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ABSTRACT

In this essay we argue that the U.S. federal government can potentially create up to 5 million new jobs by giving 50 percent payroll-matching grants to small businesses (with annual gross revenues from $0 to $999k) to create just one job per firm. Although the cost of this Job Creation Grants Program (JCGP) is likely to be substantial (ranging between $45-$80 billion), we believe the benefits of creating 5 million new jobs in a recessionary economy (which can potentially lower the U.S. unemployment rate to about 7.7%) should outweigh the costs. These small businesses are also expected to engage in economic activities that will result in a ripple effect that will help expand the U.S. economy. We show three different distribution scenarios as to how this kind of stimulus is a needed addition to fiscal policy like the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) and The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 
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TO TROUBLE DEAF BANKERS WITH HIS BOOTLESS CRIES
Fiscal policy after Lehman Brother’s collapse triggered a crisis in the global stock markets in September 2008. This was just the beginning. And, until now, the government’s response has appeared uninspiring. The major banks that received taxpayers’ dollars from the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) to “sure them up” still fail to loan the funds they received from the U.S. Treasury to consumers, including small businesses, as they agreed. In an article in USA Today, titled “Obama Urges Banks to Lend; Citi, Wells Fargo to Repay TARP Funds”, Paul Wiseman (2009) writes:

Obama met with top bankers at the White House Monday, urging them to help the economy by extending loans to good borrowers, chiding them for lobbying against tougher regulations and reminding them that “the American people” saved them from “a predicament largely of their own making.”

Even though the U.S. government by December 2009 had already handed out $370 billion of the $700 billion in TARP, credit still is stalled and small businesses’ ability to create new jobs has come to a halt. 

The main problem is that fearful megabanks don’t need to lend if their cash reserves are large enough to hoard the surpluses—even while they pay their key people record bonuses despite a recessionary economy. According to Wiseman (2009) “Despite Obama's tough talk, he says, ‘It proves to me the bankers are still in charge in Washington.’” Therefore, the Obama Administration appears to be perplexed by the conundrum. The same banks that helped cause the near catastrophic global economic meltdown are now the very institutions which the government and the American people are relying on to solve the problems. Moreover, banks that have paid the TARP money back don’t feel any urgency in granting President Obama his wishes. The solution, therefore, is to focus resources on the core economic group of job creation experts in the United States. 

START WITH A FOCUS ON ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES
On February 7, 2010 on Meet the Press, Dr. Allen Greenspan explained in an interview with NBC’s David Gregory (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/21134540/vp/35283626#35282594) why small business is the core of the U.S. economy. Greenspan mentioned “small businesses are the big creators of jobs” in the United States and he also noted the big problem is a lack of innovation and that innovation “by definition is not forecastable”; nonetheless, small business is the engine of innovation which represents the single most important group for government focus in its efforts to stimulate the economic recovery. Greenspan also cited many reasons why it is rational for small businesses not to hire in a recession. Despite his belief that the recession is over, he also believes small businesses’ expenditures on additional labor can only follow increases in demand. Small business owners will not “hire anybody if they don’t have any business,” Greenspan argued. Economic expansion is predicated on “having stuff to do,” Greenspan continued. 

Target Small Businesses with Revenues from $0 to $999k

The federal government recently awarded $1.7 million in expansion grants to two small towns in Somerset County: Pittsfield and Hartland (Monroe, 2009). From the $13 billion in federal stimulus money Florida will receive over the next three years under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, a $132,000 grant was awarded “for the Marion County Senior Services to expand meal services for the local elderly” (Miller, 2009). PR Newswire reported in 2008 that the U.S. Department of Labor “announced a $3,877,672 grant to assist approximately 386 workers affected by layoffs in the Wilmington Air Park area in Wilmington, Ohio.” Furthermore, “The San Ysidro Health Center has received two grants totaling $2.4 million to provide health care to mostly low-income South County residents” (ZuNiga, 2009). There is no shortage of splintered government grant giving efforts. Nevertheless, the federal government is yet to systematically target the group of small businesses that comprise the “core” of the U.S. economy. 

Greene and Brown (1997) developed the Dynamic Capitalism Typology: a model of an economy categorizing businesses based on their innovativeness and growth rate. There are four sectors to their typology: I) Economic Core Sector, II) Ambitious Firm Sector, III) Resource Constrained Sector and, IV) Glamorous Sector. Notice in Exhibit 1, there is both low innovation and low growth in the Economic Core group of small businesses; nonetheless, it is this group whose economic activities is what expands the U.S. economy. It should be stated that “Glamorous” ventures represent just a fraction, $32 billion or 0.038 percent of the “$364 billion, in venture capital invested globally through informal channels such as personal investments, family and friend.” (Katz & Green, 1997, p. 15)
[EXHIBIT 1: ABOUT HERE]
The Economic Core sector represents “75 percent of the 3.4 million new jobs created” each year in the United States and “When the Census Bureau looked more closely at the figures, it concluded that small business start-ups in the first two years of operation accounted for virtually all net new jobs in America” (Katz & Green, 2009, p. 15). We present in this essay several scenarios that show that jobs can be created at relatively low costs (in the range of $10,000 to $18,000 per job) without the need to rely on the megabanks for a lending solution. We argue that the federal government could distribute capital directly to firms based on firms’ annual revenues or firms’ size or by using a sector-by-sector approach. Next, we present the first of three different scenarios as to how the JCGP would work.

SCENARIO ONE: DISTRIBUTION BY ANNUAL REVENUES

Katz and Green (2009) define “small” business as a firm with 1 to 50 employees; furthermore, they define “entrepreneurs” broadly as any person starting and managing a business. The U.S. Census Bureau does not define “small” businesses, but provides statistics for firms categorized by receipt size and employment size. We use these statistics and classify firms with revenues ranging from $0-$999k as small businesses. Three groups of small businesses (revenues from $0-$99k, $100-$499k, and $500-$999k) are included in Table 1. As it can be seen in bold in Table 1, firms with annual revenues between $100k and $499k represents the most jobs and the most potential for new job creation.

[TABLE 1: ABOUT HERE]
The statistics in Table 1 show a distribution that is skewed to the right (many more firms at the lower end of revenues than at the upper end). There are 1.3 million firms in the first group of $0-$99k, 2.4 million firms in the second group of $100k to $499k (roughly 0.6 million firms for every $100k interval in this group) and 0.8 million firms in the third group of $500k to $999k (roughly 0.16 million firms for every $100k interval in this group). Far fewer firms earn between $0.5-$1 million than earn $100k or less. So, as the receipt size increases incrementally by $100k, the number of firms in the next higher interval becomes progressively smaller—the same trend holds true for medium and large firms that are not shown in Table 1, but are available from the Census statistics. 

For each group of firms listed in Table 1, dividing the “Annual Payroll” figures by the corresponding “Employments” figures, we derive “Payroll/Job”, which is essentially the average payroll cost for each job. Assuming that the U.S. Treasury matches 50 percent of the payroll cost of creating just one job for each firm, then the cost of this program is about $45.8 billion (“number of firms” times “payroll/job” times 0.5 plus 10% overhead). 

How the JCGP Works

The rationale for a 50 percent payroll match instead of a 100 percent outright grant is that matching will perhaps induce a more responsible behavior from the businesses and would help eliminate the “moral hazard” problem. For example, a moral hazard is someone taking the matching funds to purchase, say, a Cadillac rather than using the funds to find, train, and retain a new employee. Even if five or 10 percent of the firms identified as grant recipients squander the funds, this still leaves the majority who would at least honestly attempt to do the right thing; that is, follow the program guidelines and use their skills to create at least one job. In order to qualify for the 50 percent payroll-matching grant, a firm would be required to show the IRS on its next annual tax return that it created one job. 

Banks would not be needed to distribute or approve the JCGP funds! In fact, it is critical the U.S. Treasury steer clear of banks by sending checks directly to the targeted core economic group of small business owners—without any red-tape. We also warn against bureaucratic committees in the U.S. Treasury creating JCGP camels when horses are needed. Nevertheless, some business owners can be expected to squander the funds if they are not checked by a significant level of commitment to the program. If their own money is tied to creating new jobs, it is reasonable to assume that the businesses will not squander the money they receive from the government. 

Under this program, each participating small business will first need to inform the Treasury how much it will cost them to create one new job. This web application should take the business owner less than five minutes to complete. The Treasury will then send them checks (matching 50% of payroll cost for each job) along with a one-page JCGP summary description in the mailing. Business owners’ commitment to the JCGP is binding once they cash their checks.
For example, cashing a $10,500 U.S. Treasury JCGP check means the business owner has committed to creating one $21,000 job. It’s as simple as that. However, a small fraction, perhaps five or 10 percent, of government money would be wasted. And, some businesses will not participate in the program at all. On the other hand, perhaps anywhere from 50 to 90 percent or some other fraction of firms would participate; in this case, the government simply would downscale the cost and calculate new job numbers by that same fraction. Of course, a small business owner who accepts the funds but does not use the funds to create a job would need to pay the money back to the IRS the next tax season, or make arrangements to pay it back over a two or three year period at an interest rate set at inflation or one point above inflation. 

If each of the small businesses creates just one job, the total number of jobs created is about 4.5 million. The average cost of creating each job is $10,179. Nonetheless, one main problem with this approach is that it cannot ensure a broad-based creation of jobs in different sectors, as we cannot identify if these businesses are clustered together in one or two sectors, or if they are in many different industries (this problem is remedied in Scenario Three, discussed later in this essay). For now, let us discuss scenario two. 

SCENARIO TWO: DISTRIBUTION BY FIRM SIZE

We have computed an alternative scenario (shown in Table 2) where small businesses are defined by size and not by revenue receipts. There are five groups of business firms in this analysis: 1) firms with 1-4 employees, 2) firms with 5-9 employees, 3) firms with 10-19 employees, 4) firms with 20-99 employees, and 5) firms with 100-499 employees. If we repeat the analysis from Scenario One (e.g. 50% payroll match from the government for one new job for each firm and 10% overhead cost), the total cost of this project amounts to $81.3 billion and the number of new jobs created is 5.1 million, with a cost of $16,059 per job. 

In Table 2 below, we also show the effects of eliminating firms with 20-499 employees or even 100-499 employees (assuming the focus of this project is only the very small businesses). As it can be seen in bold in Table 2, the greater the number of employments the fewer the number of firms. Although firms with 20 to 99 employees represent most of the employments, it is noteworthy to mention most of the new job creation potential is with firms with 1 to 4 employees. The “low-tech-no-tech” firms are creating most of the jobs. In scenario three we address the question as to the effects of the JCGP funds across different economic sectors. 

[TABLE 2: ABOUT HERE]

SCENARIO THREE: DISTRIBUTION BY SECTORS

As can be seen in Table 3 below, we have computed a sector-wide analysis of targeting specific small businesses within a broad spectrum of sectors (e.g. agriculture, manufacturing, etc.). If the goal of this project is to ensure a broad-based creation of jobs in many different sectors at the least possible cost to the U.S. government, then the government can target small businesses in different industries with the lowest payroll cost per job. 

For example, firms with 10 to 19 employees in Accommodation and Food Services sector have the lowest payroll cost per job at $11,448. This is followed by firms with 5 to 9 employees in the same sector ($11,645). Small businesses in the five groups from 1 up to 499 employees fall into 19 sectors as reported by the Census Bureau: 1) Agriculture, forestry, fishing, & hunting; 2) Mining; 3) Utilities; 4) Construction; 5) Manufacturing; 6) Wholesale trade; 7) Retail trade; 8) Transportation & warehousing; 9) Information; 10) Finance & insurance; 11) Real estate & rental & leasing; 12) Professional, scientific, & technical services; 13) Management of companies & enterprises; 14) Administrative & support & waste management & remediation service; 15) Educational services; 16) Health care & social assistance; 17) Arts, entertainment, & recreation; 18) Accommodation & food services; and 19) Other services (except public administration). There are 20 sectors in the U.S. Census data including one more sector “Unclassified”, which we have excluded from our analysis. 

In Table 3, small firms are sorted in ascending order of payroll cost per job. Assuming that the budget of this job-creation program is $83 billion (of course, the federal government can easily analyze different “what-if” budget scenarios), then the number of new jobs created is about 4.7 million.

[TABLE 3: ABOUT HERE]
CONCLUSION

Any discussion of a “Jobs Grant Program” can be placed in the proper context of the state of the nation’s current employment situation. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act), February 2009, was designed to jumpstart our economy.  One major focus of the Recovery Act is the creation or saving of millions of jobs. The U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has been tasked with providing job training for these jobs. Additionally, the DOL is to provide for the extended unemployment benefits designed to supplement the income of the many jobless during the current recession.  In his State of the Union address delivered in a joint session before Congress, January 27, 2010, President Barack Obama reported the success of the Recovery Act thus far. He stated “Economists…say this bill has helped save jobs and avert disaster.”

While there have been signs of a leveling in the economy, particularly as it relates to employment, Keith Hall, Commissioner, Bureau of Labor Statistics, in a statement before the Joint Economic Committee on February 5, 2010, reported that “The unemployment rate declined from 10.0 to 9.7 percent in January.” He indicated there was little change in manufacturing employment, even though 23,000 jobs had been added in motor vehicles and parts. It may not sound significant, but Mr. Hall reported that there has been a slight increase of 1.2 hours in the manufacturing workweek since June 2009.  Increases in productivity, however, may not necessarily transition in to more jobs. Christopher Rugabee, AP Economic Writer, on March 4, 2010, referring to a DOL report wrote “…improvement in the job market is likely to be slow as companies are reluctant to add employees. Companies are raising output without adding many jobs, the department said in a separate report that productivity rose by 6.9 percent in the fourth quarter.” 
A “Jobs Grant Program” must focus on small business. President Obama in his State of the Union address stated that “…the true engine of job creation in this country will always be America’s businesses…We should start where most new jobs do—in small businesses…” It is recognized that the largest segment of the population is probably considered to be in the middle class. Vice President Joe Biden stated that “A strong middle class equals a strong America. We can’t have one without the other.” It might be assumed that the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) would be equipped to handle a Jobs Grant Program such as that suggested in this paper. However, the SBA does not offer grants to expand or to start small businesses. The SBA does offer various loan programs. This does favor the suggestion that small businesses should be required to set forth a monetary commitment in a matching type program. 
The effect of this job-creation program on the national unemployment rate is apparent. The most recent unemployment data released by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.nr0.htm) show that in January 2010, the number of unemployed workers decreased to 14.8 million, and the unemployment rate fell by 0.3% to 9.7%. From these statistics, we infer that the size of the U.S. labor force (the sum total of employed and unemployed workers) is about 152.6 million. Assuming that the size of the labor force grows at 1.1% per year [which is consistent with the findings of a BLS (2002) study on the labor force growth rate projections for 2000-2010] over the course of this job creation program (which will add about 1.7 million workers to the labor force), we can also compute the effects of new job creation in the three alternative funds distribution scenarios as follows: 
I. For scenario one, distribution by firms’ annual revenue: 

A. Number of new jobs created = 4.50 million

B. New national unemployment rate = 7.78%

II. For scenario two, distribution by firms’ size: 

A. Number of new jobs created = 4.45 million

B. New national unemployment rate = 7.81%

III. For scenario three, distribution by firms’ sectors: 

A. Number of new jobs created = 4.74 million

B. New national unemployment rate = 7.63%

We conclude by arguing that the Obama administration should push for legislation allowing the U.S. Treasury to send 50 percent payroll-matching grants directly to small businesses for job creation purposes. This solution, after considering the facts, is better than a gamble. However, the government must put those checks in the mail quickly. Whatever they do, at least they’ll have the funds available to create a job opportunity for an American worker if they like. The benefits of the JCGP outweigh its costs. Millions of jobs could be created if the U.S. Treasury, without bureaucratic red-tape, were to put funds directly into the hands of the firms best able to create jobs. 

We have shown in our analyses of the three competing scenarios just how such a program would work and reduce the national unemployment rate. What we know from history is once job creation reaches a certain point, the process of job creation in the economy carries forward on its own momentum. Therefore, it would be reasonable for the Obama Administration to consider bypassing the megabanks by assuming the core economic group of small business owners in the United States would use the JCGP funds to do what they do best—create more jobs! 
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Exhibit 1: 

Greene’s & Brown’s (1997) Dynamic Capitalism Typology*
	I.  Economic core (low innovation/low growth) creates 75 percent of the 3.4 million jobs each year.* 
	II. Ambitious (low innovation/high growth)

	III. Resource constrained (high innovation/low growth)
	IV. Glamorous (high innovation/high growth)


Table 1:

Firms with $0 to $999k Revenues

	Receipts Size of Firms
	Firms
	Employments
	Annual Payroll

( '000)
	Payroll/Job
	Grant Cost
	New Jobs

	Less than $100 thousand
	1,291,552
	1,945,928
	26,447,381
	13,591
	8,776,832,397
	1,291,552

	$100 to $499 thousand
	2,387,780
	8,724,876
	167,457,202
	19,193
	22,914,420,662
	2,387,780

	$500 to $999 thousand
	819,513
	6,869,133
	166,589,812
	24,252
	9,937,390,686
	819,513

	Total Cost &

New Jobs
	
	
	
	
	45,791,508,121

($10,179 per job)
	4,498,845


Statistics of U.S. Businesses. (2002). Information compiled from http://www.census.gov/epcd/www/smallbus.html#RcptSize

Table 2:

Firms with 1 to 499 Employees 

	Employment size of enterprise
	Firms
	Employment
	Annual Payroll ('000)
	Payroll/Job
	Grant Cost
	New Jobs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Firms with 1 to 4 employees
	2,777,680
	5,844,637
	165,904,564
	28,386
	39,423,302,878
	2,777,680

	Firms with 5 to 9 employees
	1,043,448
	6,852,769
	195,519,100
	28,531
	14,885,516,633
	1,043,448

	Firms with 10 to 19 employees
	632,682
	8,499,681
	257,802,789
	30,331
	9,594,900,335
	632,682

	Firms with 20 to 99 employees
	526,355
	20,642,614
	670,418,442
	32,477
	8,547,321,067
	526,355

	Firms with 100 to 499 employees
	86,538
	16,757,751
	587,676,161
	35,069
	1,517,396,923
	86,538

	Total Costs & New Jobs
	
	
	
	
	81,365,281,620
	5,066,703

	Eliminate firms with 100-499 employees
	
	
	
	
	79,696,145,004
	4,980,165

	Eliminate firms with 20-499 employees
	
	
	
	
	70,294,091,831

($16,059 per job)
	4,453,810


Statistics of U.S. Businesses. (2002). Compiled from http://www.census.gov/epcd/www/smallbus.html#EmpSize
Table 3:

Small Firms (1 to 499 Employees) with the Lowest Payroll Cost per Job

	Sector (number of employees in parentheses)
	Firms
	Employment
	Annual Payroll ('000)
	Payroll/Job
	Grant Cost
	New Jobs

	Accommodation & food services (10-19)
	82,626
	1,132,135
	12,960,315
	11,448
	472937851
	82626

	Accommodation & food services (5-9)
	89,867
	603,133
	7,023,517
	11,645
	523253082
	89867

	Accommodation & food services (20-99)
	83,990
	3,161,239
	40,398,261
	12,779
	536664571
	83990

	Accommodation & food services (100-499)
	9,079
	1,632,460
	22,318,866
	13,672
	62063691
	9079

	Educational services (10-19)
	9,451
	129,492
	2,617,741
	20,215
	95528180
	9451

	Arts, entertainment, & recreation (10-19)
	11,973
	161,561
	3,286,246
	20,341
	121768940
	11973

	Educational services (5-9)
	11,335
	75,510
	1,540,148
	20,397
	115597786
	11335

	Retail Trade (5-9)
	149,526
	979,782
	20,550,730
	20,975
	1568138858
	149526

	Other services (except public administration) (5-9)
	137,005
	891,614
	18,815,823
	21,103
	1445615384
	137005

	Other services (except public administration) (10-19)
	66,946
	880,459
	19,740,424
	22,421
	750484932
	66946

	Other services (except public administration) (0-4)
	420,868
	774,650
	17,638,640
	22,770
	4791544013
	420868

	Retail Trade (10-19)
	82,491
	1,084,576
	25,571,478
	23,577
	972461493
	82491

	Accommodation & food services (0-4)
	199,709
	319,939
	7,553,586
	23,609
	2357510504
	199709

	Retail Trade (0-4)
	424,351
	763,905
	18,061,751
	23,644
	5016672295
	424351

	Other services (except public administration) (20-99)
	41,380
	1,481,598
	35,121,278
	23,705
	490456414
	41380

	Educational services (20-99)
	12,959
	539,776
	13,425,322
	24,872
	161158284
	12959

	Administrative & support & waste management & remediation service (100-499)
	8,738
	1,561,757
	39,501,275
	25,293
	110504432
	8738

	Arts, entertainment, & recreation (5-9)
	16,444
	108,595
	2,757,348
	25,391
	208765737
	16444

	Other services (except public administration) (100-499)
	4,458
	635,259
	17,882,576
	28,150
	62746473
	4458

	Administrative & support & waste management & remediation service (5-9)
	49,135
	321,417
	9,097,961
	28,306
	695402411
	49135

	Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (100-499)
	215
	27,164
	772,896
	28,453
	3058692
	215

	Educational services (100-499)
	3,079
	535,039
	15,680,527
	29,307
	45118527
	3079

	Retail Trade (20-99)
	58,033
	2,174,372
	64,024,026
	29,445
	854386071
	58033

	Health care & social assistance (100-499)
	15,913
	3,056,562
	90,765,560
	29,695
	236270744
	15913

	Administrative & support & waste management & remediation service (10-19)
	30,491
	408,917
	12,261,330
	29,985
	457134593
	30491

	Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (10-19)
	1,958
	25,713
	779,157
	30,302
	29665722
	1958

	Administrative & support & waste management & remediation service (20-99)
	28,452
	1,141,802
	34,626,097
	30,326
	431415303
	28452

	Transportation and Warehousing (5-9)
	24,523
	161,420
	4,918,903
	30,473
	373640993
	24523

	Retail Trade (100-499)
	8,866
	1,311,627
	40,885,812
	31,172
	138184716
	8866

	Manufacturing (5-9)
	52,898
	353,886
	11,141,845
	31,484
	832727654
	52898

	Utilities (5-9)
	1,227
	7,619
	241,179
	31,655
	19420307
	1227

	Transportation and Warehousing (10-19)
	16,404
	220,207
	7,054,850
	32,037
	262770392
	16404

	Real estate & rental & leasing (5-9)
	35,789
	230,173
	7,400,033
	32,150
	575305924
	35789

	Educational services (0-4)
	35,833
	54,129
	1,753,058
	32,387
	580255753
	35833

	Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (0-4)
	15,621
	23,329
	774,215
	33,187
	259205549
	15621

	Construction (5-9)
	132,358
	866,761
	29,185,934
	33,672
	2228406592
	132358

	Transportation and Warehousing (20-99)
	15,307
	577,481
	19,679,882
	34,079
	260822394
	15307

	Manufacturing (10-19)
	45,321
	618,406
	21,425,366
	34,646
	785098311
	45321

	Transportation and Warehousing (0-4)
	109,887
	160,182
	5,620,509
	35,088
	1927872272
	109887

	Arts, entertainment, & recreation (100-499)
	2,521
	434,281
	15,477,363
	35,639
	44923025
	2521

	Real estate & rental & leasing (10-19)
	16,509
	214,968
	7,682,970
	35,740
	295016355
	16509

	Health care & social assistance (20-99)
	59,060
	2,344,856
	84,810,413
	36,169
	1068061960
	59060

	Transportation and Warehousing (100-499)
	3,686
	510,338
	18,590,971
	36,429
	67138170
	3686

	Utilities (0-4)
	3,440
	6,750
	247,250
	36,630
	63002963
	3440

	Real estate & rental & leasing (0-4)
	238,602
	340,912
	12,809,644
	37,575
	4482691542
	238602

	Construction (10-19)
	77,749
	1,038,298
	39,769,528
	38,303
	1488994986
	77749

	Health care & social assistance (5-9)
	140,045
	925,400
	35,579,987
	38,448
	2692240804
	140045

	Manufacturing (20-99)
	56,754
	2,337,607
	90,169,444
	38,573
	1094597301
	56754

	Construction (0-4)
	513,239
	795,890
	30,791,591
	38,688
	9928159277
	513239

	Administrative & support & waste management & remediation service (0-4)
	202,787
	298,645
	11,558,590
	38,703
	3924277638
	202787

	Real estate & rental & leasing (20-99)
	11,362
	409,679
	15,863,618
	38,722
	219980067
	11362

	Real estate & rental & leasing (100-499)
	2,509
	325,304
	12,964,736
	39,854
	49997114
	2509

	Health care & social assistance (10-19)
	79,468
	1,054,091
	42,149,769
	39,987
	1588837132
	79468

	Manufacturing (100-499)
	14,343
	2,537,782
	103,420,795
	40,752
	292256085
	14343

	Information (5-9)
	11,135
	73,754
	3,010,279
	40,815
	227238229
	11135

	Manufacturing (0-4)
	112,654
	208,540
	8,808,843
	42,241
	2379283110
	112654

	Wholesale Trade (5-9)
	57,802
	381,178
	16,624,667
	43,614
	1260485917
	57802

	Information (10-19)
	8,267
	111,385
	4,923,170
	44,200
	182698956
	8267

	Construction (20-99)
	59,571
	2,268,038
	100,679,874
	44,391
	1322200240
	59571

	Finance & Insurance (0-4)
	185,566
	313,022
	14,256,764
	45,546
	4225854203
	185566

	Wholesale Trade (10-19)
	39,757
	531,440
	24,338,938
	45,798
	910397371
	39757

	Professional, scientific, & technical services (5-9)
	106,280
	693,816
	31,889,482
	45,962
	2442444500
	106280

	Wholesale Trade (0-4)
	188,623
	319,579
	15,253,929
	47,731
	4501612825
	188623

	Total Costs & New Jobs
	
	
	
	
	83,173,668,170
	4,736,235


PAGE  
1

