,915 692
L0 0] Co o 1,726 1,116
UL, . .o 10,066 645
VAl VIO, . .. e 17,114 695
VAN ZaNAt. .. 10,379 634
Y11 - 41,643 840
VIR . . e 23,827 734
LT T 15,805 813
LT T PP 4,799 1,012
R AT T g o | o] o P 14,849 722
F T o 97,696 658
VI ON. e e 15,705 708
R AT =TT P 2,515 735
R T o= T 53,018 714
BT o= 14 =T 6,046 679
VLY . . e 3,535 643
R AT =T o) o P 150,801 937
VIS O, e e 7,642 664
VKL < e e 2,535 1,026
VS . . ettt 20,440 869
Ao T P 9,676 672
(7= U 4 P 4,219 989
(0T 3T 6,874 736
= o Y- T 3,856 910
ZAVAA. . . 2,684 535

(M Average weekly wages were calculated using unrounded data.
@ Totals for the United States do not include data for Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands.

Note: Covered employment and wages includes workers covered by Unemployment Insurance (Ul) and Unemployment Compensation for Federal
Employees (UCFE) programs. Data are preliminary.
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Table 3. Covered employment and wages by state, third quarter 2015

Employment Average weekly wage
Percent Percent National
September change, National change, third | ranking by

2015 September Average ranking quarter percent

State (thousands) 2014-15 | weekly wage by level 2014-15 change
United States @ ... 140,442.2 1.9 $974 - 2.6 -
Alabama. ... 1,893.6 1.2 830 34 1.8 40
AlaSKaA. .. 346.4 0.4 1,041 9 2.2 34
ANIZONA. .. 2,613.9 2.9 889 24 1.5 42
ArKaNSaSs. ... 1,193.4 1.9 756 48 2.6 22
California. .......ooee 16,474 .4 3.0 1,134 5 34 6
Colorado. ... .. 2,513.0 2.9 1,006 12 2.4 30
ConnectiCut. ........uveiei 1,668.3 0.2 1,147 4 2.0 38
Delaware. ... ..o 436.3 21 963 15 0.3 48
District of Columbia............c.coooiiiiiiii 743.6 14 1,667 1 2.3 33
Florida. ... 8,023.2 35 852 31 3.1 10
(C 1Yo o[- P 41711 2.8 916 22 2.8 19
Hawaii. ... 635.4 14 896 23 3.1 10
1daho. ..o 680.3 3.3 736 50 2.1 37
OIS, .. 5,888.6 1.3 1,020 10 3.9 3
INdi@ana. ... 2,971.7 1.6 818 39 2.4 30
oW, . 1,535.9 0.4 823 38 3.0 14
KanSas. .....ooii 1,370.9 0.6 809 41 1.8 40
Kentucky. ... 1,852.5 14 804 42 2.9 18
LOUISIaNA. ...t 1,926.3 -0.2 858 30 0.7 47
MaiNe. ... 609.7 0.7 779 46 3.3 7
Maryland. ... ... 2,607.8 1.3 1,067 8 24 30
Massachusetts. ...... ... 3,446.9 1.4 1,197 2 3.0 14
Michigan. ... ..o 4,203.0 1.6 921 20 2.7 20
MinNnesota. ... 2,800.7 1.4 990 14 2.6 22
MISSISSIPPI. « v v et e e e e 1,118.9 1.2 706 51 1.3 43
MISSOUN. ... 2,737.9 1.9 846 32 2.2 34
Montana. ... ..o 457.9 1.9 759 47 3.7 4
Nebraska. .........ooeiii 964.0 1.4 811 40 4.2 2
Nevada. ..o 1,254.5 3.2 862 29 2.5 27
New Hampshire...... ..o 642.8 1.5 952 18 2.7 20
NEW JEISEY. ... 3,933.9 14 1,116 6 2.6 22
NEW MEXICO. ..ttt 809.2 0.6 798 43 1.3 43
NEeW YOrK. ..o 9,065.4 1.8 1,180 3 3.1 10
North Carolina. ...........cooiiiii i 4,194.1 2.5 863 28 3.0 14
North Dakota. ... 438.0 -3.8 956 17 -2.3 51
ORi0. e 5,282.7 1.2 878 25 1.9 39
OKIAhOMA. ... e 1,598.0 0.2 825 37 0.0 49
[©14=Ts (o] TP 1,812.8 3.0 924 19 4.4 1
Pennsylvania..............oooi 5,722.1 0.8 961 16 2.5 27
Rhode Island. ........ .o 477 .4 1.2 919 21 2.6 22
South Carolina. .........cooiiiiii 1,959.7 2.9 788 44 2.6 22
South Dakota. ...........ooviiiiii 419.5 0.9 756 48 3.1 10
TENNESSEE. ...t 2,850.6 2.7 864 27 3.2 8
TOXAS. .ottt e 11,681.0 2.1 999 13 1.1 45
Utah. . 1,353.9 3.7 829 35 3.2 8
VEIMONT. ... 308.2 0.5 829 35 3.0 14
Virginia. ..o 3,759.7 2.5 1,014 11 2.5 27
Washington. ... ... 3,187.6 2.5 1,111 7 2.2 34
West Virginia. ... 702.4 -1.1 785 45 0.9 46
WISCONSIN. ...t 2,815.7 0.9 834 33 3.5 5
WYOMING. .. 287.4 -1.5 866 26 -1.1 50
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Table 3. Covered employment and wages by state, third quarter 2015 - Continued

Employment Average weekly wage
Percent Percent National
September change, National change, third | ranking by
2015 September Average ranking quarter percent
State (thousands) 2014-15 weekly wage by level 2014-15 change
Puerto RICO. ... 891.1 -0.7 512 ® 14 ®
Virgin ISIaNGS. . .......veeiii e 36.8 2.1 738 @ 2.1 ®

M Average weekly wages were calculated using unrounded data.
(3 Totals for the United States do not include data for Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands.

®) Data not included in the national ranking.

Note: Data are preliminary. Covered employment and wages includes workers covered by Unemployment Insurance (Ul) and Unemployment

Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE) programs.

Chart 1. Average weekly wages by county in Texas, third quarter 2015
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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