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Introduction

Whenever states are compared, South Carolina consistently ranks in the bottom
third in per capita personal income. The perception is that South Carolina is a “poor”
state with a low standard of living and little economic development beyond lowgpayin
textile mills at the center of small ramshackle towns. In truth, whilehaundeveloped
areas and some areas of persistent poverty remain, the state boadtsibearta
metropolitan areas and an economy growing in diversity. How then does the state’s
actual standard of living compare to the remainder of the nation? Is comparioggbers
income across states with different costs of living a reliable gaugmoabmic
wellbeing? To the extent that South Carolina falls behind the nation economicalty, wh
are the weaknesses causing it to do so, and what are its strengths that ohidjiet $tate
to close this gap? These questions were addressed in the following report witbrthe
of finding answers and identifying a direction of future research. South @anetiome
data was examined in terms of the distribution of income among households and
geographic distribution. The role of education was also discussed. Finally, thei@hdustr
mix of each county was examined using a shift-share analysis.

Income Distribution

Graphing Distribution of Income

The distribution of household income (HHI) within various South Carolina
counties according to the most recent available data from the US Census \Basea
mapped graphically and compared to the state and the nation. The resultingwgnagphs
analyzed for convergence among county, state and nation between 1990 and 2000.

The 2000 US Census provides the number of households within each geographic
area with a reported income level falling in each of sixteen bands, rangmngLess
than $10,000” to “$200,000 or mor&®. In order to facilitate a direct comparison among
county, state and national, as well as comparisons between counties with different
populations, households within each income band are presented in this analysis as a
percentage of the total number of households in the region.

Figure 1A compares South Carolina’s HHI distribution to that of the nation in
2000;Figure 1B makes the same comparison for HHI in 1990. Note that South Carolina
closely tracks the national income distribution in both years, albeit in both tasesate

! The 1990 Census uses 25 income bands startingvéitls than $5,000” and ending with “$150,000 or
more”; for the graphical analysis, these bands werabined to be as close as possible to the CRUs
gradation.

Z Income numbers presented in the 2000 Census bateptesent income reported for the preceding,year
i.e. 1999; likewise 1990 income numbers are forydnar 1989. For simplicity, income will be refeced

by the year of the Census in which they are regorte



Figure 1A — SC vs. US HHI Distribution (2000)
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Figure 1B — SC vs. US HHI Distribution (1990)
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shows a larger percentage of households at the lower end of the income range and a
smaller percentage at the higher end. The state’s distribution clasedysmational

HHI distribution on the upper middle class range, but the percentage of households in the
lower-middle income range in South Carolina has decreased at a slovitaareite the

nation as a whole. This could be indicative of the losses in the manufacturing —
particularly textile — sector seen by the state during the 1990s. Genabyate has a
persistently smaller percentage of households than the nation in the upper inagene ran
and a larger percentage in the lower income range.

Note that, because of the way in which the Census Bureau presents the income
breakdown, the state and county income numbers have not been discounted for cost of



living for this analysis. Had this discount been applied to Figure 1, as South Carolina’s
cost of living is lower than the national average, the net effect would have beefh to shi
the state’s distribution curve slightly to the right. Nonetheless, it is the shépecurve
that is most telling in this analysis.

HHI distribution curves of South Carolina counties in 2000 roughly follow one of
three basic patterns. Figures 2 through 4 present examples of each of tleess. pétte
first pattern is that which closely mirrors the state and nationalldisitrn. Figure 2A
and2B present the HHI distribution curve for Greenville County, which almost precisely
mimics the national distribution in both 2000 and 1990. Additional counties that follow
the state/national pattern, to varying degrees, include Aiken, Anderson, @imarles
Florence, Richland and Spartanburg, among others.

Figure 2A — Greenville County vs. State and Natio2000)
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Figure 2B — Greenville County vs. State and Natio(1990)
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The second basic pattern is the super-national pattern. These countieg actuall
exceed the national HHI distribution in the upper middle-class portion of the curve and
are lower in at least part of the lower middle-class aFegure 3A andB show York
County, which is part of the burgeoning Charlotte, North Carolina Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA). York County has actually outpaced the nation in upgéiem
class growth, while the percent of households in the lower end of the income spectrum
has diminished relative to the nation. This growth pattern is typical of the counties

Figure 3A — York County vs. State and Nation (2000)
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Figure 3B — York County vs. State and Nation (1990)
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following this distribution. Other counties in this group are Berkeley and Ddeches
which both benefit from the growth taking place north of Charleston, and Beaufort. Of
these counties — and of all of the counties in the state — only Beaufort exceed®the nat
in the percent of households in the highest income range. This is largely due to the



number of retirees who have migrated to Hilton Head Island, located in Beaufort County,
from states with much higher nominal income levels.

Figure 4A — Allendale County vs. State and Nation2000)
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Figure 4B — Allendale County vs. State and Natiornl@90)
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The third basic income distribution pattern is that of the relatively disadyehta
counties. The archetype of this pattern, the most egregious, is Allendale County, show
in Figure 4A andB. This pattern is much more heavily skewed toward the lower income
levels — to the extent that the y-axis had to be rescaled to accommodate thailaer
the distribution. Missing from this pattern is the large concentration of housebelus s
at the upper middle-income level in both of the other two patterns. Note that the gap
between Allendale and the state and nation widened during the 1990s. Other counties
following this basic pattern did not necessarily fare so badly, but many did become mor
disadvantaged, largely due to the heavy emphasis on manufacturing tradiseeally



there; decline in the textile sector impacted these counties especrdlly®ider counties
that exhibit this basic disadvantaged pattern include Bamberg, Marion, Marlbor
Williamsburg, and others to a lesser degree.

Breaking Down by Percentile

The gap in the upper income ranges seen in Figures 1 through 4 is reinforced by
Figure 5, wherein South Carolina household incomes were compared broken down at the
10th, 50th (median) and 90th percentile breaks. THepgfcentile break means that
10% of the population’s household income was at or below this figure. The 50
percentile break is the middlemost (median) point in the income distribution; 50% of the
population had household incomes at or below this figure and 50% of the population had
a household income greater than the figure. THep@@centile point represents the
figures where only 10% of the households have incomes greater than this figure. The use
of several percentile break points provides a more fully developed comparison of South
Carolina household incomes to national household incomes than is presented by the
simple mean or median as a comparative point.

Over the decade of the nineties, the South Carolina households af'the 10
percentile fell about 2 percentage points behind the national household inddme 10
percentile figures. Interestingly, South Carolina’s mediaf\ (& centile) break actually
gained against the national household income median. The greatest surprise and the
greatest decline against the national household incomes came &t trer@ntile break,
where South Carolina figures experienced a significant 7% drop. Several explanations
have been offered for this decline:

Figure 5 — South Carolina Income as Percent of Nathal Income (not discounted)
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First, while the decade of the 1990’s are marked by strong entrepreneurial
expansion, fewer rapidly expanding, high wealth-generating enterprises were
formed in South Carolina. The state currently hosts few research and
development firm headquarters, while many other areas of the nation have seen
much more growth in this area. This represents an area of high-income
employment that is not being taken advantage of in the state.

Second, South Carolina is a strong retirement destination. The state expesience
significant in-migration trend of retirees during the 1990’s, a trend that g tike
continue as the baby-boom generation leaves the work-force. While these
individuals bring great disposable income underpinned by significant wealth, their
actual household incomes are below those in peak earning years. Yet, fully
capitalized real estate, substantial unearned income from investments, and the
capacity for significant discretionary spending may be greatevralgassets than
households with higher income and associated debt. In short, our wealthiest
cohort is older and perhaps has more fixed asset wealth but less designated
income than the nation’s households at tHB @€rcentile. These explanations are
speculative.

An interesting point to consider, however, is if South Carolina is falling behind
national figures more rapidly at our wealthiest cohort, does it reallgrfiatn fact, the
income disparity between those households at the@fcentile level and the 0
percentile level decreased during the 1990’s. In 1989 the SC gap was about 12.23, that
is, households at the 9@ercentile made 12.23 times more household income than
households at the T(ercentile. By 1999 that figure decreased to 11.19. Similarly, in
1989 the national difference was 11.46 between tfiep@ecentile households and the
10" percentile households. That too decreased in 1999 to 11.08.

An implication of this for economic development policymakers is the effect that
lagging income among the B@ercentile group may have on the availability of venture
capital in the state, as this is the income group that generally provides ienestpital.
This is especially problematic given that such a large portion of {he&@entile group
is made up of retirees, who typically are not looking to invest their assets in new
business. A lack of venture capital can stymie entrepreneurism and thus new job
creation. However, sufficient demand for venture capital should draw needed funding,
even be it from out-of-state sources, so that any lack of entrepreneurism seestate
cannot be entirely attributable to the composition of South Carolina’s wealtbigemes.

As shall be discussed presently, the industrial mix — still heavily relialtaoth
manufacturing with a dearth of research and development firms — and an ockrafl la
success at drawing or retaining highly skilled workers are also signifaztots in the
problem.

Income versus Wealth

One issue that must be further addressed is the question of whether income by
itself, even if discounted for cost of living, is a sufficient measure of the econom



viability of a state. The question here is one of wealth, or held assets. An indoridua
household that has a relatively low income but that, for example, owns a great dahl of re
estate with little or no debt will potentially be economically better off thv@e who has a
slightly higher income but who does not hold property or other forms of wealth. Low
stated, “Household financial well-being is critical to a region’s ovecalhemic health.
Most analysts look to the annual flow of income as the most appropriate measure of
economic well-being, but income is only the tip of the iceberg. Lying beneath theesur
is wealth, a much bigger and generally more stable — yet hidden — financi&Passet
Low’s study ranked residential real estate holdings as the largest cemypdmousehold
wealth. To this point, it is important to note that South Carolina ranked sixth in the
nation for homeownership rates in 2004%Vealth in general is a more sustainable
indicator of economic wellbeing than simple income, as income is more suscaptible
short-term fluctuations in the local economic environment, such as cyclicaracidisl
unemployment and seasonal variations in consumer spending.

The sustainability of South Carolina’s wealth position is augmented by ibe rat
of home values to median household income (MHHI) in most of the state relative to other
regions of the nation. Based upon the amount that banks are typically willing to loan to
homebuyers, a ratio of greater than 2.75 is an indicator that homeownershiperates a
becoming more unstable, as typical consumers become less able to purchasentheir
homes. The ratio of median value of owner-occupied housing units to MHHI in South
Carolina was 2.56 in 2000, while that of the nation was 2.85. Several areas of the nation
well exceed the national average, including California (4.45), Massach&sé&sdnd
New York County, New York (21.26).Some counties within South Carolina exceed the
2.75 mark; these are primarily coastal counties. It should be noted, however, that to some
degree the higher housing costs — particularly in Beaufort County — are bigay oy
demand from retirees from out of state who use funds obtained through the liquidation of
homes in more expensive areas of the nation to purchase their homes in South Carolina.

In sum, any disparity observed between South Carolina’s income levels and that
of the nation is largely offset by the strong wealth position enjoyed on the whtble b
state’s residents. The weakness of using wealth as a measure of ecorlthaingvs
that there is as yet no widely-accepted standard for quantifying it. Tihgsthe case,
income continues to be used due to its greater observability.

3 Sarah A. Low, “Regional Asset Indicators: The Wealf Regions, The Main Street Economi@Eenter

for the Study of Rural America, Federal ReservekBafrKansas City, September 2005), 1.

* Corporation for Enterprise Development (CFED), {Blepment Report Card for the States”; available at
http://drc.cfed.org/grades/south_carolina.htmleinet; accessed 10 April 2006.

® Calculated using US Census data (2000).



Figure 6 — South Carolina MSAs

Geographic Distribution of Income Among Counties

Mapping South Carolina counties makes it possible to identify a number of wealth
nodes located throughout the state. These are urbanized areas (most are p&af a M
that appear to spawn growth in surrounding counties. These nodes are identifiable as
counties that are indicated as having the highest Per Capita Personal (R€&iheand
Median Household Income (MHHI) in the statéigure 6 indicates South Carolina’s
MSAs, as defined for the 2000 Census, for purpose of reference — note that two MSAs
are shared with neighboring states: Charlotte, shared with North Carolina, andaAugust
Aiken, shared with Georgiarigure 7 is a map of South Carolina’s counties color-coded
according to MHHI as a percent of the national average. MHHI is used in thisisna
because, while PCPI is a better gauge of county economic activityedt@apopulation,
households are the unit of consumption; as such, standard of living is better described
using MHHI than PCPI. There is a small negative correlation between REPI a
household size, that is, poorer areas tend to have larger household sizes, while more
affluent areas tend to have smaller househblds.such, there is some variation in
results when comparing counties using the two statistics.

® Regressing the log of average household size®tothof PCPI for SC counties in 2000 yields a
coefficient of -0.09, with a t-statistic of -3.28.



Figure 7 — South Carolina Median Household IncomesPercent of US Average (Nominal)

As is readily apparent to any casual observer, costs of living can vatlydrem
one place to another, owing to a number of factors. On the whole, South Carolina’s cost
of living is substantially lower that that seen in, for example, the Northedst Gvest
Coast. As such, simply comparing income levels in South Carolina counties to the rest of
the nation fails to take into account the buying power of the income being measured.
This is why ranking South Carolina as one of the “poorer” states is a fallaeit, al
common one.

Nominal MHHI in the state for 2000 was $37,082, or 88.3 percent of national
MHHI. Berry, Fording and Hanson, however, developed a state-level cost of living inde
based upon real estate values, tax rates and other factors, which allows a direct
comparison of incomes according to buying power across $tatesording to the
index, South Carolina’s cost of living was approximately 92.38 percent of the national
average in the year 2000. Discounting using these data, the state’s “real’vi&siH
$40,141, which was 95.6 percent of the national average. This, it is argued in this current
study, is a much more accurate measure of the standard of living in the state.

" William D. Berry; Richard C. Fording and RussellHianson, “An Annual Cost of Living Index for the
American States, 1960-1995,he Journal of Politic§2 (2000): 550-567. Updated index available at
http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/issr/da/index/techirff@ii51.HTM; Internet; accessed 11 April 2006.
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Figure 8 — South Carolina Median Household IncomesPercent of US Average (Discounted)

Figure 9 — Percent of 25-64 Year-Olds with a Bachef's Degree or Above

Applying the discount to county MHHI generates quite a different map than that
seen in Figure 7. Whereas the nominal income map shows only four counties above the
national income averaggEigure 8 shows that seven are actually well above the national
average, with most of the state’s remaining urbanized counties at or verliaear t
national averageFigure 9 shows the percentage holding a bachelor’'s degree or above in
South Carolina counties. Comparing this map to the income maps suggests a correlation
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between the state’s income levels and education levels that will be discusised i
following section.

As a final thought, applying the Berry et al. index to all of the states sigmily
improves South Carolina’s ranking nationally in terms of state income |ewgiste 10
shows nominal state income levels in ascending order; note that South Carolirdlyis soli
in the bottom third. Irfrigure 11, income is discounted using the cost of living index,
moving the state much closer to the center.

Figure 10 Nominal 2000 MHHI for the States
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Figure 11 — Discounted 2000 MHHI for the States
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Income and Education

This analysis was initiated based upon a question posed by South Carolina
Senator James Ritchie (District 13) regarding the impact of the I-98@ocounties’
aggregated data on the overall comparability of South Carolina to national per capita
income averaged-igure 12 presents the household median income for South Carolina
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grouped by the SC 1-95 counties, SC non-I-95 counties, and the total SC figures as a
percent of the national average. Regarding MHHI, the 1-95 counties under-pastfidren
state’s non 1-95 county figures and thus did depress the state figures. Tlstoexaf

the 1-95 county data, however, did little to improve the overall county figures adenst t
national average. It is suspected the small impact of the I-95 counties on South
Carolina's position against national figures is a combination of the following:

Those counties having less population (therefore little influence on statees)erag
and

The percentile distributions of household income in South Carolina consistently
fall below the matched percentile distributions of the nation, as discussed
previously.

Figure 12 — Median Household Income (Not Discountgd- 1-95 Counties vs. State
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An Ordinary Least Squares model was constructed using the ratio of county per
capita income to U.S. per capita income as the dependent variable. The eight
independent variables used were:

County location on the 1-95 corridor
County location on the 1-26 corridor
County location on the 1-20 corridor
County location on the I-77 corridor
County location on the 1-85 corridor
Percent of county population over 25 without a high school diploma

13



Percent of county population over 25 with at least a BS degree
Persistent poverty classification as defined in the Zell Miller r&port

The model showed that these eight variables explained over 80% of the variance
of per capita income about its mean (Adjusté&RB417). Three of the variables
contributed significantly to per capita income. The two strongest contributoesthreer
education related variables. The closer ratio of South Carolina per capita incore to U
per capita income was significantly explained byghecent of county population over
25 with at least a BS degrdprobability .002). The wider the ratio of South Carolina per
capita income to U.S. per capita income was significantly explained Ipgtbent of
county population over 25 without a high school diplonarobability .006). Only one
of the locational variables offered significant contribution to understanding the ratio of
South Carolina per capita income to U.S. per capita income — the 1-85 variable was
statistically significant (probability .042). This could be explained by thledni
percentage of persons over 25 with at least a BS degree in the -85 corridor. Nane of
other locational models nor the classification of a counpeasistent povertin the
report for Senator Zell Miller were significant contributors to understenali explaining
the ratio of South Carolina per capita income to U.S. per capita income.

The conclusion is direct. The gap in the ratio of South Carolina per capita income
to U.S. per capita income is best explained by education differentials.

Education alone, however, will not explain how to close the gap in the ratio of
South Carolina per capita income to U.S. per capita incdtigeires 13and14 compare
the median earning by educational attainment for both the United States and South
Carolina. The first graph depicts early entrants (22-29 year olds) thhikecond
depicts the mature workforce (30-64 year olds).

Among early entrants in our workforce South Carolina exceeds the national
median of earnings for workers witiigh school degreeendsome college South
Carolina trailed the nation iAssociate’slegree earning and Braduate/ Professional
degree earnings.

These differences were less prevalent in the mature workfagieschooland
Associate’anedian earnings between the state and the nation were even. South
Carolinians in the mature workforce without a high school diploma had a higher median
income than did their national counterparts, though it was significantly below earners
with greater educational attainment. Within the education to income distribution the
largest gap between South Carolina and the nation was in the highest educational
attainmentgraduate and professional degredsis our opinion the gap between median
incomes of South Carolinians wi@rad/professionatiegrees and their national

8 “It's a Matter of Wealth: Dismantling PersisterivRrty in the Southern United States.” (Carl Vimso
Institute of Government, University of Georgia, 200 Study commissioned by Senator Zell Miller.
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Figure 13 — Median Earnings by Degree Level (22-28ear-olds)
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Figure 14 — Median Earnings by Degree Level (30-6vear-olds)
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counterparts is a reflection of cost of living differentials. Since compensatihese
categories has strong market linkages either the South Carolina cohamgeyand
therefore not at peak earning or the local market for fee-based professagnealding
what that market can sustain. Since, however, at the national lev@l#ifprofessional
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degree category earned 1.43 times the median salary of those with BS/BaAdaga

the South Carolina differential is only 1.15 times greater, an alternative emfaisa

that the South Carolina corporate/industrial mix places fewer R&D or MBA/JD
executives in their employee mix. This would suggest fewer research and dearglopm
operations and fewer headquarters, than the national average.

Shift-Share Analysis

Shift-share analysis is a method in regional economics by which chamiipe
“mix” of industries in one region can be compared to that of another rédinthis
study, the industrial mix of individual counties is compared to other counties and to the
nation as a whole. This allows for the identification of which industries arargyomw
each county more rapidly than the nation, and which are not keeping pace with or are
declining relative to the nation. This will assist in identifying the giifesand
weaknesses of the individual counties. Counties that present as “competitivé? (whic
will be explained presently) in the Services sector, for example, indicajgpanent
strength in that industry. Identifying industry sectors that are exypangthe most
growth in a given county can also allow for the identification of potential weaksenot
only where the county is lagging behind the nation in job creation within an industrial
sector, but when the county is experiencing growth in a sector that is in naticima,de
such as in some forms of manufacturing.

In this portion of the analysis, South Carolina counties were ranked in descending
order according to 2000 per capita personal income (PCPI) then divided into the top,
middle and lower third, shown kigure 15. Industries were classified by supersector,
according to the North American Industry Classification System (NAEThree
approaches were taken to compare the industrial makeup of South Carolina counties
within each grouping. The first approach was to perform a direct comparison of the
growth rates of each industry group to the growth in that industry nationally Inetinece
years 1990 and 2004. The second was to examine the competitive mix component of
each industry group within the counties in each tier during the same period and,cagain, t
compare them to the industrial growth rate in each industry at the nationalHavaly,

a Location Quotient (LQ) was calculated for each industrial group foretfne2004 in

order to determine whether the county is a net importer or net exporter in a given
industry. The methods and implications of each approach shall be discussed in order.
Data were obtained from the Northeast Regional Project'Qising data from the US
Bureau of Labor Statistics Census of Employment. Additional data were obtainmed f
the Census Bureau and the Bureau of Economic Analysis.

° For an introduction to the shift-share approactegional analysis, see the Appendix to Chaptesf12
Edgar M. Hoover and Frank Giarratafn Introduction to Regional Economj&" Ed. (Morgantown,
WV: Regional Research Institute, West Virginia Usrisity, 1999); Internet;
http://www.rri.wvu.edu/WebBook/Giarratani/chapteetwe . htm#appendix.

19 A detailed definition of each of the industry stgeetors used is given in the Appendix.

M Internet: http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu/sshatedl.
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Figure 15 — Counties Ranked by PCPI

Of the fifteen top tier counties, when adjusted using the state cost of living index
all boast a PCPI that is better than 90 percent of the national average, withefbigoexc
of Florence which narrowly misses at 89 percent. Additionally, all but two ifddinv
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), as defined by the Fed#ie¢ Of Management
and Budget; the two exceptions, Oconee and Kershaw, are immediately adjacent to
MSAs. Geographically, all of the top tier counties except for Horry and Geongetow
have nearby interstate access and all of them lie within three spegibas; the coastal
area, the Augusta-Columbia Interstate 20 corridor (with Kershaw dnrigterstate 20
on the opposite side of Columbia), and the Interstate 85/Atlanta-Charlotte camiithor (
York lying within the Charlotte MSA).

Of the fifteen counties grouped in the lower third according to PCPI, all bet thre
lie in the corridor between Columbia and Charleston, following or adjacent to the
Interstate 95 corridor. The exceptions are McCormick, which lies in the raeal ar
between the Interstate 85 and 20 corridors north of Augusta, and Fairfield aner Chest
which both lie north of Columbia along Interstate 77. The middle tier counties are
somewhat more evenly distributed through the state, with a slight majasteiEd in
the northwestern quadrant of the state.

Description of Data

Growth Rates per Industry per Countyhe percent change in employment within each
of eleven industrial classifications between 1990 and 2004 was first calculatedifor ea
county, for the state and for the natiofable 1 (in the Appendix) compares the county
and state data to that of the nation in order to determine whether growth was occurring
within industries that were growing or declining at the national level, or ejgewith at
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the county and state level was lagging in an industry that was growingreititeal

level (Table 2). “Total Employment” gives the percent change in all industrial sectors
combined during the study peribd.Table 1 also presents the percent change in
population in each county between 1990 and 2004, according to Census estimates. The
final column presents the rate of employment growth as a percentage of populati

growth.

In Table 1, growth rates among the various industrial supersectors reveal a
difference in growth patterns among the three groups. In overall jobhgriwethighest
tier counties grew at a median rate of 26 percent, substantially fzestethe nation as a
whole (Table 2), and more than doubling the middle tier growth rate of 11 percent. The
low tier counties overall experienced virtually no job growth during the period. When
adjusted for population growth, jobs in the top tier grew ten percent faster than
population, about the same rate seen nationally, while the middle tier grew séghtly
than population. Again, the low-tier counties show essentially zero employmenihgro
This is further clarified byrable 3, which indicates a substantially larger unemployment
rate among the low-tier counties (10.4 percent) than the top (6.7 percent) and middle (8.5
percent) tiers, as of November 2005. The lower unemployment rate seen in the top-tier
counties indicates that the large percentage of jobs held by non-residentesuthef
job growth outpacing population growth. In the middle-tier counties, growth in jobs held
by non-residents combined with a slightly higher unemployment rate indtbates
resident workers were being displaced by workers from outside of the county.

Looking at changes in employment within the individual sectors in Table 1,
Education and Health Services (E&HS) grew at a substantial rate inafisywith the
highest being among the middle-tier counties — 151 percent, as compared to 103 percent
in the upper and 84 percent in the lower tiers. In all three tiers, E&HS represented the
fastest growth among all of the NAICS sectors. E&HS, however, includesepseetor
social assistance jobs, which can be expected to be more dominant in areage&vith lar
poor or elderly populations. Because these data do not distinguish between these types of
jobs and those, such as healthcare workers, which may indicate positive economic
development, the implications of growth in this sector are at best ambiguous.

The state’s Manufacturing (Manf) sector suffered great impactgitiven
recession beginning in 2001. Decreases in this sector are seen among coalitireeie
teirs, with the lower-tier, traditionally most dependent on the textile ingustmg
particularly hard-hit with a 38 percent decrease in manufacturing jobs. A fewesoimnt
the state saw positive growth in the manufacturing sector — most notably Jdsyss, w
manufacturing sector grew by 49 percent. It should be noted that these data do not
distinguish between skilled and unskilled manufacturing jobs, so that it cannot be said
with any certainty that this indicates a potential weakness in the ecosiouature of
these counties, but it does warrant further observation.

The Trade, Transportation and Utilities (TT&U) sector saw growthvidee
with most of the growth occurring within the top-tier counties (18 percent), although

12 Note that county names that are shaded on TakBedehote counties lying along the 1-95 corridor.
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significant growth can be seen in the middle (2 percent) and low-tier (7 pezoanties

as well. This sector includes wholesale and retail trade — this may bdyaindiaator of
economic vitality among some of the low-tier counties. Leisure and HatgpftaH),
largely owing to the state’s burgeoning tourism industry, grew among ed tiers, with

the heaviest growth not surprisingly seen in the top two tiers (62 and 46 percent,
respectively) where the state’s largest tourist destinations atedocdob growth in the
construction sector, however, may be an indicator of differences in economic
development between the tiers; in the top tier, construction grew most rapidérlgt ne

26 percent, while the middle-tier counties saw more modest growth of 7 percent. Among
the low tier counties, however, construction saw an 8 percent decrease. Thissralicat
lack of new residential and commercial development; in some counties, such as
McCormick, which showed no employment in the construction sector prior to 2000, yet
showed an influx of retirees during the study period, new construction was presumably
carried out using labor imported from neighboring counties.

Among the remaining sectors, Professional and Business Services (R&BS)
contains a great deal of the jobs associated with the “new economy”, greuthreall
tiers. The middle-tier counties saw the largest expansion in this sectioig a&
percent, while the upper and lower tiers trailed at 61 and 42 percent, respeclivisly
growth indicates an increase in economic diversity within the state, camgrastin the
monolithic textile manufacturing-based economy of the past. Growth in thisutertic
sector bodes well for the state’s future competitiveness in drawing ro@enag jobs.

Competitive Mix AnalysisTable 4 presents an estimate of the level of competitiveness
of each county in drawing employment within each of the industry sectors. When the
competitive mix statistic is greater than zero, this indicates thabtimycwas

competitive with other counties in attracting jobs within that industrial ;clessn the
statistic is less than zero it indicates that the county was not competithet iclass. In
other words, when a county exhibits a negative competitive mix statistigioera
industry, it indicates that within that county the industry is either not keepiegwtt

the national growth rate or it is in decline. The absolute value of the statestic is
indicator of the robustness of the growth or decline within the county. In other words, a
larger positive number indicates that the county is very competitive at draabmg |
within that sector; a number that is more negative means that the county is very
uncompetitive.

The competitive mix statistic was determined by estimating how much of the
growth in an industry sector was unexplained by national and industrial growth.tH&rst
national growth component was calculated by multiplying the percent change in
aggregate national employment by the base year’s (1990) number emplogeld in e
industry class within the county. The industrial mix component was then likewise
calculated, multiplying the percent change in employment within the industor se
the national level by the number employed in each county in 1990. The competitive mix

component for industry “i” in county “c” can then be calculated:
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DEmployment- (DNationa), + Dindustry, )

~ 100,
Employmerff*®"

where Change in EmploymemEmployment) is the change in number employed since
the base year, National is the National growth component, Industry is the industria
growth component and EmploymB4if¥®?is the total number employed in the base year.

The patterns observed in Table 1 are largely repeated in the Competitive Mix
analysis. Of note is the total percent change column in Table 4, which shows the top t
tiers as very competitive in drawing jobs overall, but the low-tier courgiesugh less
competitive. Low-tier counties only present as competitive (that is, shovpogitave
competitive mix value) in Education and Health Services and in Public Admirostrati
(PA).

Again, in terms of the new economy, the competitive mix for the Professional and
Business Services sector is significant. The upper and middle-tier cquesest as
having become more competitive in this sector since 1990. Lower-tier courdieede
overall in their competitiveness relative to the nation, however. This indicatekera
is much room for improvement among lower-tier counties in South Carolina.

Location Quotient AnalysisThe Location Quotient (LQ) was obtained by dividing the
percent of jobs held in an industrial sector at the county level by the percent tiedd i

sector at the national level. An LQ of one indicates that a county was produabmaus

the level of its consumption of the product of that sector (not taking into account potential
cross-hauling), while an LQ of greater than one indicates that the ceasty net

exporter in that sector and an LQ of less than one indicates the county was pontri

By way of example, a county with an LQ greater than one in the Trade sector
would be expected to experience an influx of shoppers and diners from surrounding
counties. A county with an LQ of less than one in the Trade sector would be expected to
have the balance of its residents shopping and dining outside of the county. Some
important assumptions apply to this analysis, however. The national LQ with tbé rest
the world is assumed to be around 1 (i.e. the nation is not itself a net importer or
exporter), consumption patterns are assumed to be roughly uniform across the nation for
the product of the various sectors, the productivity of labor is assumed to e fairl
uniform across the nation, and the commodities produced by each sector is assumed to be
homogeneous across the nattdrlable 5lists the percent of workers and the total
number of workers that were employed in the listed sectors within each co@94,
which was used in calculating LQ:able 6 lists the LQ for each sector in 2004.

Table 5 shows, not surprisingly, a much higher percentage of workers employed
in manufacturing in the lower tier counties than in the highest tier; however, ddéemi
tier counties also employed a high percentage in manufacturing — higher in fattethan t

13 H. Craig DavisRegional Economic Impact Analysis and Project Eatiin (Vancouver: UBC Press,
2001), 16-17.
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lowest tier. Again, it should be cautioned that this analysis does not distinguishrbetwee
high-skill and low-skill manufacturing jobs. However, this does show how the state as
whole remains especially vulnerable to manufacturing job losses due toogaa@ssi
outsourcing. Even with the increased diversity of jobs seen particularly in theshiggn
counties, this vulnerability remains as a drag on the state’s economy.

Table 6 shows surprisingly little LQ variation among the three tiers.ofilye
indicators that stand out are the high LQ for manufacturing seen in the middle @&nd low
tiers, and the high LQ for Natural Resources and Mining (NR&M), a sectorienpieg
significant decline nationally, among the lowest tier counties; howevabsiolute terms,
NR&M represents a small number of workers, so any impact on the local ecomomy fr
this sector, whether good or bad, is likely minimal.

In the Professional and Business Services sector, the LQ for allidreeeverall
is less than one, with the top-tier counties coming the closest to one. Of adité® st
counties, only four — Greenville, Charleston, Richland and Aiken — are net exporters in
this sector. One possible explanation of this could be the ability of these counties to dr
the “creative class” due to social and cultural amenities offered by tinepoktan areas
associated with eacf.

Nearly all of the counties, however, are net importers in a majority of thase
represented, which indicates that residents of South Carolina counties cargreatt a
deal of their commerce either in surrounding counties or with other statess This i
illustrated by the map iRigure 16. The FY 2003-2004 net taxable sales of each

Figure 16 — Per Capita Net Taxable Sales per PCPI

14 See Richard Florida, “The Rise of the Creatives€larhe Washington MonthfMay 2002). Internet:
http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2001/020&da.html
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county® was divided by the 2004 estimated population, which was in turn divided by the
2004 PCPI of the county to account for income effects on demand. This was then
divided by the same statistic calculated for the state as a whole, thugtgwiratio of

county per capita sales to state per capita sales. Counties with & sjageger than or
equal to one bring in more revenue from sales than they lose to surrounding counties,
relative to the state Counties with a statistic less than one “leak” revenue from sales to
surrounding counties at a rate greater than the state. Note that only six of te#ésc
have a statistic of one or greater, including only a few of the state’twneales. Three

of the six are coastal counties; one, Jasper, is adjacent to and provides theguoessy
point to the coastal county Beaufort. These counties serve as centers of cefomire
surrounding counties. Note that the absence of counties with a statistic tir@atene

in the Upstate indicates that commerce is spread among several courméeseiidn.

While the LQ analysis indicates that most of the counties are net impartecst

industries, some counties generate sufficient sales revenue in othes seoftset the
leakage. As a whole, however, South Carolina counties experience more leakage than
revenue from goods and services exported to other codfhties.

Conclusion

Much has been made of the income gap between South Carolina and the
remainder of the nation. The state is consistently ranked as one of the “ptaip='and
is often associated in popular culture with impoverished rural areas intetspétise
small towns built around textile mills that pay low wages. Casual observatioa siiate
within the past few decades belies this image, however. While South Carolindildoes s
retain underdeveloped areas with very high poverty rates, a large portion oféhe sta
enjoys a standard of living on par with the national average. When cost of living
differences are taken into account, per capita and median household income i the sta
rise very close to, with many counties far exceeding, the national averhgestate also
benefits from a strong wealth position relative to the nation — South Carolina raxtked si
in the nation in home ownership rates in 2004 — although wealth holdings can fluctuate in
value over time, they tend to be much more stable than income streams over the long run.
This factor serves to at least partly offset the remaining gap bestete and national
income levels, and it speaks well of the sustainability of the state’s catamatard of
living relative to many other states.

Nonetheless, the state requires substantial improvement in three aregdisutepa
in order to keep pace with the remainder of the nation as it moves intc’therry,
and to bring the lagging regions of the state up to level.

As of mid 2006, the state retains an unemployment rate that is nearly two points
higher than the national average. This is largely due to the fact that “sauiest
manufacturing continues to play a much more central role in the state’s ectiraomy

!5 Gross Sales data obtained from the South CarbBlemartment of Revenue, 2003-2004 Annual Report.
18 A direct comparison of the per capita sales statietween the state and the nation would be ydmit
such a comparison would be problematic becauseeddifferences in how different states define “taza
sales”.
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much of the nation. South Carolina has come lately to the shift away from a
manufacturing-based economy, so that the job losses in this sector have steopbata

to some parts of the state. However, the state has significantly reduced mideshe@eon

the types of manufacturing that require low-skilled labor and is showing indrease
competitiveness in “new economy” sectors, such as service and knowledge based
industries and in high-tech manufacturing. This trend should be continued and expanded
to the remainder of the state in order for South Carolina to continue to become more
competitive within the national and global economy.

The second area in need of improvement is closely tied with the first, and it was
also identified in the preceding report as central to the disparity of thédigin of
income levels within the state. As such, this is of primary importance, and reshena
which the state should focus most intently. In order to continue to become more
competitive in the modern knowledge-based economy, the state must cultivate a highly-
skilled workforce. This requires substantial improvements in education. The state is
consistently ranked at or near the bottom among the states in the area of prichar
secondary education. Statistical analysis indicated a significantatmmebetween
county education and income levels. Until this problem is corrected, large segrhent
South Carolina’s population will continue to lag behind the remainder of the nation in
economic prosperity because there will be no skilled workforce in place to dravagbbs t
generate the kind of income that allows for a higher standard of living.

The final area that must be addressed is making South Carolina’s business center
more attractive to the “creative class”. The state already carsebstantial advantage
in the areas of cost of living and natural amenities, but cultural amenitiesoneed t
added to these. As pointed out earlier, a small number of metropolitan areas —
Greenville, Charleston, Columbia and Aiken — appear to have made significant progress
in this area, but the remainder of the state still lags. A great deal of the prsblem
perceptive — the amenities that already exist are largely unknown in thmdemof the
country or are overshadowed by cultural stereotypes regarding the South. nbhithes
entirety of the problem, however, as the state suffers not only from a faildraw
“creative class” workers from elsewhere, but also loses its own edycated adults to
other states. The state must therefore create an environment that éspaitting
amenities in order to draw these new economy workers from other parts of the country
and develop the cultural amenities that retain those who are already pressenin Thi
combination with improvements in the educational system that will produce mord skille
workers, will help South Carolina to become a force in a highly competitive global
knowledge-based economy and will close any gap that remains between personal
incomes within the state and with the nation.
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Appendix

Table 1 - Percent Change per Industrial Sector, 199 0-2004
Total Populatio

Change n (1990- Empl/

Adj. PCPI E&HS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS PA  OthrServ Info Fin Emplmnt 2004) Pop
Beaufort 27470.23| 102.5 -4.2 57.3 62.6 135.2 137.3 60.9 36.9 113.1 21.8 50 69.3 54.9 1.3
Greenville 23902.36| 253.1 -20.6 14.3 45.2 25.5 113.2 35.7 89 27.3 82.2 20.7 29.7 25.3 1.2
Charleston 23157.61| 70.8 -22.6 7.4 42.1 20.6 -11.2 108.6 4.1 3.7 21.3 9.4 29.5 11.0 2.7
Lexington 22800.39| 81.9 5 45 70.8 67.5 36.8 90.5 82.1 36.1 -21 149.5 53.0 37.7 14
Richland 22509.2 51.6 -7.8 -6.2 34 7.6 -33.2 47.9 -9.5 12.3 11.6 16.7 16.9 17.5 1.0
York 22229.92| 110.4 -28.9 41.1 64.2 32.5 222.6 143 87.9 13.3 103.4 1124 42.1 39.7 1.1
[Horry 215945 | 182.7 -22.6 44.8 67.1 123.8 9.2 146.8 58.2 49.3 40.2 92.4 67.7 51.1 1.3
Georgetown 21438.62| 165.1  -52.1 35.9 67.7 38.4 1.5 212.9 29.9 -21.8 -34.4 1304 26.4 29.3 0.9
Oconee 20529.34| 90.4 -27.4 -17.1 95.8 9.7 6.2 -27.5 42.8 63.5 150 3.3 -8.3 20.0 -0.4
[Dorchester 20394.02| 272.8 105.2 51.6 62 64.2 5.8 120.7 73.9 28 1747 812 89.6 29.1 3.1
Aiken 20320.42| 106.3 -8 5.7 42.9 -44 -17.3 -20.4 71.8 42.6 -24.6 43 -3.1 23.1 -0.1
Spartanburg 20283.61 39 -16.7 8.7 44.1 10.8 20 32.4 17.1 18.8 12.5 29.2 9.7 16.4 0.6
Anderson 19879.84| 76.5 -29.4 19.8 70.1 23 39.3 47.7 98.3 -17.1 -34.4 -3.7 13.8 19.5 0.7
Kershaw 19874.43]| 183.7 -26.7 15.4 12.4 41.3 6.7 24 15.2 2.3 69.1 39.7 7.6 27.0 0.3
Florence 19350.51| 75.1 -32.8 18.1 36.3 -10 -27.6 60.9 164.5 5.2 26.3 52.5 22.7 13.4 1.7
Calhoun 18885.04 249 -13.2 7.1 30.5 208.6 0 194.1 12.2 -19.3 - - 21.2 19.6 1.1
Greenwood 18885.04]| 77.1 -21.3 -4.6 10.1 -14.3 22.2 42.1 23.8 25.2 -25.5 3.7 6.6 13.5 0.5
Pickens 18872.05]| 182.6  -47.2 16.2 86.4 46.5 -7.2 134.9 35.3 37.8 -31.9 355 15.3 20.1 0.8
|Berke|ey 18271.27| 720.6 18 107.8 36.4 49.5 20.8 -11.2 -75.6 -6.1 65.3 94.9 56.0 15.6 3.6
Cherokee 17775.49] 242.3 -29 18.4 40.7 95.9 -60.5 24.5 54.5 8.7 12.1 37.5 11.6 20.6 0.6
Saluda 17674.82| 439.6 1.3 8.8 -21 -3.7 83.8 -- 507.1 -4.4 - 161.2 37.8 15.0 2.5
Darlington 17626.11] 119.7 -26 -8.4 21.3 -4.7 -7.5 92 32.9 9.7 -26.7 11.8 6.3 9.3 0.7
Lancaster 17618.53| 190.4 -41.9 -5.7 25.5 -3.7 -23.3 239.1 -14 -4 19.6 24.6 1.5 15.5 0.1
Newberry 17368.48| 54.8 -2.5 -1.8 85.8 35.9 -8.6 74.7 -19.4 51.4 -27.4 -22.9 13.2 11.8 1.1
Union 17186.62| 7.6 -50.4 1.6 51.1 5.6 10.6 138 41.9 -- -- 30.9 -18.6 -5.6 3.3
Barnwell 17179.04| 125 -2.9 20.9 58.2 -24.9 48.2 -62.2 11.8 9.1 40.3 88.4 2.2 15.0 0.1
Laurens 17061.05| 48.4 -46.2 -27.2 63.4 24.3 -69.7 231.9 -64.8 42.6 35.8 -26.7 -17.9 20.7 -0.9
Sumter 16948.47| 60.5 3.2 -4.1 54.2 6.7 -20.1 19 273.4 14.2 6.3 6.9 20.9 3.0 7.0
Edgefield 16686.51| 356.8  -20.6 68.6 199.4  40.2 16.6 291.3 7521 149.5 - -- 58.1 37.7 15
Abbeville 16637.8 299 -29.3 -7.2 177.4 -- -- 48.1 23.5 70.4 20.5 4.5 10.4 10.2 1.0
Orangeburg 16298.98| 66.1 -22.7 1.7 24.4 -1.1 22.7 44.5 -93.1 14.9 -10.7 10.8 5.8 8.6 0.7
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Table 1 - Percent Change per Industrial Sector, 199 0-2004

Total Populatio

Change n (1990- Empl/

Ad.. PCPI EGHS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS  PA  OthrServ Info Fin Emplmnt  2004) Pop

Fairfield 16140.94| 393.9 -68.1 9.4 21 -31.5 -68.2 -67.6 10.8 -- -- -22.1 -16.0 8.3 -1.9
Colleton 16054.34| 61.2 -24.3 -2.9 1.5 1.1 -23.3 23 -39.2 10.4 7 -1.2 -1.7 14.9 -0.1
McCormick 15988.31| 190.3 -52.8 26.6 -28.6 - - -28 -100 177.1 - - -26.1 13.9 -1.9
Chester 15922.28 | 316.4 -38 34 10.8 68 -50.4 -6.5 21.8 -7.1 14.6 -0.4 -11.3 4.3 -2.6
Chesterfield 15407.01| 295.8 -34.8 44.3 68.4 41.2 -38.9 42 18.8 -30.2 41.7 16 0.5 12.0 0.0
[Jasper 15329.08| 33.6 49.1 53.8 -12.8  159.7 118.6 219.8 98.1 145.2 - - 58.3 37.4 1.6
Clarendon 15152.63 51.6 -3.4 -12.3 31.3 -42.8 -40.7 184.1 146.6 53.7 -- -- 15.7 16.3 1.0
Lee 15042.22| 231.7 -68 34.5 163.8 -4.8 -25.4 352.1 1775 -- - 18.8 24.7 11.9 2.1
Marion 15022.73| 42.2 -50.1  -14.7 -2 21.5 -25.8 -20.5 -2 -- - -24.3 -17.9 3.4 -5.3
[Marlboro 14489.07| 2115 -20.5 6.5 -12 -66.6 -35.2 -- 843.9 9.2 - 0.7 3.5 -3.5 -1.0
Dillon 14366.75| 169.3 -9.8 3.3 9.8 -40.9 46.2 48.7 44.4 19.5 -38.7 26 14.4 7.0 2.1
Hampton 14211.95 18 -50.2  -10.1 18.5 -11.4 78 68 340.7 -4.9 - - 4.2 17.2 0.2
Williamsburg 13849.32| 83.7 -49.5 2.9 -42.7 80.6 52.1 716.7 43.3 54 - 5044.4 -0.5 -2.7 0.2
[Bamberg 13622 77 -38.3 67.4 198.7 | -50.6 46.7 39 -1.8 -- - 55 22.9 -5.7 -4.1
Allendale 12224.51 1.7 -0.2 -34.9 -41.7 -28 -58.9 42.7 -92.7 -- - -23.2 -19.3 -6.1 3.2
Median of Top Third: 1025 -22.6 18.1 62.0 25.5 6.7 60.9 58.2 18.8 21.8 43.0 26.4 11
Median of Middle Third: 151.2 -22.0 1.7 45.9 6.7 0.0 4.7 23.7 14.2 9.2 18.2 11.0 0.9
Median of Lower Third: 83.7 -38.0 6.5 9.8 -8.1 -25.6 42.4 21.8 15.0 10.8 0.7 0.5 0.0

Table 2 - Percent Change Industrial Mix Compenent,  1990-2004

Populatio Empl/

E&HS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS PA  OthrServ Info Fin Total n Pop

National 20 -39.2 -7.4 14.3 12.9 -23.2 35.8 -7.3 4.4 -7.3 -34 191 | 181 11

= Growth in Industries with Negative National Growth
= Negative Growth in Industries with Positive National Growth
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Table 3 - Jobs in County Held by Non-Residents
Percent
Percent of Change Unempl Unempl
Total 1990- mtRate mt Rate
(2000) 2000  (2000) (Nov.05)

Beaufort 20.4 105.6 3.6 5.0
Greenville 26.1 36.9 4.6 5.8
Charleston 31.4 -0.1 5.8 5.4
Lexington 35.9 48.4 3.7 5.0
Richland 33.0 19.4 6.3 6.1
York 26.4 67.6 6.1 6.9
[Horry 13.1 49.1 4.6 5.6
Georgetown 38.9 42.4 6.2 8.8
Oconee 21.8 23.7 4.3 9.4
[Dorchester 44.1 42.5 4.7 5.4
Aiken 34.5 -12.7 5.9 7.1
Spartanburg 21.9 54.0 5.5 7.5
Anderson 21.1 43.4 4.3 7.4
Kershaw 28.7 0.3 5.3 6.7
Florence 27.0 32.2 7.9 8.8
Calhoun 33.7 19.2 5.9 7.7
Greenwood 25.7 57.2 6.3 9.8
Pickens 35.9 13.5 54 6.7
[Berkeley 50.4 42.1 4.6 5.4
Cherokee 23.7 38.5 6.2 7.9
Saluda 22.8 26.3 5.0 7.6
Darlington 27.5 30.7 8.0 8.8
Lancaster 27.0 56.3 6.4 9.2
Newberry 24.6 64.2 7.8 6.8
Union 16.6 39.8 7.2 10.8
Barnwell 30.3 16.8 7.7 10.4
Laurens 24.2 36.3 7.1 6.9
Sumter 16.4 26.1 7.0 9.1
Edgefield 45.1 80.8 6.4 9.5
Abbeville 31.2 27.9 5.1 8.2
Orangeburg 19.7 31.0 8.5 10.0




Fairfield 45.8 22.2 6.9 8.1
Colleton 15.2 214 6.4 7.3
McCormick 49.9 3.2 5.8 11.8
Chester 32.6 -2.2 6.8 10.4
Chesterfield 27.6 14.5 8.9 9.3
[Jasper 36.2 44.4 3.9 5.6
Clarendon 30.1 47.9 6.7 10.1
Lee 36.5 -13.0 10.0 10.5
Marion 20.8 27.4 9.8 15.0
[Marlboro 34.6 -8.0 8.2 11.0
Dillon 17.0 38.5 8.7 11.1
Hampton 22.4 10.8 6.1 8.5
Williamsburg 32.1 2.2 9.1 11.9
[Bamberg 32.9 37.1 11.6 10.0
Allendale 43.0 12.7 10.1 12.0
Median Top Tier: 27.0 42.4 5.3 6.7
Median Mid Tier: 26.3 33.7 6.4 8.5
Median Low Tier: 32.3 13.6 8.4 104

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis; Census Bureau, Census 2000, SF3 Table P43

27



Table 4 - Percent Change Competitive Mix Component,

1990-2004

Adj. PCPI E&HS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS PA OthrServ Info Fin Total
Beaufort 27470.23 63.4 16 45.7 29.2 103.3 141.5 6.1 25.2 89.6 10.1 34.3 43.2
Greenville 23902.36| 214.1 -0.4 2.7 11.8 -6.4 117.3 -19.2 77.3 3.8 70.5 5.1 14.5
Charleston 23157.61 31.7 -2.4 -4.2 8.8 -11.3 -7 53.8 -7.6 -19.8 9.5 -6.2 7.2
Lexington 22800.39 42.8 25.2 33.4 37.4 35.6 40.9 35.6 70.4 12.6 -32.8 133.8 36.3
Richland 22509.2 12.5 12.4 -17.8 0.6 -24.3 -29 -6.9 -21.2 -11.2 -0.1 1.1 -5.7
York 22229.92 71.4 -8.8 29.5 30.8 0.6 226.8 88.2 76.1 -10.2 91.6 96.8 30.1
Horry 21594.5 143.6 -2.4 33.2 33.7 91.9 13.3 91.9 46.5 25.9 28.4 76.8 46.6
Georgetown 21438.62 126 -31.9 24.2 34.4 6.5 5.7 158 18.1 -45.3 -46.2 114.8 15.8
Oconee 20529.34 51.3 -7.2 -28.8 62.4 -22.2 10.3 -82.4 31.1 40 138.2 -12.3 -11.7
Dorchester 20394.02| 233.8 125.3 39.9 28.6 32.3 9.9 65.8 62.2 4.5 162.9 65.6 73.0
Aiken 20320.42 67.2 12.1 -5.9 9.5 -76 -13.2 -75.3 60.1 19.1 -36.4 27.4 -30.2
Spartanburg 20283.61 -0.1 3.5 -2.9 10.7 -21.1 24.2 -22.5 5.3 -4.7 0.7 13.6 -1.0
Anderson 19879.84 37.4 -9.2 8.1 36.7 -8.9 43.4 -7.1 86.6 -40.6 -46.2 -19.3 5.1
[Kershaw 19874.43| 144.7 -6.5 3.7 -21 9.3 10.9 -30.8 3.5 -21.1 57.3 24.1 2.6
Florence 19350.51 36 -12.7 6.5 2.9 -42 -23.4 6 152.7 -18.3 14.5 36.9 8.6
Calhoun 18885.04| 209.9 7 -4.5 -2.9 176.6 4.1 139.3 0.5 -42.8 -- -- 23.4
Greenwood 18885.04 38 -1.1 -16.2 -23.2 -46.2 26.4 -12.7 12 1.7 -37.3 -12 -3.1
Pickens 18872.05| 1435 -27.1 4.6 53.1 14.5 -3.1 80.1 23.5 14.3 -43.7 19.9 10.4
Berkeley 18271.27| 681.6 38.1 96.2 3.1 17.5 24.9 -66 -87.4 -29.6 53.5 79.3 42.6
Cherokee 17775.49| 203.2 -8.9 6.7 7.3 64 -56.4 -30.3 42.7 -14.8 0.3 21.9 10.7
Saluda 17674.82| 400.5 21.5 -2.9 -54.4 -35.6 87.9 -- 495.4 -27.9 -- 145.5 41.1
Darlington 17626.11 80.6 -5.9 -20 -12.1 -36.6 -3.3 37.1 21.2 -13.8 -38.5 -3.9 -0.3
Lancaster 17618.53| 151.3 -21.7 -17.3 -7.8 -35.6 -19.2 184.2 -25.8 -27.5 7.8 9 -1.0
Newberry 17368.48 15.7 17.7 -13.4 52.4 3.9 -4.5 19.8 -31.2 27.9 -39.2 -38.5 7.3
Union 17186.62 -31.5 -30.2 -10 17.7 -26.3 14.8 83.2 30.2 -- -- 15.3 -18.7
Barnwell 17179.04 -26.5 17.2 9.2 24.8 -56.9 52.4 -117 0 -14.4 28.5 72.8 -7.8
Laurens 17061.05 9.4 -26 -38.8 30.1 -7.7 -65.6 177.1 -76.5 19.1 24 -42.3 -23.6
Sumter 16948.47 21.4 23.3 -15.8 20.8 -25.2 -15.9 -35.9 261.6 -9.3 -5.5 -8.7 8.4
Edgefield 16686.51| 317.7 -0.4 56.9 166 8.2 20.7 236.5 740.3 126 -- -- 58.6
Abbeville 16637.8 259.9 -9.1 -18.9 144 -- -- -6.7 11.7 46.9 8.8 -11.1 154
Orangeburg 16298.98 27 -2.6 -10 -9 -33 26.9 -10.4 -104.8 -8.6 -22.5 -4.9 -4.3
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Fairfield 16140.94| 354.8 -47.9 -2.3 -- -37.7 -22.7
Colleton 16054.34 22.1 -4.1 -14.5 -4.8 -16.8 -13.6
McCormick 15988.31| 151.3 -32.6 14.9 -- -- -- -- -32.4
Chester 15922.28| 277.4 -17.8 22.4 36 -46.2 2.8 -16 -7.4
Chesterfield 15407.01] 256.7 -14.7 32.6 9.3 -34.8 29.9 0.4 5.8
Jasper 15329.08 69.2 42.1 127.7 122.8 -- -- 35.9
Clarendon 15152.63 12.6 16.8 -24 -36.6 -- -- 1.5
Lee 15042.22| 192.7 -47.8 22.9 -21.2 -- 3.1 22.9
Marion 15022.73 3.2 -29.9 -26.3 -- -39.9 -20.5
Marlboro 14489.07| 172.4 -0.4 -5.2 -- -14.9 4.8
Dillon 14366.75] 130.3 10.4 -8.3 -50.5 10.4 11.7
Hampton 14211.95 -30 -21.7 13.2 -- -- -5.9
Williamsburg | 13849.32 44.6 -29.3 -8.8 661.8 -- 5028.8 -1.1
Bamberg 13622 37.9 -18.1 55.8 -13.5 -- -- 39.4 14.0
Allendale 12224.51 20 -46.6 -104.5 -- -- -38.8 -20.7
Median of Top Third: 63.4 -2.4 6.5 28.6 -6.4 10.9 6.0 46.5 -4.7 10.1 27.4 8.6
Median of Middle Third: 1121 -1.9 -10.0 12.5 -25.2 4.1 19.8 11.9 -9.3 -2.6 2.6 7.9
Median of Lower Third: 44.6 -17.8 -5.2 -22.6 -40.1 -21.5 -12.5 10.1 -8.6 -1.0 -14.9 -1.1
Table 2 - Percent Change Industrial Mix Compenent,  1990-2004

E&HS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS PA OthrServ Info Fin
National | 20 -39.2 -7.4 14.3 12.9 -23.2 35.8 -7.3 4.4 -7.3 -3.4

= Growth in Industries with Negative National Growth

[ = Negative Growth in Industries with Positive National Growth
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Table 5 - Percent Employment per Industrial Sector, 2004

Adj. PCPI E&HS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS PA OthrServ Info Fin Total Empl
Beaufort 27470.23 10.9 1.9 19.8 23.3 12.2 0.9 11.2 4.8 7.3 1.4 6.5 54,312
Greenville 23902.36 16.3 15.9 22.8 9.4 5.6 0.3 16.1 2.7 2.7 2.9 5.2 221,365
Charleston 23157.61 19.7 4.9 21.8 14.7 6.9 0.2 15.1 6.8 3.0 1.8 5.0 184,193
Lexington 22800.39 20.4 13.9 25.8 10.3 8.5 1.0 8.5 3.1 2.8 0.9 4.8 85,447
Richland 22509.2 24.8 5.4 16.4 9.1 4.4 0.2 13.3 11.4 3.0 2.5 9.5 205,201
York 22229.92 19.2 14.9 24.0 11.4 5.1 0.8 10.4 4.6 2.2 2.4 5.0 65,078
Horry 21594.5 9.2 4.4 22.0 30.4 9.0 0.4 8.3 3.8 2.6 1.5 8.3 98,733
Georgetown 21438.62 10.5 11.0 20.4 22.0 8.7 2.8 8.8 6.5 2.6 0.9 5.8 18,753
Oconee 20529.34 5.4 35.3 25.5 10.0 7.4 0.5 5.0 3.5 3.1 1.6 2.7 20,595
Dorchester 20394.02 18.4 19.6 22.5 11.5 7.9 1.2 8.1 3.6 3.5 0.9 2.9 27,969
Aiken 20320.42 9.7 15.3 16.9 8.6 8.6 0.7 28.2 5.3 2.2 0.8 3.7 53,724
Spartanburg 20283.61 18.3 26.7 20.8 8.8 5.4 0.5 9.4 3.2 2.5 1.0 3.3 114,092
Anderson 19879.84 22.4 23.8 21.0 11.1 5.1 0.5 6.9 3.8 2.2 0.7 2.6 59,240
Kershaw 19874.43 9.8 27.3 23.6 8.8 9.4 3.1 4.9 4.0 2.5 1.6 5.0 15,659
Florence 19350.51 25.4 14.2 20.5 9.5 4.4 0.5 6.3 5.2 2.6 1.6 9.8 62,038
Calhoun 18885.04 18.7 37.9 1.0 2.9 8.7 3.6 2.7 7.6 1.8 0.0 14 3,736
Greenwood 18885.04 25.2 27.5 15.8 8.5 4.8 0.4 7.6 4.1 2.3 0.7 2.9 29,996
Pickens 18872.05 19.1 20.2 17.2 17.9 7.8 0.6 6.3 4.5 2.4 0.8 3.1 30,387
Berkeley 18271.27 17.8 19.3 28.5 8.9 11.7 1.6 5.3 15 2.0 0.9 2.4 32,812
Cherokee 17775.49 16.4 32.8 20.2 9.7 9.3 0.5 3.8 2.6 1.7 0.5 2.4 18,959
Saluda 17674.82 18.1 39.2 14.0 15 4.4 9.8 1.8 4.1 1.6 0.0 5.4 4,144
Darlington 17626.11 20.0 27.8 19.6 7.0 6.0 1.2 9.5 3.7 2.1 0.4 2.8 20,423
Lancaster 17618.53 20.0 26.9 17.6 6.7 5.0 0.5 10.4 4.7 1.7 1.1 5.4 16,698
Newberry 17368.48 19.5 33.6 15.4 7.7 6.0 4.7 4.9 3.5 2.1 0.5 1.9 13,037
Union 17186.62 19.0 34.0 14.9 7.7 2.6 1.6 8.2 6.4 1.8 0.0 3.9 7,986
Barnwell 17179.04 36.0 63.9 26.1 10.3 5.7 3.9 5.8 11.1 2.0 2.2 3.0 7,291
Laurens 17061.05 25.4 24.7 19.5 7.2 4.1 0.5 7.2 5.1 2.5 1.6 2.2 16,405
Sumter 16948.47 20.2 25.9 17.0 8.1 6.6 1.0 7.1 6.6 2.9 1.0 3.4 38,116
Edgefield 16686.51 15.7 22.4 18.5 7.9 3.0 11.9 8.0 6.6 4.1 0.4 1.4 6,184
Abbeville 16637.8 22.6 39.5 9.6 9.1 3.3 0.5 2.3 8.1 1.8 1.3 2.3 6,728
Orangeburg 16298.98 25.7 24.0 215 10.5 4.2 2.4 5.0 0.2 2.4 1.0 3.2 30,302
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Fairfield 16140.94 26.1 13.9 38.0 5.3 3.8 1.8 4.0 3.9 1.7 0.0 1.5 5,283
Colleton 16054.34 13.2 19.4 28.4 14.4 7.5 3.0 5.1 0.4 2.2 1.5 5.1 8,411
McCormick 15988.31 34.6 21.6 13.9 1.5 3.8 4.8 6.5 0.0 10.2 1.2 1.8 1,301
Chester 15922.28 6.1 42.9 21.8 7.5 6.6 0.7 3.8 4.7 1.6 1.6 2.7 9,092
Chesterfield 15407.01 17.0 40.4 20.2 6.7 2.6 2.3 2.5 3.3 1.5 0.6 2.8 13,352
Jasper 15329.08 20.6 8.8 20.0 9.7 14.3 2.3 5.8 13.5 2.7 0.0 2.1 5,632
Clarendon 15152.63 25.0 16.7 18.6 10.1 3.8 3.8 5.9 10.1 3.3 0.2 2.7 7,602
Lee 15042.22 25.2 10.6 24.2 6.9 1.7 4.2 6.1 15.9 2.0 0.0 3.2 3,569
Marion 15022.73 26.8 28.5 18.6 7.1 3.0 1.6 2.1 7.3 1.8 0.0 3.1 9,946
Marlboro 14489.07 21.9 42.0 16.6 4.5 2.6 1.6 1.1 5.3 1.9 0.8 1.9 7,332
Dillon 14366.75 18.6 34.3 23.1 8.1 0.9 3.4 2.0 4.7 1.7 0.4 2.7 8,831
Hampton 14211.95 19.9 15.2 17.2 9.1 4.5 7.3 4.7 16.0 3.3 0.5 2.3 5,345
Williamsburg | 13849.32 17.9 25.5 19.1 4.2 4.6 4.2 7.8 6.7 4.3 0.3 5.3 8,793
[Bamberg 13622 34.3 17.4 25.4 4.6 1.7 1.8 1.7 6.7 1.6 0.2 4.7 4,953
Allendale 1222451 5.6 51.6 18.8 2.9 3.2 3.8 7.0 0.4 2.6 1.6 2.5 2,091
us | 21.5 11.2 21.0 10.0 5.4 1.1 12.6 5.4 3.2 2.4 6.2 1.03E+08
Median of high tier: 18.3 14.9 21.8 10.3 7.4 0.5 8.8 4.0 2.6 15 5.0

Median of mid tier: 19.8 27.7 17.4 8.0 5.3 1.4 6.0 4.6 2.0 0.8 2.9

Median of low tier: 20.6 21.6 20.0 6.9 3.8 3.0 4.7 5.3 2.0 0.4 2.7
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Table 6 - Location Quotient per Industrial Sector, 2004
#Ind's Net
Adj. PCPI E&HS Manf TT&U L&H Const NR&M P&BS PA OthrServ Info Fin Exp (of 11)

Beaufort 27470.23 0.5 0.2 0.9 2.3 2.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 2.3 0.6 1.0 4
Greenville 23902.36 0.8 1.4 1.1 0.9 1.0 0.2 1.3 0.5 0.9 1.2 0.8 5
Charleston 23157.61 0.9 0.4 1.0 1.5 1.3 0.2 1.2 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.8 5
Lexington 22800.39 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.6 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.4 0.8 4
Richland 22509.2 1.2 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.2 1.1 2.1 0.9 1.0 15 5
York 22229.92 0.9 1.3 1.1 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.7 1.0 0.8 4
Horry 21594.5 0.4 0.4 1.0 3.0 1.7 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.6 1.3 4
Georgetown 21438.62 0.5 1.0 1.0 2.2 1.6 2.6 0.7 1.2 0.8 0.4 0.9 6
QOconee 20529.34 0.3 3.2 1.2 1.0 1.4 0.5 0.4 0.7 1.0 0.7 0.4 5
Dorchester 20394.02 0.9 1.7 1.1 1.1 1.5 1.1 0.6 0.7 1.1 0.4 0.5 6
Aiken 20320.42 0.4 1.4 0.8 0.9 1.6 0.6 2.2 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.6 4
Spartanburg 20283.61 0.9 2.4 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.4 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.4 0.5 3
Anderson 19879.84 1.0 2.1 1.0 1.1 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.4 4
Kershaw 19874.43 0.5 2.4 1.1 0.9 1.7 2.9 0.4 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8 4
Florence 19350.51 1.2 1.3 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.4 0.5 1.0 0.8 0.7 1.6 5
Calhoun 18885.04 0.9 3.4 0.0 0.3 1.6 3.2 0.2 1.4 0.6 0.0 0.2 4
Greenwood 18885.04 1.2 2.5 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.5 2
Pickens 18872.05 0.9 1.8 0.8 1.8 15 0.6 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.5 3
Berkeley 18271.27 0.8 1.7 1.4 0.9 2.2 1.4 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.4 4
Cherokee 17775.49 0.8 2.9 1.0 1.0 1.7 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.4 4
Saluda 17674.82 0.8 3.5 0.7 0.2 0.8 9.0 0.1 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.9 2
Darlington 17626.11 0.9 2.5 0.9 0.7 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.2 0.5 3
Lancaster 17618.53 0.9 2.4 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.4 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.9 1
Newberry 17368.48 0.9 3.0 0.7 0.8 1.1 4.3 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.3 3
Union 17186.62 0.9 3.0 0.7 0.8 0.5 1.4 0.7 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.6 3
Barnwell 17179.04 1.7 5.7 1.2 1.0 1.1 3.6 0.5 2.0 0.6 0.9 0.5 7
Laurens 17061.05 1.2 2.2 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.4 2
Sumter 16948.47 0.9 2.3 0.8 0.8 1.2 0.9 0.6 1.2 0.9 0.4 0.6 3
Edgefield 16686.51 0.7 2.0 0.9 0.8 0.6 10.8 0.6 1.2 1.3 0.2 0.2 4
Abbeville 16637.8 1.1 3.5 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.2 1.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 3
Orangeburg 16298.98 1.2 2.1 1.0 1.0 0.8 2.2 0.4 0.0 0.7 0.4 0.5 5
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Fairfield 16140.94 1.2 1.2 1.8 0.5 0.7 1.7 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.2 4
Colleton 16054.34 0.6 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.4 2.7 0.4 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.8 6
McCormick 15988.31 1.6 1.9 0.7 0.2 0.7 4.3 0.5 0.0 3.2 0.5 0.3 4
Chester 15922.28 0.3 3.8 1.0 0.7 1.2 0.7 0.3 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.4 3
Chesterfield 15407.01 0.8 3.6 1.0 0.7 0.5 2.1 0.2 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.4 3
Jasper 15329.08 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 2.7 2.1 0.5 2.5 0.9 0.0 0.3 6
Clarendon 15152.63 1.2 1.5 0.9 1.0 0.7 3.4 0.5 1.9 1.0 0.1 0.4 6
Lee 15042.22 1.2 1.0 1.2 0.7 0.3 3.8 0.5 2.9 0.6 0.0 0.5 5
Marion 15022.73 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0
Marlboro 14489.07 1.0 3.7 0.8 0.5 0.5 14 0.1 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.3 4
Dillon 14366.75 0.9 3.1 1.1 0.8 0.2 3.1 0.2 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.4 3
Hampton 14211.95 0.9 1.4 0.8 0.9 0.8 6.6 0.4 3.0 1.0 0.2 0.4 4
Williamsburg | 13849.32 0.8 2.3 0.9 0.4 0.8 3.8 0.6 1.2 1.4 0.1 0.8 4
Bamberg 13622 1.6 1.6 1.2 0.5 0.3 1.6 0.1 1.2 0.5 0.1 0.8 5
Allendale 12224.51 0.3 4.6 0.9 0.3 0.6 3.4 0.6 0.1 0.8 0.7 0.4 2
Median of Top Third: 0.9 1.3 1.0 1.0 14 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.8 4.0
Median of Middle Third: 0.9 25 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.5 3.0
Median of Lower Third: 0.9 1.7 1.0 0.7 0.7 2.7 0.4 0.9 0.6 0.2 04 4.0

= County is a Net Importer in this industry

Key to Abbreviations: NAICS:
E&HS Education and Health Services 61-62
Manf Manufacturing 31-33
TT&U Trade, Transportation and Utilities 42-45, 48-49 & 22
L&H Leisure and Hospitality 71-72
Const Construction 23
NR&M Natural Resources and Mining 11&21
P&BS Professional and Business Services 54-56

PA Public Administration (Government)
OthrServ Other Services 81

Info Information 51

Fin Financial Activities 52 & 53
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NAICS Industry Supersector Descriptions
Bureau of Labor Statisticg’

NAICS 23: Construction

The construction sector comprises establishmeitgaply engaged in the construction of
buildings or engineering projects (e.g., highways atility systems). Establishments primarily
engaged in the preparation of sites for new coastnu and establishments primarily engaged in
subdividing land for sale as building sites alsmiacluded in this sector. Construction work done
may include new work, additions, alterations, ointemance and repairs. Activities of these
establishments generally are managed at a fixex pibusiness, but they usually perform
construction activities at multiple project sites.

NAICS 61 & 62: Education and health services

The education and health services supersectords ma of two parts: the educational services
sector (sector 61), and the health care and sassdtance sector (sector 62). Only privately-
owned establishments are included in this discasgioblicly-owned establishments that provide
education or health services are included in govem.

Theeducational servicesector comprises establishments that provideucstn and training in

a wide variety of subjects. This instruction arairting is provided by specialized establishments,
such as schools, colleges, universities, and trgioénters.

Thehealth care and social assistancgector comprises establishments providing healté and
social assistance for individuals. The industnethis sector are arranged on a continuum starting
with those establishments providing medical camuskvely, continuing with those providing
health care and social assistance, and finallghing with those providing only social assistance.

NAICS 52 & 53: Financial activities
The financial activities supersector is made upwaf parts: the finance and insurance sector
(sector 52), and the real estate and rental asthigaector (sector 53).
Thefinance and insurancesector comprises establishments primarily engagédancial
transactions (transactions involving the creatiigiidation, or change in ownership of financial
assets) and/or in facilitating financial transaasioThree principal types of activities are
identified:
1. Raising funds by taking deposits and/or issuingisées and, in the process, incurring
liabilities.
2. Pooling of risk by underwriting insurance and atiesi
3. Providing specialized services facilitating or sotimg financial intermediation,
insurance, and employee benefit programs.
Thereal estate and rental and leasingector comprises establishments primarily engaged
renting, leasing, or otherwise allowing the us¢aofible or intangible assets, and establishments
providing related services. The major portion @ $ector comprises establishments that rent,
lease, or otherwise allow the use of their owntadsg others. This sector also includes
establishments primarily engaged in managing r&take for others, selling, renting and/or
buying real estate for others, and appraisingest@te. The main components of this sector are

" Obtained from BLS, “Industry at a Glance”; Intetrettp://www.bls.gov/iag/iaghome.htm
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the real estate lessors industries; equipmentregsdustries (including motor vehicles,
computers, and consumer goods); and lessors oinameial intangible assets (except
copyrighted works).

Government

The government sector is made up of publicly-owestdblishments. This sector includes
establishments of federal, state, and local goventrmgencies that administer, oversee, and
manage public programs and have executive, leiyis|air judicial authority over other
institutions within a given area. These agenciss aét policy, create laws, adjudicate civil and
criminal legal cases, provide for public safety &dhational defense. Establishments such as
public schools and public hospitals also are inetlith government. The information presented
here refers to civilian employment only.

NAICS 51: Information

The information sector comprises establishmentaged) in the following processes: (a)
producing and distributing information and cultupabducts, (b) providing the means to transmit
or distribute these products as well as data ommanications, and (c) processing data. The main
components of this sector are the publishing intksstincluding software publishing, and both
traditional publishing and publishing exclusively the Internet; the motion picture and sound
recording industries; the broadcasting industriegduding traditional broadcasting and those
broadcasting exclusively over the Internet; thedeinmunications industries; the industries
known as Internet service providers and web sgaodials, data processing industries, and the
information services industries.

NAICS 71 & 72: Leisure and hospitality

The leisure and hospitality supersector is madefiywo parts: the arts, entertainment, and
recreation sector (sector 71), and the accommadand food services sector (sector 72).
Thearts, entertainment, and recreationsector includes a wide range of establishments tha
operate facilities or provide services to meeteugultural, entertainment, and recreational
interests of their patrons. This sector comprid¢egtablishments that are involved in producing,
promoting, or participating in live performancegests, or exhibits intended for public viewing;
(2) establishments that preserve and exhibit objaatl sites of historical, cultural, or educational
interest; and (3) establishments that operatetiasilor provide services that enable patrons to
participate in recreational activities or pursuauaement, hobby, and leisure-time interests.
Theaccommodation and food servicesector comprises establishments providing custemer
with lodging and/or preparing meals, snacks, anetages for immediate consumption. The
sector includes both accommodation and food ses\@stablishments because the two activities
are often combined at the same establishment.

NAICS 31-33: Manufacturing

The manufacturing sector consists of establishmamaged in the mechanical, physical, or
chemical transformation of materials, substancespmponents into new products.

Counts from the Quarterly Census of Employment\Aiadies program show that the
manufacturing sector employs many workers, butrielatively small number of establishments.

NAICS 11 & 21: Natural resources and mining

The natural resources and mining supersector i mpaf two parts: the agriculture, forestry,
fishing and hunting sector (sector 11), and theimgisector (sector 21).

Theagriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting sector comprises establishments primarily
engaged in growing crops, raising animals, harmggstmber, and harvesting fish and other
animals from a farm, ranch, or their natural habita
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Themining sector comprises establishments that extractailpturccurring mineral solids, such
as coal and ores; liquid minerals, such as cruttelpam; and gases, such as natural gas. The
term mining is used in the broad sense to inclugerging, well operations, beneficiating (e.g.,
crushing, screening, washing, and flotation), ateiopreparation customarily performed at the
mine site, or as a part of mining activity.

NAICS 81: Other services

The other services sector comprises establishreagiged in providing services not specifically
provided for elsewhere in the North American Indu§llassification System. Establishments in
this sector are primarily engaged in activitieghsas equipment and machinery repairing,
promoting or administering religious activitiesagtmaking, advocacy, and providing
drycleaning and laundry services, personal cangcss, death care services, pet care services,
photofinishing services, temporary parking servieesl dating services.

Counts from the Quarterly Census of Employment\aiagies program show that, as a portion of
the national economy, other services representst &® percent of all employment and 12.9
percent of all establishments.

NAICS 54 - 56: Professional and business services

The professional and business services supersect@de up of three parts: the professional,
scientific, and technical services sector (secd)r the management of companies and enterprises
sector (sector 55), and the administrative and ati@nd waste management and remediation
services sector (sector 56).

Theprofessional, scientific, and technical servicesector comprises establishments that
specialize in performing professional, scientifind technical activities for others. Activities
performed include: legal advice and representationpunting, bookkeeping, and payroll
services; architectural, engineering, and speeidldesign services; computer services;
consulting services; research services; advertsingces; photographic services; translation and
interpretation services; veterinary services; aheroprofessional, scientific, and technical
services.

Themanagement of companies and enterprisesector comprises (1) establishments that hold
the securities of (or other equity interests innpanies and enterprises for the purpose of owning
a controlling interest or influencing managementisiens or (2) establishments (except
government establishments) that administer, ovesebmanage establishments of the company
or enterprise and that normally undertake theegjiator organizational planning and
decisionmaking role of the company or enterprise.

Theadministrative and support and waste management and remediation isgces sector
comprises establishments performing routine supgadivities for the day-to-day operations of
other organizations. These essential activitieo#en undertaken in-house by establishments in
many sectors of the economy. Activities performezdude: office administration, hiring and
placing of personnel, document preparation andairoierical services, solicitation, collection,
security and surveillance services, cleaning, aastevdisposal services.

NAICS 48-49 & 22: Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

The transportation and warehousing, and utilisepersector is made up of two parts: the
transportation and warehousing sector (sectors488,-and the utilities sector (sector 22).
Thetransportation and warehousingsector includes industries providing transportatd
passengers and cargo, warehousing and storagedds gscenic and sightseeing transportation,
and support activities related to modes of trartggion. Establishments in these industries use
transportation equipment or transportation relaedities as a productive asset. The type of
equipment depends on the mode of transportatiommiddes of transportation are air, rail, water,
road, and pipeline.

36



Theutilities sector comprises establishments engaged in tivisimo of the following utility
services: electric power, natural gas, steam sup@ser supply, and sewage removal. Within
this sector, the specific activities associatedhwhe utility services provided vary by utility:
electric power includes generation, transmissiod, distribution; natural gas includes
distribution; steam supply includes provision andligtribution; water supply includes treatment
and distribution; and sewage removal includes cblia, treatment, and disposal of waste
through sewer systems and sewage treatment fegiliti

NAICS 42 - 45: Wholesale and retail trade

The wholesale and retail trade supersector is mpd# two parts: the wholesale trade sector
(sector 42), and the retail trade sector (sector4s).

Thewholesale tradesector comprises establishments engaged in whiolgsaerchandise,
generally without transformation, and renderingi®es incidental to the sale of merchandise.
The wholesaling process is an intermediate stéiperistribution of merchandise. Wholesalers
are organized to sell or arrange the purchasel®io$éa) goods for resale (i.e., goods sold to
other wholesalers or retailers), (b) capital orathle nonconsumer goods, and (c) raw and
intermediate materials and supplies used in pramuctVholesalers sell merchandise to other
businesses and normally operate from a warehousiice.

Theretail trade sector comprises establishments engaged in rgtaiierchandise, generally
without transformation, and rendering servicesdantal to the sale of merchandise. The retailing
process is the final step in the distribution ofchendise; retailers are, therefore, organized to
sell merchandise in small quantities to the gerpuhlic. This sector comprises two main types
of retailers: store and nonstore retailers.
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