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Executive Summary

 Gross Domestic Product or GDP was estimated at the parish (county) 
level to analyze the economic condition of parish economies, 
particularly rural parish economies that often are left out of economic 
analyses.

 GDP as estimated at the parish level in this analysis allows for 
comparing the relative returns of capital and labor for economic activity 
in rural regions that previous data such as employment, wages and 
earnings by themselves were not able to capture fully.

 When earnings data were disclosed, GDP was estimated using a ratio 
of state GDP to state earnings by sector multiplied by parish earnings 
by sector. This method was preferred because of the high correlation 
between state-level earnings and GDP data.

 When earnings data were not fully disclosed, this research found that 
the approach of estimating parish-level GDP using a ratio of state GDP 
to state employment by sector proved more accurate than the approach 
of using an earnings per employment ratio of contiguous counties.

 There was a shift in Louisiana parish GDP and employment growth 
rates. Between the periods 2001-2004 and 2004-2007, there was a shift 
among the parishes from having employment growth above and GDP 
growth below the corresponding state averages to having GDP growth 
above and employment growth below the corresponding state averages.

 
 The chemical, petroleum and coal products manufacturing sector and 
the mining sector proved to have both the highest GDP growth by 
parish industry for the period 2001-2007 and the highest percent of 
total parish GDP for the year 2007.
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Introduction

Regional economists often are asked to provide data and analyses for 
regions smaller than a state. To accomplish this task, they acquire data from 
many sources, with varying levels of accuracy and disclosure. (Disclosure 
issues occur when data are withheld because providing them for a given 
firm in a given sector in a given region would disclose confidential 
information.) 

The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) publishes county-level 
earnings data (BEA Local Area Personal Income, 2008). The BEA, however, 
does not provide estimates for county-level gross domestic product (value-
added) data. Given the pressure from many rural development officials for 
increased “value-added agriculture,” there is a need to better identify the 
value-added contributions of specific county/parish industries. 

The objective of this research is to augment previously applied methods 
with additional new methods so that gross domestic product (GDP) can be 
estimated at the county/parish level1. By estimating county-level GDP, we 
further analyze the economic condition of county economies, particularly 
rural county economies that often are left out of economic analyses. This 
type of county-level analysis can be used by local economic development 
boards and policymakers as they strive to have sustainable economic 
development in their region, particularly as it relates to workforce 
development and industrial recruitment and enhancement.

To develop estimates for GDP at the parish/county level, three different 
methodologies were examined. Estimates were developed and tested for 
accuracy using each of the methodologies. Parish-level statistics were 
then developed using the methodology that proved to be most accurate to 
examine economic activity and growth by major industries for each of the 
parishes.

1 In the state of Louisiana, the term for a county is “parish.”
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Literature Review

Economic Activity Metrics
The ability to improve the standard of living for 

people in a region, state or nation is dependent on 
its ability to generate long-run economic growth, 
and, perhaps just as important, small changes in the 
growth of an economy over time can have very large 
effects on the standard of living in an area (Mankiw, 
2009). The sources of economic growth include the 
availability of inputs (land, labor and capital) and 
the productive capacities of these inputs, which 
are influenced by both savings and consumption 
decisions and governmental policy. Consequently, 
understanding how those factors influence the 
economic activity and ultimately the standard 
of living in an area are of crucial importance to 
development economists, policymakers and regional 
planners.

There are several methods/metrics for measuring 
the economic activity (economic growth) of an 
area with each metric having its advantages and 
disadvantages. Certain metrics, however, provide a 
more comprehensive and informative snapshot than 
others. Some of the more commonly used metrics 
are employment, output, earnings and value-added 
(Andrews, 1954; Shaffer, Deller, and Marcouiller, 
2004). 

Employment is a clear and easily understood unit 
of measurement. Collection of employment data 
is relatively simple, and the data series over time 
generally are consistent and accurate (Shaffer, Deller, 
and Marcouiller, 2004). For example, the Census 
Bureau estimates employment annually for every 
county by industry (subject to disclosure rules). 
Companies such as Wholedata have supplemented 
such federal data sets with methods that estimate 
employment that could not be disclosed by the 
government (Isserman and Westervelt, 2006). Yet, 
employment as an economic metric is limited in its 
usefulness, since it does not take worker productivity 
or worker salaries into account (Andrews 1954; 
Shaffer, Deller, and Marcouiller, 2004). The economic 
effect of an increase of 50 jobs paying $30,000 is 
fundamentally different from the same number 
increase in jobs paying $120,000. In addition, 
seasonal and part-time employment typically is 
counted together in federal agency reports. By 

  2 Output in agricultural data sets is approximately equal to gross 
farm value (Louisiana Summary: Agriculture and Natural Resources 
2009) or Gross Farm Income (2009 Louisiana Agricultural Statistics) 
with a few exceptions.

not recognizing these limitations in the analysis, 
incorrect inferences could be made. Finally, when 
considered intuitively, jobs are inputs into the 
production process, not an output of production. 

A more desirable economic activity metric would 
be based on the value of the products or services 
being produced. Output, which is the value of the 
production of all industries in an economy, is an 
alternative economic metric2. The drawback to this 
measure is that it inflates the size of an economy 
since it does not subtract intermediate product sales 
among firms in its measurement, which leads to 
double counting (Shaffer, Deller, and Marcouiller, 
2004). Double counting occurs when the value of 
an input is not subtracted from the value of a firm’s 
output – thereby overestimating the size of the 
economy. For example, assume a parish or county’s 
agricultural sector grows only corn and hogs and the 
total output value of each commodity is $1 million, 
resulting in a total parish/county agricultural output 
value of $2 million. The total value of the hogs is a 
function of the value of the inputs that are applied to 
grow the hogs. Assuming the hog producer purchases 
100 percent of the corn produced by the corn 
farmers in the parish/county, then the $2 million 
agricultural output value for the county overestimates 
(double counts) the actual economic contribution 
of agriculture to the county by the value of the corn 
purchases by the hog producer.

The earnings metric does not suffer from double 
counting. It is defined as the labor and property 
earnings from current production. It includes wage 
and salary disbursements, supplements to wages 
and salaries and proprietors’ income (BEA Local 
Area Personal Income, 2009). The problem with this 
metric is that it does not include taxes on production 
and imports (fewer subsidies) and does not include 
the components of gross operating surplus apart 
from proprietor’s income. Taxes on production and 
imports net of subsidies represents the net transfer 
of the earned value of goods and services produced 
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in a regional economy that are paid (transferred) 
to various institutions of the economy. For most 
industries, taxes paid to the government are greater 
than the subsidies received, so not counting this 
value would underestimate a regional economy’s 
overall activity. For an industry like agriculture 
that typically receives more subsidies than it pays 
in taxes, however, failing to make this adjustment 
would overestimate the region’s economic activity by 
including unearned income. Since corporate forms 
of governance are a dominant business structure 
in most regions of the country, not including their 
operating surplus would further underestimate the 
region’s economic contribution.

GDP
Gross domestic product (GDP) is considered a 

comprehensive measure of economic activity. In the 
United States, the Bureau of Economic Analysis uses 
three methods to measure GDP: the expenditure 
approach, the value-added approach and the gross 
domestic income approach (Landefeld, Seskin, 
and Fraumeni, 2008). The estimates generated by 
these methods are conceptually equal, but their 
estimates may vary slightly because of the different 
data sources and methods used in the estimation 
processes. Detailed definitions of each GDP method 
are presented in the next section.

Expenditure Approach
The expenditure approach generates final sales of 

domestic product to producers, and it is calculated by 
using the formula provided in Equation (1)
(1)	 GDP=C+I+G+X-M
where C = consumption, I = gross investment, G = 
government spending, X = exports and M = imports 
(Landefeld, Seskin, and Fraumeni, 2008). This is 
one of the most common definitions presented in 
introductory macroeconomics textbooks (Cramer, 
Jensen, and Southgate, 2001; Mankiw, 2009).

Value-Added Approach
Alternatively, the value-added approach estimates 

GDP for each industry by subtracting intermediate 
inputs from gross output (gross sales less changes in 
inventories) as described by Equation (2). 
(2)	 GDP = Gross output – Intermediate inputs
where Gross output is defined as “the market value of 

3The differentiated product model has a conceptual basis in the 
Dixit-Stiglitz model of monopolistic competition. This conceptual 
framework is one of the fundamental micro-level assumptions in 
two regional/macroeconomic models, Romer’s endogenous growth 
model (Romer, 1990), and Krugman’s New Economic Geography 
Models (Fujita, Krugman, and Venables, 1999).

an industry’s production, including commodity taxes 
and an adjustment for inventories,” and intermediate 
inputs are the value of the “goods or services that 
are used in the production process to produce other 
goods or services rather than for final consumption” 
(GDP by State, 2006). This approach focuses on the 
conceptualization that GDP measures only “new” 
value created in an economy and avoids the pitfalls of 
economic metrics such as output.

Shafer, Deller, and Marcouiller (2004) define 
value-added as the final sales less the cost of materials 
purchased, which is a simplified version of the 
value-added definition of GDP. Value-added can be 
intuitively described as the value that a firm or entity 
adds to its inputs through processing. For instance, 
in the case of wood product manufacturing, one firm 
takes timber and produces lumber products, thereby 
adding value to the wood. Another firm takes the 
lumber and produces furniture, adding more value 
to the raw product. Even primary industries such as 
agriculture and mining create value-added products. 
Farmers add value by transforming inputs such as 
seed, fertilizer, soil and irrigation into a bushel of 
corn. Oil drillers use drilling tools and pipe to extract 
crude trapped beneath the ocean floor that would 
have very little value if it were to remain there.

Consequently, the value-added approach for 
calculating GDP allows for us to account for 
consumers that are now placing a higher value on 
produce coming from local areas and are therefore 
willing to pay a premium to obtain these goods 
(Loureiro and Hine, 2002). A growing number of 
studies have shown consumers’ willingness to pay 
additional premiums for various attributes (Darby 
et al 2008; Lusk, Fields, and Prevatt 2008; Hand and 
Martinez, 2010). Even though the farm product 
itself may not have physically changed, consumer 
perception has, which transforms the produce from a 
homogeneous product into a heterogeneous product. 
What were once indistinguishable products have 
now increased in value through differentiation3. 
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Consumers, through their demand for local, organic 
and/or hormone free-products have created niche 
markets for farmers and have now added value on 
one or more of the aforementioned attributes they 
previously did not value. The value-added definition 
provides the opportunity of applying the GDP metric 
to measuring the creation of new value in a regional 
economy. 

Income Approach
Finally, the income approach estimates GDP in 

terms of total domestic incomes earned. This method 
sums wages and salaries, supplements to wages 
and salaries, taxes on production and imports (less 
subsidies) and gross operating surplus (GDP by State, 
2006). The formula is presented in Equation (3).
(3)	 GDP = Wages and salaries + Supplements to 
wages and salaries + Taxes on production and imports 
– Subsidies + Gross operating Surplus

In Equation (3), wages and salaries represents the 
wage and salary disbursements before deductions 
from the BEA state personal income (SPI) accounts, 
which have been adjusted to follow an accrual basis. 
Supplements to wages and salaries are made up of 
employer contributions to social insurance funds and 
other labor income. Taxes on production and imports 
is composed of federal excise taxes and customs 
duties, state and local sales taxes, property taxes 
(including residential real estate taxes), motor vehicle 
licenses, severance taxes and special assessments. 
Gross operating surplus consists of consumption 
of fixed capital, proprietor’s income, corporate 
profits, nontax payments and business current 
transfer payments (net) (GDP by State, 2006). Due 
to data availability, this is the method used by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis for calculating annual 
estimates of state-level GDP since 1963. Typically, the 
expenditure and value-added approaches are used 
only to calculate GDP at the national level.

In recent decades, GDP has gained widespread use 
as an economic metric due to its ability to provide 

comprehensive snapshots of economies at high levels 
of aggregation – at the national level, for example. It 
typically has been used in macroeconomic growth 
models such as the Neoclassical Growth Theory 
(Mankiw, Roemer, and Weil, 1992). As researchers 
tested these theories on large economic regions 
(nations), they desired to apply this knowledge to 
smaller, more localized areas to see if these theories 
held. Having substate GDP estimates would allow 
for testing of such neoclassical growth concepts as 
convergence rather than making assertions based 
on the analysis of larger geographic units. Since 
GDP includes the total gross operating surplus, it 
improves on the earnings metric by including both 
the proprietor and corporate operating surplus. 

For Louisiana parishes, this attribute is important, 
as much of Louisiana’s economic history has been 
dominated by large corporate employers in the 
natural extractive industries of oil and gas mining, 
petrochemical processing and forest product 
processing. Using earnings would be a suboptimal 
metric in those parishes with a greater proportion 
of corporate operating surplus because it would 
understate the relative proportion of returns 
distributed between capital and labor. The GDP 
metric does not have this limitation. Since many 
economic development planners in Louisiana 
work with natural resource extractive industries, 
it is important to understand the ratio of returns 
between capital and labor, since many of these 
natural resources are nonrenewable. The GDP metric 
provides that comparison tool when combined with 
wages.

Since the income and value-added definitions 
of GDP are conceptually equal and the income 
approach typically is applied for subnational 
estimates of GDP, this research develops a strategy for 
measuring value-added contribution at the county 
level (or “parish” level to be consistent with the 
terminology used in Louisiana) based on the income 
approach. This is the focus of the next section.
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very valuable, particularly when the earnings data are 
undisclosed.

Three methods are used to arrive at estimates 
for parish-level gross domestic product (GDP). 
The first method uses a ratio of state GDP to state 
earnings by sector, multiplied by the sector earnings 
at the parish level. Since, as previously stated, 
earnings data are a component of GDP data, the two 
measures of industry size would tend to fluctuate 
together. The first method, however, cannot be used 
comprehensively due to the earnings disclosure 
limitations for many sectors at the parish level and 
for a few sectors at the state level. The formula for the 
first method is:

(4)	  

where p = parish; i = industry; st = state; and y = year.
The second method, the state productivity 

method, uses a ratio of state GDP to state 
employment by sector, multiplied by parish 
employment for each sector. This method provides 
estimates for every industry, but it assumes that 
worker productivity for each industry at the parish 
level exactly matches average productivity for that 
industry at the state level. The formula is presented in 
Equation (5):

(5)	  

where all variables retain their specifications from 
Equation (4).

The third method is based on the concept that 
contiguous parishes (those parishes that are adjacent) 
will have similar earnings profiles (Manning, 1994; 
Qi and Chopping, 2007; Porter, 2008). For each 
parish industry, the disclosed earnings of all of the 
contiguous parishes are summed, and then the 
corresponding industry employment is likewise 
summed. The earnings total is then divided by the 
employment total to find the regional industry 
earnings to employment ratio that can then be 
applied to each parish. 

Methodology
Currently, the Bureau of Economic Analysis 

releases gross domestic product estimates for 
the national and state levels, and in recent years 
the agency has released these estimates at the 
metropolitan level. The metropolitan level statistics 
are calculated using a ratio of GDP to earnings. 
Earnings works well for this process because all 
components of earnings exist within GDP, with the 
exception that earnings uses a cash-flow basis for 
wages and salaries (when the money changed hands) 
and GDP uses an accrual basis for wages and salaries 
(when the money was accounted or expensed to the 
individuals). Therefore, earnings and GDP can be 
assumed to move together proportionally. Yet, this 
method of using earnings to estimate GDP cannot 
provide a complete set of estimates due to earnings 
data disclosure restrictions (when data are withheld 
because publishing them would disclose confidential 
earnings information). This is where our research 
seeks to contribute. The original concept for parish 
(county)-level GDP estimates was derived from the 
work of Baumgardner (2008), and the basis for our 
methodology is the metropolitan GDP estimation 
approach by BEA.

This research uses earnings and employment data 
to generate estimates of GDP by parish. Therefore, 
it is important to know how closely the earnings 
and employment data correlate with the GDP data. 
To decide which metric would be preferred, we 
evaluated the Pearson correlation coefficients using 
our state-level data sets. The correlation between 
earnings and GDP for the disclosed portions of the 
61 GDP sectors for Louisiana overall is 0.7087 and 
is significant at the 1 percent level. In other words, 
the two metrics move together about 71 percent 
of the time. Although the correlation between 
GDP and employment is 0.3877 and is much lower 
than the correlation between earnings and GDP, 
it is still significant at the 1 percent level. It is no 
surprise earnings, instead of employment, so closely 
correlates with GDP, since earnings includes both 
compensation of employees, which is approximately 
57 percent of national GDP, and noncorporate 
gross operating surplus. For employment, the 
correlation is smaller (only 39 percent), but the 
recent availability of detailed and fully disclosed 
parish-level employment statistics makes this metric 
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Identifying the Optimal Method

where c = contiguous parishes for a parish (p), and all 
other variables retain their prior specifications.

To estimate each of these equations, several data 
sources were used. All earnings data were obtained 
from the regional section of the Bureau of Economic 

Analysis website (BEA Local Area 
Personal Income, 2008). State-level 
GDP data also were obtained from the 
regional section of the BEA website 
(BEA Gross Domestic Product by 
State, 2008). Employment data for 
nonfarm industries came from the fully 
disclosed County Business Patterns 

(CBP) dataset created by Isserman and Westervelt 
(2006). Farm employment came from BEA (BEA 
State Area Personal Income, 2008). All data and 
results are for the parishes (counties) of the state of 
Louisiana for the years 2001-2007.

Finally, each of the regional industry earnings 
ratios is multiplied by the parish’s industry 
employment to get an estimate of earnings for each 
sector in the parish. These earnings estimates can be 
used when parish level earnings are not disclosed by 
BEA. The formulas are:

(6)	  

(7)	  

ypin
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yci
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Employment

Earnings
EarningsEstimated ,,
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1
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Gross domestic product was estimated for each 
industry in each Louisiana parish based on the 
following steps. In the first step, using Equation (4), 
GDP was estimated for each parish industry where 
the industry-level earnings data were available. We 
used the 61 industries from which GDP is provided 
for each state from the regional section of BEA 
(BEA Gross Domestic Product by State, 2008). This 
method was chosen because of the aforementioned 
high correlation between earnings and GDP at the 
state level. This method provided data for 48.83 
percent of parish industries. The second step involved 
estimating GDP for the remaining 51.17 percent of 
parish industries by choosing between either the 
GDP productivity approach from Equation (5) or 
the regional contiguous earnings approach from 
Equations (6) and (7).

To determine which approach provided the best 
estimate of the unknown parish GDPs by sector, 
elements of the two estimation techniques were 
compared to the true parish industry earnings 
estimates for industries that were disclosed 
(approximately 49 percent of all parish industry 
earnings estimates). The first element was a ratio of 
state earnings to state employment multiplied by 
parish employment. The alternative element was 

the parish earnings estimate from the contiguous 
earnings approach.

The two estimation methods were evaluated for 
all seven years of data using pooled estimates and 
using Theil’s coefficient of inequality (also known as 
the Theil’s U Statistic). A pooled estimate represents 
the percentage difference between the summed 
estimated values and the summed observed values. 
Theil’s coefficient is a frequently cited technique for 
comparing statistical estimates to corresponding 
observed values (Bliemel, 1973). Furthermore, as 
stated by Greene (2008), Theil’s U is superior to other 
alternatives such as root mean square error due to its 
scale free structure. It is displayed below. 
(8)	

where i is the industry being examined, Ai represents 
the actual observation for industry i and Pi represents 
the predicted values for industry i. The results of 
the formula range from 0, which denotes a perfect 
forecast, to 1, which denotes maximum inequality, 
such as in a negative relationship.
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Across all parishes, industries and years, the Theil 
coefficient for the state productivity method was 0.15. 
For the contiguous method, it was 0.64, as shown in 
Table 1. The total pooled estimate was -0.59 percent 
for the state productivity method and 14.77 percent 
for the contiguous method. Thus, as a whole, the state 
productivity method underestimated actual disclosed 
earnings by parish by approximately 1 percent, and 
the contiguous method overestimated the same 
disclosed earnings by around 15 percent.

Table 1.Comparison Across All Parishes, Industries and 
Years
	 Theil	 Pooled Estimate
State Productivity Method	 0.15	 -0.59%

Contiguous Method	 0.64	 14.77%

In particular, we believe some of the data 
limitations using the contiguous method led to its 
underperformance relative to the state productivity 
method. First, limitations in the number of disclosed 
earnings estimates for contiguous parishes may 
generate a contiguous earnings profile that is not 
an accurate estimate of the true earnings profile. 
Second, an urban contiguous parish may have a 
highly dissimilar productivity profile to neighboring 
rural parishes with establishments in the same 
industry, reducing the forecasting performance of the 
contiguous method.

Figure 1 displays Theil coefficients for eight 
categories, which summarize the industries defined 
by BEA. We aggregate 60 BEA earnings sectors into 
eight summary categories in the table. At this level of 
detail, the state productivity method provided a more 
accurate estimate for all categories except agriculture, 
forestry, fishing and related activities and wholesale 
and retail trade. The agriculture sector would be 
expected to display stronger regional similarity than 
statewide similarity in labor productivity because 
many crops are grown primarily in certain areas 
of the state (i.e., corn in the northeast, sugar in the 
south). Wholesalers and retailers would be assumed 
to have similar worker productivity among nearby 
parishes because the products being sold, the 
individuals being employed and the markets being 
served would be very similar. For both methods, 
the Theil coefficients indicate that estimates for the 
category of wholesale and retail trade come very close 
to the observed values. Continuing with the previous 
point, the industries contained in this category also 
would have similar worker productivity across the 
state.

Table 2 presents pooled estimates for the 
same major categories as Figure 1. Here, the state 
productivity method provides a much closer estimate 
for all categories than does the contiguous method. 
Again, the discrepancy between the magnitudes of 
the values is a result of the structuring of the method.

Figure 1. Theil Coefficients by Major Categories
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Table 2. Pooled Estimates by Major Categories 
Category	 State	 Contiguous
	 Productivity	 Method		
	 Method

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing	

and Related Activities	 0.12%	 7.60%

Mining	 -0.41%	 -5.51%

Utilities and Construction	 0.39%	 10.26%

Manufacturing	 -0.49%	 15.72%

Wholesale and Retail Trade	 -0.55%	 -1.67%

Transportation and Warehousing	 1.54%	 19.57%

Information, Finance, Insurance, 	 -0.35%	 19.82%

Real Estate, Rental and

Leasing Service Industries	 -1.30%	 23.35%

		
Figure 2 displays Theil coefficients for the two 

methods across time. Again, the state productivity 
method is shown to be a more consistent estimator. 
In particular, if you examine the coefficient of 
variation (CV) for both methods, the CV for the 

contiguous method is more than six times as large as 
the CV for the state productivity method (0.75 versus 
0.12). These results indicate the state productivity 
method has maintained its increased performance 
relative to the contiguous method throughout the 
evaluation time series.
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Figure 2. Theil Coefficients by Years

Parish-level Analysis Using the GDP Estimates

The GDP and employment data were then 
analyzed at the parish-total level and the parish-
industry level. The specific goals of this section of the 
research were to compare the growth rates of GDP 
and employment across all parishes and to determine 
which industries in a parish provided the greatest 
contribution to total GDP for a given parish.

We would assume that the GDP growth rate and 
the employment growth rate should increase or 
decrease at similar rates, since a booming economy 
would tend to increase both, and an economy in 
recession would tend to decrease both. Therefore, 
parishes that saw GDP growth and employment 
fall on opposite sides of the corresponding state 
averages are of interest. For those parishes that 
had both a GDP that exceeded the average GDP 
growth for Louisiana parishes and that experienced 
employment growth at a level less than the average 
for all Louisiana parishes, it may suggest that parish 
industries were likely moving toward a more capital-

based operating structure. Therefore, productivity 
increased, but the owners of the firms (owners of the 
capital investment) primarily benefited. In contrast, 
a parish that had GDP growth that was lower than 
average GDP growth for all Louisiana parishes in 
conjunction with employment growth that exceeded 
average employment growth for all parishes might 
indicate the parish added jobs that paid below the 
state average salary in the previous year(s). Figure 3 
displays how Louisiana’s parishes were distributed in 
terms of the growth rates of GDP and employment.

Figure 4 displays how each parish’s GDP growth 
rate and employment growth rate compares to the 
state average for the years 2001-2004. The majority 
of the parishes (43) saw growth rates similar to 
what would be expected, where both metrics were 
either above the state averages or below them. Of 
those parishes, 17 were metropolitan and 26 were 
nonmetropolitan.
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Figure 3. Distribution for GDP and Employment Growth Rates for Louisiana Parishes for Years 2001-2007

Figure 4. Parish GDP and Employment Growth Levels With Respect to the State Averages for Years 2001-2004

-10.00%

-5.00%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

-5.00% 0.00% 5.00% 10.00% 15.00% 20.00% 25.00% 30.00%

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t P

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
Ch

an
ge

GDP Percentage Change

Series1

West 
Baton 
Rouge

St. James

East 
Baton 
Rouge

Orleans

West 
Feliciana

West 
Carroll

AscensionLafayette St. John

Assumption St. Charles

East 
Feliciana

East 
Carroll

St. Helena
Pointe 
Coupee

Red River

Jefferson 
   Davis

Washington

Jefferson

Evangeline

St. Martin

Caldwell

Livingston

Richland

St. Tammany

Lincoln

Tangipahoa

Jackson
Ouachita

Morehouse

Webster

Catahoula

Concordia

Madison

Franklin

Claiborne

Iberville

Tensas

Avoyelles

St. Landry

LaSalle

Acadia

Bienville

Beauregard

Natchitoches

DeSoto

Calcasieu

Bossier

Grant

St. Mary

Caddo

Sabine

Lafourche

Allen

Union

Vermilion

Rapides

Terrebonne

Winn

Iberia

Vernon

St. Bernard

Plaquemines

Cameron

Above Average Employment - Below Average GDP
Below Average Employment - Below Average GDP
Above Average Employment - Above Average GDP
Below Average Employment - Above Average GDP

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   12 1/24/2012   8:51:56 AM



LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches        13

 For the years 2004-2007, the dynamics of the 
parishes changed – as displayed in Figure 5. The 
largest category was still those parishes with above 
average GDP and above average employment, but 
the top left and bottom right categories switched 
places in order of size. Three parishes (Assumption, 
Beauregard and East Carroll) switched to having 
greater average employment growth and lower 
average GDP growth relative to statewide averages. 
While this might suggest the labor force is gaining 
a greater percentage of GDP relative to owners 
of capital, it may also mean these economies are 
creating a large number of low-paying jobs in sectors 
that have low GDP to output ratios. It should be 
further noted that in both times, output prices could 
also be contributing to GDP growth. Given that 
employment is measured in jobs and not wages, in 
industries with rapidly rising output prices, it can be 
ambiguous whether the increased GDP returns are 
being distributed to capital or labor without more 
detailed wage analysis.

An industry-level analysis of parish GDP also was 
conducted to determine which sectors provided the 
greatest contribution to each parish’s GDP. For this 
analysis, 61 BEA industry sectors were aggregated 
into 11 summary sectors. Details of this aggregation 
are provided in Appendix A. Table 3 displays 
the number of occurrences that a certain parish 
summary sector had the highest percentage of total 
2007 GDP for that parish or had the highest growth 
rate from 2001-2007 for that parish. The chemical, 
petroleum and coal products manufacturing 
sector and the mining sector dominated both 
categories. Government represented the highest 
percentage of total GDP for individual parishes 
but never represented the highest growth rate. The 
food and fiber system and information and other 
services appeared in both categories. The all other 
manufacturing sector often had the highest growth 
rate but never the highest percentage of total GDP for 
a parish. 

Figure 5. Parish GDP and Employment Growth Levels With Respect to the State Average for Years 2004-2007 

West 
Baton 
Rouge

St. James

East 
Baton 
Rouge

Orleans

West 
Feliciana

West 
Carroll

AscensionLafayette St. John

Assumption St. Charles

East 
Feliciana

East 
Carroll

St. Helena
Pointe 
Coupee

Red River

Jefferson 
   Davis

Washington

Jefferson

Evangeline

St. Martin

Caldwell

Livingston

Richland

St. Tammany

Lincoln

Tangipahoa

Jackson
Ouachita

Morehouse

Webster

Catahoula

Concordia

Madison

Franklin

Claiborne

Iberville

Tensas

Avoyelles

St. Landry

LaSalle

Acadia

Bienville

Beauregard

Natchitoches

DeSoto

Calcasieu

Bossier

Grant

St. Mary

Caddo

Sabine

Lafourche

Allen

Union

Vermilion

Rapides

Terrebonne

Winn

Iberia

Vernon

St. Bernard

Plaquemines

Cameron

Above Average Employment - Below Average GDP
Below Average Employment - Below Average GDP
Above Average Employment - Above Average GDP
Below Average Employment - Above Average GDP

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   13 1/24/2012   8:51:56 AM



14        LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches

These results suggest Louisiana continues to be 
dominated by primary (agriculture and mining 
sectors) and secondary (manufacturing) sectors with 
a strong public sector (government) influence. These 
results also suggest, however, that the government 
sector is not the dominating growth sector for 
Louisiana parishes in this decade. Instead, it is 
traditional private sector primary and secondary 
industries that are the dominant growth sectors. 
For a full ranking by size of the 11-parish industry 
summary categories for the year 2007, see Appendix 
B. Aggregate GDP by parish by year can be found in 
Appendix C. Flat files containing GDP by industry 
by parish estimates from 2001 through 2007 are 
available from the authors by request.

Table 3. Identification of Highest Contributing Sectors

Sector With Highest Percent of 2007 GDP for Each Parish
Sector Name	 Number of Times This Sector 
	 Was a Parish’s Largest Sector

Mining	 17

Government	 16

Chemical, Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing	 11

Food and Fiber System	 11

Wholesale and Retail Trade	 4

Transportation and Utilities	 2

Information and Other Services	 2

Finance, Insurance and Real Estate	 1
	

Sector With Highest GDP Growth Rate From 2001 to 2007 for Each Parish
Sector Name	 Number of Times ThisSector
	 Had the Highest Growth Rate

Chemical, Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing	 28

Mining	 20

All Other Manufacturing	 6

Food and Fiber System	 4

Education and Health Care Services	 3

Information and Other Services	 2

Construction	 1
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Conclusion

basis, it is unable to account for income distribution 
(van den Bergh, 2009). Consequently, if income is 
distributed relatively unequally, opportunities for 
personal development also will be.

This was observed in this study as the variation 
in the GDP estimates was driven a majority of the 
time by the statewide average industrial productivity 
(GDP per employee) for each industry. If industrial 
productivity for a given sector in a given parish 
varied greatly from the statewide average, this would 
reduce forecast accuracy. 

A third limitation of GDP is that it is a measure 
of the size of an economy and consequently it does 
not necessarily represent the best measure of the 
economic well-being of the people in the economy. 
For example, GDP ignores leisure time (happiness), 
income inequality and the quality of environment, 
all of which affect the well-being of the citizens of an 
economic entity (Hamilton, 1994; Moulton, 2004; 
Economist, 2006; Boyd, 2007; Boyd and Banzhaf; 
2007; van den Bergh, 2009). The development of 
environmental/green accounting units (i.e., how does 
the environment contribute to social welfare and how 

Generating gross domestic product estimates 
was determined to be important to analyzing a 
local region because GDP was shown to be a more 
comprehensive economic activity metric than the 
other economic metrics applied in the past and 
because the estimates of GDP represent the value-
added activity that has occurred in a region, as 
opposed to a summation of all activities. 

Therefore, this research sought to develop a 
method for estimating parish-level GDPs. When 
earnings data were disclosed, the preferred method 
of generating GDP estimates was used. This method 
was preferred because of the high correlation 
between state-level earnings and GDP data.  

When earnings were not disclosed, this research 
sought to find a means to assign estimates for 
the missing data. Two methods were analyzed, 
a statewide labor productivity approach and a 
contiguous parish earnings approach. The statewide 
labor productivity approach generally was found 
to be more accurate. This result is attributed to the 
contiguous method being weighted by larger, more 
urban parishes, which were dissimilar in regional 
productivity to their rural parish counterparts in 
the same industry. Using Theil coefficients, where 
a value of 0 is a perfect forecast and a value of 1 is 
maximum inequality, the state productivity method 
had a value of 0.15 and the contiguous method 
had a value of 0.64 when both were compared to 
the disclosed earnings data. In addition, when all 
of the estimates were pooled (summed), the state 
productivity method underestimated the total by 
-0.62 percent compared to the contiguous method, 
which overestimated the total by 14.85 percent. 

One particular limitation of this research is 
whether GDP is the most appropriate measure 
of economic well-being. For example, the OECD 
notes that while GDP is the best indicator available 
on a timely basis, it should not be used as the only 
indicator of economic well-being. Further, it is 
not alone in their criticism of GDP as a measure 
of economic well-being and/or social welfare 
(Economist, 2006; van den Bergh, 2009). 

Since GDP is an aggregate measure of income, 
when it is used to measure GDP on a per capita 
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do you measure the depletion of natural resources) 
has received considerable attention in recent years 
(Hamilton, 1994; Economist, 2006; Boyd, 2007; Boyd 
and Banzhaf; 2007; van den Bergh, 2009). Green 
GDP measurement should be of particular interest to 
the citizens and policymakers of Louisiana because of 
the state’s abundant natural resources. 

A final limitation, and one that will continue 
for future studies in this area, is that such studies 
require very detailed data to be provided by the 
federal government (earnings) and the private sector 
(Wholedata employment estimates). Should these 
data sources become unavailable (or less detailed) in 
the future, estimating county-level GDP using the 
methods contained here will be limited.

One area for further research would be to find 
additional ways to use the GDP data to analyze 
parish-level finances, whether through cross-
sectional or time-series analyses. Another area would 
be to find some way to revise the contiguous parish 
method, which would not be as easily weighted 
toward the data coming from urban parishes.

In conclusion, this research developed a method 
for estimating GDP at the parish level, an area often 
left out of traditional economic analyses but one that 
is of crucial importance given the devastating effects 
the recent economic and environmental crises have 
had on parishes, particularly in Louisiana. Moreover, 

agricultural economics and rural communities 
recently were designated a program area as part of  
the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI), 
a competitive grant program to provide funding for 
fundamental and applied research, education and 
extension to address food and agricultural sciences. 
Under this program area, two priority topics were 
identified that would greatly benefit from these 
parish-level GDP estimates: first, entrepreneurship 
and small business development, and second, rural 
development. 

Now that there is an established method for 
measuring economic productivity in a parish or 
county economy, policymakers and development 
boards have a tool at their disposal that will 
help them identify those sectors that are most 
responsible for generating economic activity in 
their areas. Consequently, economic and industrial 
policy constructed by community planners and 
policymakers will become much more focused on 
strengthening their comparative advantages. For 
example, policy and development initiatives will 
concentrate on workforce enhancement in those 
sectors that are crucial to a parish’s economic growth, 
attracting industries that are either downstream or 
upstream from these sectors and/or attracting other 
companies in the same sector via the benefits of 
economies of agglomeration.

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   16 1/24/2012   8:51:57 AM



LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches        17

References
Andrews, R. B. (1954). “Mechanics of the Urban Economic 
Base: The Problem of Base Measurement.” Land Economics 
30(1): 52-60.

Baumgardner, F. (2008). “Prototype GDP by Metropolitan 
Area.” Presentation made at the 47th Annual Meetings of the 
Southern Regional Science Association, Arlington, VA, March 
27– 30, 2008. 

Bliemel, F. (1973). “Theil’s Forecast Accuracy Coefficient: A 
Clarification.” Journal of Marketing Research 10(4): 444-446. 

Boyd, J. (2007). Nonmarket Benefits of Nature: What Should 
be Counted in Green GDP?” Ecological Economics 61(4): 716-
723.

Boyd, J., and S. Banzhaf (2007). “What are Ecosystem Services? 
The Need for Standardized Environmental Accounting Units.” 
Ecological Economics 63(2-3): 616-626.

Bureau of Economic Analysis (2008). Gross Domestic Product 
by State. http://bea.gov/regional/gsp/. (Accessed June 5, 
2008). 

Bureau of Economic Analysis (2008). Local Area Personal 
Income. http://bea.gov/regional/reis/. (Accessed June 3, 
2008). 

Bureau of Economic Analysis (2008). State Annual 
Personal Income http://bea.gov/regional/spi/default.
cfm?satable=SA25N&series=NAICS (Accessed Aug. 9, 2008). 

Cramer, G. L., C. W. Jenson, and D. D. Southgate (2001). 
Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness. Eighth edition. New 
York, New York: John Wiley.

Darby, K., M. T. Batte, S. Ernst, and B. Roe. (2008). 
“Decomposing Local: A Conjoint Analysis of Locally Produced 
Foods.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics. 90(2): 476-
486. 

Department of Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness 
(2010). 2009 Louisiana Agricultural Statistics. AEA Information 
Series No. 265, Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana State 
University Agricultural Center (October). 

The Economist (2006). “Grossly Distorted Picture: It’s High 
Time that Economists Looked at More than just GDP.” The 
Economist (February 9): 70. 

Fujita, M., P. Krugman, and A. J. Venables (2001). The Spatial 
Economy: Cities, Regions, and International Trade. First edition. 
Boston, Massachusetts: MIT Press Books. 

Greene, W.H. (2008). Econometric Analysis. Sixth Edition. Upper 
Saddle River, New Jersey: Pearson Education.

“Gross Domestic Product: Implicit Price Deflator.” U.S. 
Department of Commerce: Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/data/GDPDEF.txt. 
(Accessed July 31, 2009).

 “Gross Domestic Product by State Estimation Methodology” 
(2006). http://bea.gov/regional/pdf/gsp/GDPState.
pdf#page=3 (Accessed May 30, 2009).

Hamilton, K. (1994). “Green Adjustments to GDP.” Resources 
Policy 20(3): 155-168.

Hand, M. S., and S. Martinez (2010). “Just What Does Local 
Mean?” Choices 25(1). http://www.choicesmagazine.org/
magazine/article.php?article=108 (Accessed January 3, 2010).

Isserman, A. M. and J. Westervelt (2006). “1.5 Million Missing 
Numbers: Overcoming Employment Suppression in County 
Business Patterns Data.” International Regional Science Review 
29 (3): 311-335. 

Landefeld, J. S., E. P. Seskin, and B. M. Fraumeni (2008). 
“Taking the Pulse of the Economy: Measuring GDP.” Journal of 
Economic Perspectives 22(2): 193-216.

Loureiro, M. L., and S. Hine (2002). “Discovering Niche Markets: 
A Comparison of Consumer Willingness to Pay for Local 
(Colorado-Grown), Organic, and GMO-Free Products.” Journal 
of Agricultural and Applied Economics. 34(3): 477-487.

Louisiana State University Agricultural Center (2009). 
Louisiana Summary: Agriculture and Natural Resources 2009. 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service. 

Lusk, J. L., D. Fields, and W. Prevatt (2008). “An Incentive 
Compatible Conjoint Ranking Mechanism.” American Journal 
of Agricultural Economics. 90(2): 487-498.

Mankiw, N. G. (2009). Macroeconomics. Seventh Edition. New 
York, New York: Worth Publishers.

Mankiw, N. G., D. Romer, and D. N. Weil (1992). “A Contribution 
to the Empirics of Economic Growth.” The Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 107(2): 407-437.

Manning, N. (1994). “Earning, Unemployment and Contiguity: 
Evidence From British counties 1976-1992.” Scottish Journal of 
Political Economy 41(1): 43-68.

Moulton, B. R. (2000). “Getting the 21st-Century GDP Right: 
What’s Underway?” The American Economic Review 90(2): 253-
258. 

Porter, J. R. (2008). “Mapping Human Development at the 
Sub-National Level: Spatial Contours of the Development in 
the U.S.” Journal of Maps (10.4113/jom.2008.1046): 472-484.

Qi, X. and M. Chopping (2007). “Expansion of Urban Area in 
the Yellow River Zone, Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region, 
China, from DMSP OLS Nighttime Lights Data.” Geoscience 
and Remote Sensing Symposium, 2007. IGARSS 2007. IEEE 
International (10.1109/IGARSS.2007.4423222): 2002-2005.

Romer, P. (1990). “Endogenous Technological Change.” Journal 
of Political Economy 98(5): S71-S102.

Shaffer, R., S. Deller, and D. Marcouiller (2004). Community 
Economics: Linking Theory and Practice. Ames, Iowa: Blackwell 
Publishing. 

Van den Bergh, J. C. J. M. (2009). “The GDP Paradox.” Journal of 
Economic Psychology 30(2): 117–135.

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   17 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



18        LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches

Su
m

m
ar

y C
at

eg
or

y C
od

e	
Su

m
m

ar
y C

at
eg

or
y N

am
e	

GD
P C

od
e	

GD
P S

ec
to

r N
am

e

1	
Fo

od
 a

nd
 F

ib
er

 S
ys

te
m

	
4	

C
ro

p
 a

nd
 a

ni
m

al
 p

ro
du

ct
io

n 
(f

ar
m

s)
1	

Fo
od

 a
nd

 F
ib

er
 S

ys
te

m
	

5	
Fo

re
st

ry
, fi

sh
in

g 
an

d 
re

la
te

d 
ac

tiv
iti

es
1	

Fo
od

 a
nd

 F
ib

er
 S

ys
te

m
	

14
	

W
oo

d 
p

ro
du

ct
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

1	
Fo

od
 a

nd
 F

ib
er

 S
ys

te
m

	
26

	
Fo

od
 p

ro
du

ct
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

1	
Fo

od
 a

nd
 F

ib
er

 S
ys

te
m

	
27

	
Te

xt
ile

 a
nd

 te
xt

ile
 p

ro
du

ct
 m

ill
s

1	
Fo

od
 a

nd
 F

ib
er

 S
ys

te
m

	
28

	
A

p
p

ar
el

 m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
1	

Fo
od

 a
nd

 F
ib

er
 S

ys
te

m
	

29
	

Pa
p

er
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

1	
Fo

od
 a

nd
 F

ib
er

 S
ys

te
m

	
76

	
Fo

od
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

an
d 

dr
in

ki
ng

 p
la

ce
s

2	
M

in
in

g	
7	

O
il 

an
d 

ga
s 

ex
tr

ac
tio

n
2	

M
in

in
g	

8	
M

in
in

g,
 e

xc
ep

t o
il 

an
d 

ga
s

2	
M

in
in

g	
9	

Su
p

p
or

t a
ct

iv
iti

es
 fo

r m
in

in
g

3	
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

U
til

iti
es

	
10

	
U

til
iti

es
3	

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
U

til
iti

es
	

37
	

A
ir 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n
3	

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
U

til
iti

es
	

39
	

W
at

er
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n

3	
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

U
til

iti
es

	
40

	
Tr

uc
k 

tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n
3	

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
U

til
iti

es
	

41
	

Tr
an

si
t a

nd
 g

ro
un

d 
p

as
se

ng
er

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n
3	

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
U

til
iti

es
	

42
	

Pi
p

el
in

e 
tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n

3	
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

U
til

iti
es

	
43

	
O

th
er

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
su

p
p

or
t a

ct
iv

iti
es

3	
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

U
til

iti
es

	
44

	
W

ar
eh

ou
si

ng
 a

nd
 s

to
ra

ge

4	
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n	

11
	

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n

5	
A

ll 
O

th
er

 M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
15

	
N

on
m

et
al

lic
 m

in
er

al
 p

ro
du

ct
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

5	
A

ll 
O

th
er

 M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
16

	
Pr

im
ar

y 
m

et
al

 m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

17
	

Fa
b

ric
at

ed
 m

et
al

 p
ro

du
ct

 m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

18
	

M
ac

hi
ne

ry
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

5	
A

ll 
O

th
er

 M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
19

	
C

om
p

ut
er

 a
nd

 e
le

ct
ro

ni
c 

p
ro

du
ct

 m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

20
	

El
ec

tr
ic

al
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t a
nd

 a
p

p
lia

nc
e 

m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

21
	

M
ot

or
 v

eh
ic

le
, b

od
y,

 tr
ai

le
r a

nd
 p

ar
ts

 m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

22
	

O
th

er
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

eq
ui

p
m

en
t m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

5	
A

ll 
O

th
er

 M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
23

	
Fu

rn
itu

re
 a

nd
 re

la
te

d 
p

ro
du

ct
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

5	
A

ll 
O

th
er

 M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
24

	
M

is
ce

lla
ne

ou
s 

m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

30
	

Pr
in

tin
g 

an
d 

re
la

te
d 

su
p

p
or

t a
ct

iv
iti

es
5	

A
ll 

O
th

er
 M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

33
	

Pl
as

tic
s 

an
d 

ru
b

b
er

 p
ro

du
ct

s 
m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 A
. B

ri
d

g
e 

Ta
b

le
 B

et
w

ee
n

 th
e 

11
 In

d
us

tr
y 

Su
m

m
ar

y 
C

at
eg

or
ie

s 
an

d
 th

e 
61

 G
D

P 
Se

ct
or

s

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   18 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches        19

Su
m

m
ar

y C
at

eg
or

y C
od

e	
Su

m
m

ar
y C

at
eg

or
y N

am
e	

GD
P C

od
e	

GD
P S

ec
to

r N
am

e 

6	
C

he
m

ic
al

, P
et

ro
le

um
 a

nd
 C

oa
l P

ro
du

ct
s 

M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
31

	
Pe

tr
ol

eu
m

 a
nd

 c
oa

l p
ro

du
ct

s 
m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

6	
C

he
m

ic
al

, P
et

ro
le

um
 a

nd
 C

oa
l P

ro
du

ct
s 

M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
32

	
C

he
m

ic
al

 m
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g

7	
W

ho
le

sa
le

 a
nd

 R
et

ai
l T

ra
de

	
34

	
W

ho
le

sa
le

 tr
ad

e
7	

W
ho

le
sa

le
 a

nd
 R

et
ai

l T
ra

de
	

35
	

Re
ta

il 
tr

ad
e

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
46

	
Pu

b
lis

hi
ng

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
so

ft
w

ar
e

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
47

	
M

ot
io

n 
p

ic
tu

re
 a

nd
 s

ou
nd

 re
co

rd
in

g 
in

du
st

rie
s

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
48

	
Br

oa
dc

as
tin

g 
an

d 
te

le
co

m
m

un
ic

at
io

ns
8	

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

O
th

er
 S

er
vi

ce
s	

49
	

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

da
ta

 p
ro

ce
ss

in
g 

se
rv

ic
es

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
58

	
Pr

of
es

si
on

al
 a

nd
 te

ch
ni

ca
l s

er
vi

ce
s

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
62

	
M

an
ag

em
en

t o
f c

om
p

an
ie

s 
an

d 
en

te
rp

ris
es

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
64

	
A

dm
in

is
tr

at
iv

e 
an

d 
su

p
p

or
t s

er
vi

ce
s

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
65

	
W

as
te

 m
an

ag
em

en
t a

nd
 re

m
ed

ia
tio

n 
se

rv
ic

es
8	

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

O
th

er
 S

er
vi

ce
s	

72
	

Pe
rf

or
m

in
g 

ar
ts

, m
us

eu
m

s 
an

d 
re

la
te

d 
ac

tiv
iti

es
8	

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

O
th

er
 S

er
vi

ce
s	

73
	

A
m

us
em

en
t, 

ga
m

b
lin

g 
an

d 
re

cr
ea

tio
n

8	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
an

d 
O

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

s	
75

	
A

cc
om

m
od

at
io

n
8	

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

O
th

er
 S

er
vi

ce
s	

77
	

O
th

er
 s

er
vi

ce
s,

 e
xc

ep
t g

ov
er

nm
en

t

9	
Fi

na
nc

e,
 In

su
ra

nc
e 

an
d 

Re
al

 E
st

at
e	

51
	

Fe
de

ra
l R

es
er

ve
 b

an
ks

, c
re

di
t i

nt
er

m
ed

ia
tio

n 
an

d 
re

la
te

d 
se

rv
ic

es
9	

Fi
na

nc
e,

 In
su

ra
nc

e 
an

d 
Re

al
 E

st
at

e	
52

	
Se

cu
rit

ie
s,

 c
om

m
od

it
y 

co
nt

ra
ct

s,
 in

ve
st

m
en

ts
9	

Fi
na

nc
e,

 In
su

ra
nc

e 
an

d 
Re

al
 E

st
at

e	
53

	
In

su
ra

nc
e 

ca
rr

ie
rs

 a
nd

 re
la

te
d 

ac
tiv

iti
es

9	
Fi

na
nc

e,
 In

su
ra

nc
e 

an
d 

Re
al

 E
st

at
e	

54
	

Fu
nd

s,
 tr

us
ts

 a
nd

 o
th

er
 fi

na
nc

ia
l v

eh
ic

le
s

9	
Fi

na
nc

e,
 In

su
ra

nc
e 

an
d 

Re
al

 E
st

at
e	

56
	

Re
al

 e
st

at
e

9	
Fi

na
nc

e,
 In

su
ra

nc
e 

an
d 

Re
al

 E
st

at
e	

57
	

Re
nt

al
 a

nd
 le

as
in

g 
se

rv
ic

es
 a

nd
 le

ss
or

s 
of

 in
ta

ng
ib

le
 a

ss
et

s

10
	

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
H

ea
lt

h 
C

ar
e 

Se
rv

ic
es

	
66

	
Ed

uc
at

io
na

l s
er

vi
ce

s
10

	
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

an
d 

H
ea

lt
h 

C
ar

e 
Se

rv
ic

es
	

68
	

A
m

b
ul

at
or

y 
he

al
th

 c
ar

e 
se

rv
ic

es
10

	
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

an
d 

H
ea

lt
h 

C
ar

e 
Se

rv
ic

es
	

69
	

H
os

p
ita

ls
 a

nd
 n

ur
si

ng
 a

nd
 re

si
de

nt
ia

l c
ar

e 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s

10
	

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
H

ea
lt

h 
C

ar
e 

Se
rv

ic
es

	
70

	
So

ci
al

 a
ss

is
ta

nc
e

11
	

G
ov

er
nm

en
t	

79
	

Fe
de

ra
l c

iv
ili

an
11

	
G

ov
er

nm
en

t	
80

	
Fe

de
ra

l m
ili

ta
ry

11
	

G
ov

er
nm

en
t	

81
	

St
at

e 
an

d 
lo

ca
l

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 A
. C

on
ti

n
ue

d

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   19 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



20        LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 B
. E

st
im

at
ed

 P
ar

is
h

 G
D

P 
R

an
ki

n
g

s 
b

y 
In

d
us

tr
y 

fo
r 2

00
7

Pa
ris

h 
Na

m
e 	

FI
PS

 	
Fo

od
 an

d	
M

in
in

g 
	

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
	

Co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

	
Al

l O
th

er
 	

Ch
em

ica
l, 

 	
W

ho
le

sa
le

 	
In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
	

Fi
na

nc
e,

  	
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

	
Go

ve
rn

m
en

t 
		


Fi

be
r		


an

d 
Ut

ili
tie

s		


M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g	
Pe

tro
le

um
 	

an
d 

Re
ta

il	
an

d 
Ot

he
r	

In
su

ra
nc

e	
an

d 
				




		


Sy
st

em
					







 an
d 

Co
al

	
Tr

ad
e	

Se
rv

ice
s	

an
d	

He
al

th
 Ca

re
		


							










Pr
od

uc
ts

			



Re

al
 Es

ta
te

	
Se

rv
ice

s
							










M
an

uf
ac

tu
rin

g						








A
ca

di
a 

	
22

00
1	

9	
1	

8	
7	

11
	

10
	

2	
4	

5	
6	

3
A

lle
n 

	
22

00
3	

4	
9	

8	
5	

10
	

11
	

3	
2	

7	
6	

1
A

sc
en

si
on

 	
22

00
5	

10
	

6	
8	

5	
11

	
1	

4	
3	

2	
9	

7
A

ss
um

p
tio

n 
	

22
00

7	
1	

2	
3	

9	
5	

11
	

6	
8	

10
	

7	
4

A
vo

ye
lle

s 
	

22
00

9	
2	

10
	

8	
7	

9	
11

	
3	

4	
5	

6	
1

Be
au

re
ga

rd
 	

22
01

1	
2	

10
	

9	
7	

11
	

1	
5	

6	
3	

8	
4

Bi
en

vi
lle

 	
22

01
3	

2	
1	

5	
10

	
8	

11
	

3	
7	

6	
9	

4
Bo

ss
ie

r 	
22

01
5	

9	
3	

10
	

7	
11

	
8	

4	
2	

5	
6	

1
C

ad
do

 	
22

01
7	

10
	

1	
8	

11
	

6	
9	

4	
2	

7	
5	

3
C

al
ca

si
eu

 	
22

01
9	

10
	

8	
9	

6	
11

	
1	

3	
2	

5	
7	

4
C

al
dw

el
l 	

22
02

1	
4	

9	
7	

8	
10

	
11

	
2	

3	
6	

5	
1

C
am

er
on

 	
22

02
3	

11
	

1	
4	

6	
10

	
2	

3	
7	

8	
9	

5
C

at
ah

ou
la

 	
22

02
5	

1	
7	

2	
9	

11
	

10
	

4	
6	

5	
8	

3
C

la
ib

or
ne

 	
22

02
7	

3	
1	

4	
8	

11
	

10
	

5	
7	

9	
6	

2
C

on
co

rd
ia

 	
22

02
9	

1	
3	

5	
10

	
11

	
9	

4	
6	

8	
7	

2
D

eS
ot

o 
	

22
03

1	
2	

1	
5	

8	
10

	
11

	
4	

6	
7	

9	
3

Ea
st

 B
at

on
 R

ou
ge

 	
22

03
3	

9	
11

	
8	

6	
10

	
2	

5	
1	

4	
7	

3
Ea

st
 C

ar
ro

ll 
	

22
03

5	
1	

9	
8	

11
	

10
	

7	
3	

4	
5	

6	
2

Ea
st

 F
el

ic
ia

na
 	

22
03

7	
8	

9	
7	

10
	

2	
11

	
3	

5	
6	

4	
1

Ev
an

ge
lin

e 
	

22
03

9	
9	

8	
5	

11
	

10
	

7	
4	

3	
6	

2	
1

Fr
an

kl
in

 	
22

04
1	

1	
11

	
6	

8	
10

	
9	

3	
7	

5	
4	

2
G

ra
nt

 	
22

04
3	

3	
10

	
4	

5	
11

	
9	

2	
6	

7	
8	

1
Ib

er
ia

 	
22

04
5	

9	
1	

6	
7	

5	
11

	
4	

3	
2	

10
	

8
Ib

er
vi

lle
 	

22
04

7	
3	

8	
5	

6	
11

	
1	

7	
4	

9	
10

	
2

Ja
ck

so
n 

	
22

04
9	

1	
2	

5	
9	

10
	

11
	

4	
8	

7	
6	

3
Je

ff
er

so
n 

	
22

05
1	

10
	

4	
8	

9	
6	

11
	

1	
3	

2	
5	

7
Je

ff
er

so
n 

D
av

is
 	

22
05

3	
9	

4	
8	

10
	

6	
11

	
1	

2	
5	

7	
3

La
fa

ye
tt

e 
	

22
05

5	
8	

1	
9	

10
	

7	
11

	
4	

2	
3	

5	
6

La
fo

ur
ch

e 
	

22
05

7	
10

	
3	

2	
9	

8	
11

	
6	

4	
1	

7	
5

La
Sa

lle
 	

22
05

9	
6	

1	
7	

8	
10

	
11

	
3	

4	
5	

9	
2

Li
nc

ol
n 

	
22

06
1	

6	
8	

10
	

9	
7	

11
	

2	
4	

5	
3	

1
Li

vi
ng

st
on

 	
22

06
3	

7	
11

	
9	

5	
2	

10
	

3	
4	

6	
8	

1

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   20 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches        21

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 B
. C

on
ti

n
ue

d
Pa

ris
h 

Na
m

e 	
FI

PS
 	

Fo
od

 an
d	

M
in

in
g 

	
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

	
Co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
	

Al
l O

th
er

 	
Ch

em
ica

l, 
 	

W
ho

le
sa

le
 	

In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

	
Fi

na
nc

e,
  	

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
	

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

		


Fi
be

r		


an
d 

Ut
ili

tie
s		


M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g	

Pe
tro

le
um

 	
an

d 
Re

ta
il	

an
d 

Ot
he

r	
In

su
ra

nc
e	

an
d 

				



		


Sy

st
em

					






 an

d 
Co

al
	

Tr
ad

e	
Se

rv
ice

s	
an

d	
He

al
th

 Ca
re

		


							









Pr

od
uc

ts
			




Re
al

 Es
ta

te
	

Se
rv

ice
s

							









M

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

M
ad

is
on

 	
22

06
5	

3	
11

	
8	

10
	

9	
1	

4	
5	

7	
6	

2
M

or
eh

ou
se

 	
22

06
7	

1	
8	

7	
9	

11
	

10
	

2	
6	

4	
5	

3
N

at
ch

ito
ch

es
 	

22
06

9	
2	

11
	

7	
10

	
3	

4	
6	

5	
8	

9	
1

O
rl

ea
ns

 	
22

07
1	

8	
1	

5	
11

	
9	

10
	

6	
2	

4	
7	

3
O

ua
ch

ita
 	

22
07

3	
6	

11
	

8	
9	

7	
10

	
2	

1	
3	

5	
4

Pl
aq

ue
m

in
es

 	
22

07
5	

9	
1	

3	
8	

10
	

2	
5	

7	
6	

11
	

4
Po

in
te

 C
ou

p
ee

 	
22

07
7	

4	
9	

1	
8	

10
	

11
	

3	
6	

5	
7	

2
Ra

p
id

es
 	

22
07

9	
7	

11
	

10
	

9	
8	

6	
4	

2	
5	

3	
1

Re
d 

Ri
ve

r 	
22

08
1	

2	
1	

4	
9	

10
	

11
	

5	
7	

8	
6	

3
Ri

ch
la

nd
 	

22
08

3	
4	

11
	

8	
9	

3	
10

	
1	

7	
6	

5	
2

Sa
b

in
e 

	
22

08
5	

1	
7	

6	
10

	
9	

11
	

3	
4	

5	
8	

2
St

. B
er

na
rd

 	
22

08
7	

10
	

3	
6	

2	
11

	
1	

4	
5	

8	
9	

7
St

. C
ha

rl
es

 	
22

08
9	

9	
11

	
2	

6	
10

	
1	

3	
4	

7	
8	

5
St

. H
el

en
a 

	
22

09
1	

2	
11

	
4	

10
	

6	
3	

9	
5	

7	
8	

1
St

. J
am

es
 	

22
09

3	
3	

11
	

6	
10

	
4	

1	
2	

7	
8	

9	
5

St
. J

oh
n	

22
09

5	
11

	
8	

4	
9	

5	
1	

2	
3	

7	
10

	
6

St
. L

an
dr

y 
	

22
09

7	
8	

9	
4	

10
	

11
	

1	
3	

7	
5	

6	
2

St
. M

ar
tin

 	
22

09
9	

4	
1	

10
	

8	
11

	
9	

3	
6	

2	
7	

5
St

. M
ar

y 
	

22
10

1	
10

	
1	

7	
8	

2	
9	

6	
5	

3	
11

	
4

St
. T

am
m

an
y 

	
22

10
3	

9	
6	

8	
7	

10
	

11
	

1	
2	

3	
5	

4
Ta

ng
ip

ah
oa

 	
22

10
5	

5	
11

	
6	

9	
10

	
8	

2	
4	

3	
7	

1
Te

ns
as

 	
22

10
7	

1	
6	

7	
10

	
9	

11
	

3	
4	

5	
8	

2
Te

rr
eb

on
ne

 	
22

10
9	

10
	

1	
8	

9	
2	

11
	

4	
5	

3	
6	

7
U

ni
on

 	
22

11
1	

1	
4	

7	
9	

10
	

11
	

3	
6	

8	
5	

2
Ve

rm
ili

on
 	

22
11

3	
5	

1	
8	

7	
10

	
11

	
2	

6	
3	

9	
4

Ve
rn

on
 	

22
11

5	
6	

10
	

8	
7	

9	
11

	
3	

2	
4	

5	
1

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

	
22

11
7	

2	
4	

8	
9	

10
	

11
	

3	
5	

6	
7	

1
W

eb
st

er
 	

22
11

9	
5	

1	
11

	
8	

4	
7	

2	
9	

3	
10

	
6

W
es

t B
at

on
 R

ou
ge

 	
22

12
1	

9	
3	

2	
5	

6	
1	

4	
8	

10
	

11
	

7
W

es
t C

ar
ro

ll 
	

22
12

3	
2	

10
	

7	
4	

9	
11

	
3	

8	
6	

5	
1

W
es

t F
el

ic
ia

na
 	

22
12

5	
3	

9	
1	

7	
10

	
11

	
5	

4	
6	

8	
2

W
in

n 
	

22
12

7	
1	

2	
9	

10
	

11
	

7	
4	

3	
8	

6	
5

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   21 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



22        LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches

Pa
ri

sh
	

20
01

	
20

02
	

20
03

	
20

04
	

20
05

	
20

06
	

20
07

A
ca

di
a	

75
3,

79
9,

50
4	

81
2,

07
4,

86
3	

91
0,

14
4,

26
4	

98
7,

66
3,

95
7	

1,
00

6,
79

1,
94

9	
1,

29
1,

86
9,

93
3	

1,
38

0,
08

9,
65

5

A
lle

n	
35

8,
29

8,
50

7	
37

1,
25

4,
98

7	
37

9,
32

0,
65

8	
39

8,
89

2,
79

8	
39

5,
59

4,
73

3	
46

4,
30

6,
79

4	
47

2,
52

6,
32

4

A
sc

en
si

on
	

2,
34

6,
99

4,
42

1	
2,

76
8,

89
0,

29
2	

2,
69

5,
08

1,
47

1	
3,

09
2,

70
8,

76
1	

3,
29

7,
39

4,
12

6	
3,

98
8,

66
7,

17
7	

4,
47

3,
86

7,
70

9

A
ss

um
p

tio
n	

25
8,

08
1,

91
1	

31
7,

78
8,

78
7	

31
5,

51
3,

33
8	

37
7,

34
2,

20
7	

37
2,

83
6,

64
0	

40
7,

60
0,

18
6	

39
5,

24
7,

67
8

A
vo

ye
lle

s	
52

8,
61

7,
07

4	
55

3,
68

1,
54

7	
51

9,
22

3,
70

5	
51

4,
15

6,
99

4	
53

0,
30

2,
04

3	
59

5,
87

2,
22

2	
67

9,
00

0,
41

9

Be
au

re
ga

rd
	

46
3,

19
5,

61
5	

53
7,

14
8,

94
7	

65
7,

66
4,

27
3	

61
4,

95
6,

11
0	

65
4,

49
3,

76
1	

72
8,

94
8,

92
3	

70
6,

95
8,

41
7

Bi
en

vi
lle

	
21

4,
38

6,
17

8	
21

9,
62

8,
17

6	
25

4,
52

1,
24

2	
30

6,
65

6,
41

9	
33

3,
84

7,
33

5	
33

7,
77

9,
88

7	
63

4,
22

4,
49

2

Bo
ss

ie
r	

2,
39

6,
54

5,
86

7	
2,

54
6,

55
7,

26
7	

2,
89

4,
84

8,
25

4	
3,

17
8,

86
7,

58
5	

3,
29

0,
02

0,
87

6	
4,

54
8,

09
7,

36
3	

4,
28

6,
30

2,
74

0

C
ad

do
	

9,
62

5,
16

8,
84

0	
9,

18
5,

02
5,

49
0	

10
,4

62
,6

89
,1

19
	

11
,6

95
,5

86
,2

82
	

12
,1

43
,0

67
,9

09
	

14
,3

97
,3

93
,3

00
	

12
,3

84
,9

50
,1

62

C
al

ca
si

eu
	

6,
11

5,
73

7,
51

0	
6,

58
2,

40
6,

53
0	

7,
59

7,
47

2,
07

1	
8,

97
7,

30
9,

14
9	

11
,9

75
,2

65
,1

02
	

11
,4

68
,4

97
,9

06
	

11
,7

44
,7

90
,1

65

C
al

dw
el

l	
13

0,
35

8,
02

0	
13

8,
24

7,
25

5	
14

3,
28

4,
18

9	
13

9,
34

8,
43

0	
14

7,
88

6,
74

7	
15

2,
77

0,
10

4	
15

4,
53

5,
61

4

C
am

er
on

	
24

6,
05

3,
37

6	
18

5,
38

0,
90

2	
21

1,
52

4,
94

5	
24

5,
15

6,
99

9	
24

4,
43

8,
11

6	
28

0,
32

9,
61

9	
34

2,
23

1,
84

7

C
at

ah
ou

la
	

16
7,

96
1,

83
1	

12
0,

97
3,

47
0	

14
9,

72
6,

69
0	

16
8,

08
2,

02
3	

17
1,

21
3,

47
2	

18
8,

18
3,

79
1	

23
6,

94
4,

61
7

C
la

ib
or

ne
	

24
1,

77
1,

75
1	

28
9,

24
9,

87
3	

26
4,

27
5,

80
1	

31
1,

31
7,

59
5	

32
9,

74
1,

70
3	

46
8,

88
1,

94
6	

41
6,

55
1,

10
5

C
on

co
rd

ia
	

23
5,

20
7,

14
8	

25
9,

33
4,

32
1	

32
2,

08
6,

79
1	

36
0,

97
5,

38
0	

37
4,

97
6,

38
2	

46
8,

19
2,

96
6	

50
8,

70
5,

74
3

D
eS

ot
o	

40
7,

95
5,

50
8	

40
0,

92
0,

88
3	

47
1,

01
2,

35
8	

55
5,

89
8,

77
0	

52
1,

13
0,

75
5	

58
8,

15
1,

95
6	

60
2,

74
2,

63
4

Ea
st

 B
at

on
 R

ou
ge

	
15

,1
18

,0
16

,8
73

	
15

,8
08

,0
20

,0
80

	
17

,1
56

,5
82

,4
77

	
18

,9
11

,4
20

,2
75

	
20

,6
74

,8
01

,7
16

	
23

,5
54

,1
61

,4
71

	
24

,5
15

,4
74

,3
61

Ea
st

 C
ar

ro
ll	

10
6,

60
3,

32
3	

95
,5

09
,2

13
	

12
6,

51
3,

03
8	

13
2,

51
2,

88
3	

13
1,

21
0,

93
0	

14
3,

04
2,

99
3	

16
6,

42
6,

48
6

Ea
st

 F
el

ic
ia

na
	

25
9,

02
4,

51
4	

25
0,

24
5,

88
6	

35
9,

63
6,

27
2	

29
3,

66
9,

63
3	

31
2,

98
1,

99
1	

34
0,

72
7,

06
9	

36
4,

78
1,

86
8

Ev
an

ge
lin

e	
30

1,
90

9,
96

8	
33

5,
95

4,
56

8	
37

8,
22

1,
09

8	
40

3,
64

0,
18

5	
47

4,
63

3,
74

0	
50

6,
81

9,
25

8	
54

6,
96

9,
52

4

Fr
an

kl
in

	
28

7,
78

2,
39

9	
28

8,
44

0,
45

9	
29

7,
86

7,
35

7	
32

0,
00

0,
46

6	
32

0,
07

3,
92

5	
33

7,
71

1,
92

0	
37

8,
15

6,
81

7

G
ra

nt
	

14
0,

63
0,

66
7	

14
9,

98
9,

60
4	

19
3,

99
7,

37
1	

19
7,

71
1,

98
5	

19
1,

88
3,

54
3	

22
7,

04
6,

46
0	

24
4,

34
7,

00
6

Ib
er

ia
	

1,
88

6,
19

1,
76

8	
1,

87
9,

38
8,

60
8	

2,
06

5,
96

7,
04

4	
2,

25
3,

57
8,

78
7	

2,
70

5,
93

2,
21

5	
3,

52
1,

57
3,

39
5	

3,
68

2,
42

0,
62

6

Ib
er

vi
lle

	
1,

26
1,

41
7,

41
5	

1,
55

3,
31

5,
94

7	
1,

47
5,

20
1,

88
7	

1,
93

4,
74

8,
74

5	
2,

24
5,

37
9,

03
8	

2,
23

9,
08

6,
55

3	
2,

36
8,

07
6,

58
8

Ja
ck

so
n	

28
1,

65
4,

24
4	

28
1,

59
0,

77
5	

24
8,

11
3,

82
4	

27
9,

32
2,

18
9	

26
4,

59
3,

04
5	

29
5,

95
0,

71
7	

39
0,

15
7,

54
5

Je
ff

er
so

n	
14

,8
38

,7
76

,9
57

	
15

,8
17

,5
43

,5
54

	
16

,1
93

,4
88

,5
78

	
17

,4
73

,7
39

,2
97

	
18

,4
46

,5
66

,6
92

	
19

,3
56

,9
42

,3
94

	
21

,0
27

,0
94

,6
08

Je
ff

er
so

n 
D

av
is

	
33

8,
08

2,
94

5	
38

5,
38

6,
06

4	
48

0,
26

4,
98

9	
49

1,
64

5,
75

1	
46

8,
49

7,
37

3	
55

5,
89

6,
86

2	
63

1,
09

9,
27

9

La
Sa

lle
	

37
7,

50
2,

83
2	

23
7,

89
5,

17
9	

25
9,

56
1,

89
6	

30
9,

64
3,

04
2	

29
9,

54
7,

56
1	

52
1,

09
5,

34
7	

50
8,

82
0,

57
9

La
fa

ye
tt

e	
9,

50
7,

86
0,

65
1	

8,
79

0,
99

7,
16

4	
9,

74
4,

72
4,

21
9	

10
,7

30
,7

58
,0

66
	

11
,6

16
,8

60
,5

27
	

13
,7

93
,3

93
,7

06
	

16
,5

32
,3

27
,8

77

La
fo

ur
ch

e	
1,

97
8,

76
4,

35
7	

2,
07

3,
68

9,
15

3	
2,

31
7,

46
4,

57
1	

2,
42

4,
48

0,
04

9	
2,

64
0,

86
3,

32
1	

3,
02

7,
56

4,
78

7	
3,

38
1,

19
4,

10
4

Li
nc

ol
n	

89
6,

98
4,

52
2	

95
5,

04
2,

41
5	

97
2,

10
5,

80
9	

1,
06

5,
80

2,
06

1	
1,

10
6,

97
8,

96
8	

1,
33

1,
83

3,
52

1	
1,

33
1,

78
4,

89
3

Li
vi

ng
st

on
	

79
0,

69
4,

51
3	

90
8,

41
1,

31
1	

1,
02

9,
04

3,
57

6	
1,

14
9,

36
1,

37
3	

1,
25

2,
52

9,
91

4	
1,

37
8,

64
7,

41
7	

1,
55

0,
64

4,
47

7

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 C
. A

g
gr

eg
at

e 
Es

ti
m

at
ed

 G
D

P 
Va

lu
es

 (i
n

 D
ol

la
rs

) b
y 

Pa
ri

sh
, 2

00
1-

07

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   22 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches        23

M
ad

is
on

	
15

1,
42

1,
59

7	
14

8,
78

5,
02

5	
19

8,
88

3,
72

3	
17

5,
45

7,
29

9	
25

4,
06

2,
71

9	
29

4,
70

8,
75

0	
32

4,
63

0,
39

8

M
or

eh
ou

se
	

43
7,

51
2,

91
4	

45
6,

70
3,

53
3	

50
9,

34
3,

25
2	

51
1,

00
6,

45
3	

51
6,

66
8,

29
1	

56
9,

37
3,

99
8	

57
6,

91
2,

39
2

N
at

ch
ito

ch
es

	
75

0,
06

5,
07

4	
76

0,
80

1,
47

3	
83

1,
47

3,
87

4	
99

8,
16

4,
48

9	
1,

08
6,

83
1,

68
3	

1,
22

2,
85

0,
54

1	
1,

30
7,

36
6,

76
9

O
rl

ea
ns

	
25

,0
58

,3
80

,1
37

	
22

,8
52

,4
25

,7
54

	
24

,0
21

,3
33

,5
17

	
26

,4
48

,0
90

,7
49

	
27

,3
19

,9
25

,7
78

	
23

,2
53

,1
16

,1
44

	
25

,4
05

,3
43

,2
85

O
ua

ch
ita

	
4,

60
8,

70
3,

16
6	

4,
56

0,
63

2,
23

3	
4,

83
2,

01
0,

18
0	

5,
22

2,
83

4,
61

7	
5,

23
9,

54
5,

20
8	

5,
75

4,
45

8,
02

8	
5,

76
7,

53
2,

94
6

Pl
aq

ue
m

in
es

	
1,

69
7,

11
2,

96
1	

1,
56

5,
90

1,
35

6	
2,

10
5,

59
0,

91
6	

2,
60

6,
48

0,
06

3	
3,

05
9,

32
3,

57
0	

3,
11

2,
79

8,
83

3	
3,

47
1,

98
3,

68
8

Po
in

te
 C

ou
p

ee
	

33
8,

47
7,

03
7	

33
8,

99
8,

48
9	

33
9,

55
9,

78
7	

39
7,

30
3,

81
6	

37
6,

26
3,

49
7	

43
8,

27
0,

12
1	

53
4,

34
2,

09
3

Ra
p

id
es

	
3,

12
4,

78
4,

38
5	

3,
25

9,
99

0,
73

2	
3,

33
9,

61
6,

00
6	

3,
79

8,
79

6,
52

4	
3,

99
5,

03
6,

93
7	

4,
27

8,
80

7,
12

2	
4,

59
2,

07
3,

40
5

Re
d 

Ri
ve

r	
14

6,
89

8,
39

5	
13

2,
52

5,
92

9	
16

8,
64

4,
44

2	
19

7,
67

6,
00

8	
21

1,
68

9,
55

0	
24

3,
01

3,
10

1	
33

1,
19

3,
13

1

Ri
ch

la
nd

	
26

4,
34

6,
27

3	
28

4,
55

7,
73

9	
31

9,
22

6,
40

0	
33

0,
87

8,
48

9	
34

3,
81

6,
66

0	
39

5,
52

4,
91

2	
40

3,
76

4,
43

1

Sa
b

in
e	

30
8,

84
9,

93
7	

31
5,

28
3,

43
9	

34
7,

71
9,

16
4	

40
8,

54
7,

02
7	

41
6,

29
2,

51
8	

42
5,

23
6,

20
6	

40
8,

18
4,

75
0

St
. B

er
na

rd
	

1,
09

9,
86

6,
91

0	
1,

15
8,

65
4,

98
8	

1,
74

8,
39

4,
90

9	
2,

17
9,

67
3,

10
9	

3,
24

0,
48

2,
46

7	
2,

19
5,

53
6,

13
8	

2,
03

5,
03

3,
06

1

St
. C

ha
rl

es
	

2,
08

8,
87

1,
45

6	
2,

79
3,

11
7,

79
2	

3,
21

6,
36

7,
69

8	
4,

28
7,

64
6,

04
9	

5,
54

2,
86

8,
01

9	
5,

22
6,

04
8,

82
7	

5,
58

3,
41

3,
93

0

St
. H

el
en

a	
10

1,
19

8,
32

6	
10

3,
77

2,
36

7	
10

3,
87

9,
50

9	
14

2,
65

0,
50

7	
12

3,
37

1,
27

6	
13

6,
50

4,
05

9	
15

4,
77

1,
39

5

St
. J

am
es

	
51

6,
84

6,
06

5	
66

5,
69

0,
16

4	
77

1,
06

3,
80

6	
1,

33
8,

62
8,

48
6	

2,
40

2,
31

8,
40

8	
2,

41
1,

41
5,

49
2	

1,
96

3,
84

4,
66

1

St
. J

oh
n 

	
90

2,
76

7,
91

2	
1,

03
4,

89
4,

82
5	

1,
40

1,
35

1,
79

6	
1,

68
0,

85
0,

38
1	

2,
37

8,
74

7,
98

2	
2,

38
5,

87
9,

91
2	

2,
80

8,
14

5,
52

7

St
. L

an
dr

y	
1,

11
4,

19
1,

68
2	

1,
20

2,
19

4,
61

3	
1,

44
8,

13
2,

36
9	

1,
51

1,
73

4,
11

0	
1,

72
1,

39
0,

92
5	

1,
82

3,
57

4,
75

3	
2,

21
6,

74
0,

15
9

St
. M

ar
tin

	
48

8,
85

3,
59

3	
53

3,
65

0,
97

2	
63

9,
55

6,
51

7	
74

2,
46

9,
97

0	
69

5,
33

2,
75

1	
79

4,
47

9,
60

9	
93

5,
58

8,
24

4

St
. M

ar
y	

2,
35

4,
25

0,
08

4	
2,

13
9,

65
7,

41
6	

2,
12

0,
25

6,
71

9	
2,

21
0,

62
7,

07
5	

2,
42

4,
83

2,
25

6	
2,

82
0,

65
6,

26
8	

3,
23

6,
58

5,
79

2

St
. T

am
m

an
y	

3,
43

8,
78

4,
04

6	
3,

91
1,

76
4,

87
7	

4,
32

2,
92

4,
13

1	
4,

81
7,

21
4,

05
6	

5,
46

9,
12

9,
68

8	
5,

94
5,

97
6,

42
2	

6,
68

1,
22

7,
10

1

Ta
ng

ip
ah

oa
	

1,
67

5,
07

0,
30

7	
1,

83
6,

02
8,

47
4	

1,
90

6,
31

8,
55

4	
2,

20
9,

22
8,

05
0	

2,
32

3,
43

6,
26

9	
2,

73
6,

04
0,

56
4	

2,
89

4,
76

5,
75

7

Te
ns

as
	

74
,9

95
,9

17
	

59
,2

00
,9

83
	

92
,4

46
,2

68
	

87
,0

28
,6

85
	

96
,8

01
,6

54
	

88
,3

97
,4

18
	

10
4,

15
3,

11
1

Te
rr

eb
on

ne
	

4,
28

8,
92

4,
26

8	
3,

15
0,

91
0,

37
4	

3,
78

8,
49

5,
23

0	
3,

54
0,

66
8,

87
0	

7,
18

3,
00

9,
99

0	
11

,3
60

,3
16

,3
00

	
9,

57
3,

54
6,

54
4

U
ni

on
	

20
8,

95
9,

32
3	

26
4,

16
6,

25
3	

26
1,

60
9,

92
8	

31
3,

62
3,

17
1	

30
0,

41
3,

53
7	

27
9,

10
2,

97
2	

30
7,

87
7,

97
7

Ve
rm

ili
on

	
1,

09
2,

64
9,

02
3	

97
5,

62
2,

26
5	

1,
09

2,
48

2,
76

6	
1,

25
6,

94
4,

65
5	

99
2,

42
1,

04
4	

99
0,

65
8,

98
1	

1,
49

5,
67

0,
35

2

Ve
rn

on
	

1,
07

1,
61

2,
02

4	
1,

15
0,

74
6,

47
4	

1,
24

2,
47

2,
34

5	
1,

36
3,

76
5,

68
1	

1,
40

6,
25

5,
50

1	
1,

60
5,

45
6,

66
0	

1,
68

3,
53

0,
62

7

W
as

hi
ng

to
n	

59
4,

90
5,

75
5	

61
6,

45
9,

30
0	

66
8,

50
2,

55
5	

71
1,

31
4,

32
6	

77
4,

65
1,

94
6	

77
9,

69
8,

39
5	

79
8,

62
9,

77
0

W
eb

st
er

	
70

9,
40

2,
89

9	
71

6,
27

3,
48

2	
86

6,
92

6,
10

2	
96

1,
63

0,
37

7	
1,

15
9,

77
1,

23
6	

1,
29

1,
50

6,
66

5	
1,

29
0,

16
6,

54
5

W
es

t B
at

on
 R

ou
ge

	
80

8,
28

2,
67

6	
84

6,
04

0,
57

0	
1,

03
1,

82
8,

48
4	

1,
14

3,
63

1,
84

2	
1,

44
9,

28
5,

23
2	

1,
52

6,
73

5,
52

2	
1,

71
9,

84
0,

85
8

W
es

t C
ar

ro
ll	

12
8,

29
0,

01
2	

12
5,

68
8,

95
8	

14
9,

31
8,

50
0	

14
3,

66
9,

41
1	

14
7,

71
6,

83
6	

15
9,

14
9,

71
7	

18
2,

16
3,

61
8

W
es

t F
el

ic
ia

na
	

49
6,

46
4,

30
2	

55
4,

24
4,

21
6	

55
0,

88
2,

47
4	

57
9,

14
7,

67
2	

57
4,

80
6,

37
9	

62
9,

33
8,

43
9	

68
0,

73
9,

17
1

W
in

n	
28

8,
23

0,
53

5	
28

4,
63

1,
36

3	
30

5,
24

4,
90

3	
37

2,
66

3,
73

7	
40

1,
16

4,
04

3	
37

0,
33

1,
18

7	
36

3,
79

2,
55

5

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 C
. C

on
ti

n
ue

d
Pa

ri
sh

	
20

01
	

20
02

	
20

03
	

20
04

	
20

05
	

20
06

	
20

07

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   23 1/24/2012   8:51:58 AM



24        LSU AgCenter Research Bulletin # 890 - Estimating GDP at the Parish (County) Level: An Evaluation of Alternative Approaches

Acknowledgements
This project was supported by the Louisiana Sea Grant College Program 

(grant NA10OAR4170077), the Mississippi-Alabama Sea Grant Consortium 
(grant NA07OAR4170510), the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, 
Regulation and Enforcement (cooperative agreement M09AC15616) 

and the LSU AgCenter (projects LAB93793 and LAB94080).

Visit our website:   www.LSUAgCenter.com

Louisiana State University Agricultural Center
William B. Richardson, Chancellor

Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station
John S. Russin, Vice Chancellor and Director

Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Paul D. Coreil, Vice Chancellor and Director

Research Bulletin #890          (375)          1/12

The LSU AgCenter is a statewide campus of the LSU System 
and provides equal opportunities in programs and employment.

John D. Barreca
Graduate Assistant

J. Matthew Fannin
Associate Professor

Joshua D. Detre
Assistant Professor

Department of Agricultural Economics and Agribusiness

Authors

res bul 890 estimating gdp at the parish-county level- an evaluation of alternative approaches.indd   24 1/24/2012   8:51:59 AM


