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CHANGE IN UNEMPLOYMENT, JUNE TO JULY 2006b

Unemployment increased
by at least 1,000 people

TOTAL WAGE BILL FOR TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT
MANUFACTURING, 2005

At least $200 million

a. Shaded bars represent recessions.
b. Seasonally adjusted using the Census Bureau’s X-11 procedure.
c. Seasonally adjusted.
SOURCES: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics and Employment and Training
Administration; Kentucky Office of Employment and Training, Workforce Kentucky; Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Bureau of Labor Market Infor-
mation; Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Worker Adjustment Retraining Notification Act; Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry, Center
for Workforce Information and Analysis; and West Virginia Bureau of Employment Programs, Workforce West Virginia.

The Fourth District’s unemployment

rate was 5.7% in July, up sharply from

5.1% a month earlier. Although the

District is still below its recent peak 

of 6.5% in June 2003, the jump of 

0.6 percentage point (pp) is its largest

one-month increase on record. By

comparison, the U.S. unemployment

rate was 4.8% in July, up 0.2 pp from

June. Over the month, the District’s

employment fell 0.4%, the labor force

increased 0.1%, and unemployment

rose 11.5%. 

Unemployment rates went up in all

Fourth District states, substantially in

some. Pennsylvania’s rate was nearly

stable (up just 0.1 pp to 4.8%), but

rates in West Virginia and Kentucky

each rose 0.5 pp over the month,

reaching 5.4% and 6.3%, respectively.

Ohio’s unemployment rate, still more

dramatically, leaped 0.7 pp to 5.8%.

Although local labor force data can

be volatile and subject to revision, for

Ohio, at least, there is other evidence

to substantiate the unemployment 

increase shown in that data. First, Ohio

unemployment claims jumped sub-

stantially in early July, which the U.S.

Department of Labor attributed to

“layoffs in the automobile and trans-

portation equipment industries.” Sec-

ond, the state’s Worker Adjustment

Retraining Notification system, which

lists employers that plan to lay off 50

workers or more, showed many such

layoffs scheduled for late June and

early July. Finally, the counties posting

the steepest unemployment increases

have large assembly plants or auto

parts suppliers. In Ohio, the surge in

the unemployment rate does seem to

result from recent layoffs and spillover

in the auto industry.
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