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presented by Bureau of Business Research (BBR) 

Kev Factors in the Success of 
Rural Nebraska's Economic Peers 
William Scheideler 

The Bureau of Business Research recently exam- Key factors of the success of rural Nebraska's 

ined both successful and struggling economic peers of nine economic peers included: 

rural county1 groups in Nebraska to explore how compa- ik~,,,)' radical shifts in the production mix of agricultural 

rable rural counties across selected Midwest states achieved ~. commodities in farm-dependent counties and timely 

economic success during the 1990s. The states are Arkan- increases in market prices; 

sas, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri , Nebraska, +~ " location advantages, including proximity to fast-

Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wisconsin (Figure 1). The growing metro counties; 

county groups are comprised of rural counties that shared growth of large manufacturing operations; 

industry structure and demographic traits in 1990, and had two special developments, a Native American ca-

similar location characteristics. A case study approach was sino and a private prison ; 

used to examine and identify the fundamental factors of favorable state policies with respect to taxes and 

each economic peer's success or struggle from 1990 to labor unions; and 

1999. broadband telecommunications access may have 

figure 1 played a role in attracting large manufacturers. 

Selected Midwest States 

Counties with less than 20,000 urban residents 
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Job growth in Nebraska's most rural counties
2 

has 

lagged far behind the state's metro counties .. Over the last 

three decades, metro Nebraska counties have added jobs 

nearly 10 times faster than the state's most rural counties-87 

percent job growth in metro counties, compared to 9 percent 

in the most rural counties. Twenty of Nebraska's 52 most rural 

counties reported job losses since 1990. The 32 remaining 

most rural counties reported employment growth of only 7 

percent during the decade. Nebraska's metro counties in­

creased employment 18 percent. The 35 rural counties with 

over 2,500 urban residents reported employment growth of 

nearly 16 percent during the decade. However, growth in 

earnings per job lagged metro county growth, indicating that 

these typically were lower-wage jobs. 

Slow earnings and employment growth in rural Ne­

braska counties meant that income levels could not keep pace 

with metro counties in Nebraska orthe U.S. Nebraska's metro 

counties have enjoyed per capita personal income levels at or 

above the national average for the last three decades. With 

the exception of 1996, the state's most rural counties have 

experienced declining per capita income levels from 83 per­

centofthe national average in 1990to 74 percent in 1998. Low 

per capita personal income levels also exist in Nebraska's 

other rural counties 

The 10 Midwest states were selected according to 

geographic proximity and economic similarity to Nebraska. 

After recreation counties were excluded, the counties were 

sorted by industry employment structure and demographic 

characteristics such as population per square mile, total 

population, adult educational attainment, and the level of 

commuting outside the county in 1990. Location characteris­

tics such as access to an interstate highway and distance from 

metro counties also were considered. Once the most compa­

rable economic peers outside Nebraska were identified, a 

case study approach was used to determine which factors led 

to each peer's success or struggle. Successful counties were 

defined for each peer group as those with growth rates in the 

top quartile in both total employment and private earnings 

from 1990 to 1999. Struggling counties fell in the bottom 

quartile on both indicators. 
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Butler/Saunders 
County Group 

The Butler/ 

Saunders group is lo­

cated north of the 

Lincoln and west of the 

Omaha MSAs, with 1990 industry employmenf high in farm 

employment and low in manufacturing employment. Neither 

of these counties has direct interstate highway access. 

The two successful peers of the Butler/Saunders 

group benefited from their locations adjacentto thriving metro 

counties. Jackson County, Kansas is adjacent to the Kansas 

City, MSA and Dodge County, Minnesota is near the Roches­

ter MSA. One of the struggling peers, Green County, Illinois, 

is next to the slow-growing St. Louis MSA. Although Lyon 

County, Iowa is near the thriving Sioux Falls MSA, its small 

size and distance from a large metro county probably limited 

any spillover economic growth. One of the successful peers 

enjoyed the economic benefits of a large Native American 

casino development, while the other benefited from a diverse 

and growing manufacturing sector. 

Gage/Saline/Otoe 
County Group 

The Gage/Saline/ 

Otoe group surrounds the 

southern half of Lancaster 

County, and had lower levels of farm and higher levels of 

manufacturing employment in 1990. The group does not have 

direct interstate highway access. Peers of the Gage/Otoe/ 

Saline group either succeeded or struggled based on the 

strength of their manufacturing sectors. 

The successful peer, Barton County, Missouri, relied 

less on the farm sector, and enjoyed the growth of two 

significant manufacturers. In addition , it is located next to the 

Joplin MSA where job growth was 27 percent from 1990 to 

1999. 

The struggling peer, Montgomery County, Iowa, lost 

a battery manufacturer in the mid-1990s that had provided 

several hundred jobs in 1990. The struggling peer also lost 17 

percent of farm sector jobs over the decade. 

Counties with less than 2,500 urban residents that are not adjacent to a metro county 
31ndicates the share of employment in that industry is significantly higherllower than other Nebraska counties of similar urban population size and metro 
county proximity 
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Custer County 
Group 

Each of the nine 

counties in the Custer 

County Group had an ur­

ban population over2,500 

and none is adjacent to a metro county. These counties serve 

as trade centers for the state's rural areas and are spread 

across the state.They are located in sparsely populated areas 

. and had high farm and low manufacturing sector employment 

shares in 1990 and all lack interstate highway access. 

The successful peer for the Custer County group, 

Swift County, Minnesota, added many jobs in the manufactur­

ing sector when two large farm machinery manufacturers 

prospered and several other manufacturing firms began op­

erations there overthe decade. In addition Swift County added 

a private prison facility with capacity for 1,500 that provided 

170 jobs in 1996. 

Republic County, Kansas, the struggling peer, lost 7 

percent of farm jobs during the 1990s. Struggling peers in 

other groups lost from 15 to 18 percent of farm jobs. 

Dawson County 
Group 

The Dawson 

County group is com­

prised of 10 scattered 

counties with urban popu-

lations over2,500. None is adjacenttoa metro area. All relied 

mostly on manufacturing sector employment in 1990. Five 

have direct interstate highway access. 

The successful peer of the Dawson County group, 

Wadena County, Minnesota, added a significant number of 

new manufacturing jobs when firms that manufacture metal 

household furniture, wooden trusses, manufactured homes, 

rubber products, and industrial molds all thrived. In addition 

this successful peer relied less on the swine industry toward 

the end of the 1990s when swine prices dropped severely. 

Broadband access may have helped facilitate the manufac­

turing sector growth. 

Business in Nebras ka (BIN) 
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About 25 percent of the farms in Nobles County, 

Minnesota, the struggling peer, produced swine. The largest 

producers increased output from 43,000 to 150,000 animals 

from 1987 to 1997. When swine prices declined, the impact 

on Nobles County was severe. With little nonagricultural 

industry development, employment growth was stagnant. 

Dixon County 
Group 

The county has 

2,500 urban residents. 

Dixon County is located 

next to the Sioux City 

MSA. Dixon County was the only county out of four in this 

category that had economic peers in the other selected 

states. 

The successful peer, McDonald County, Missouri , 

was one of the few farm-dependent peer counties that re­

tained farm jobs, for several reasons. Only 2 percent of farms 

produced swine in 1997, just before prices plummeted at the 

end of the decade. Seventy-five percent of farms were 

engaged in cow-calf operations and this industry remained 

stable. Also, poultry broiler production tripled from 18 to 54 

million, although only about 8 percent of farms in the county 

produced poultry. Two large poultry slaughtering facilities 

increased employment levels over the decade, and smaller 

durables manufacturers grew, as well. 

The struggling peer, Prairie County, Arkansas, lost 

half of its manufacturing jobs in 1993 when two motor vehicle 

parts manufacturers closed. Fortunately, only about 1 per­

cent of farms produced swine in 1997, mitigating wider 

economic effects from the market price drop for that com­

modity. In 1997 this county resembled a typical agricultural 

county. Two-thirds of farms raised soybeans, 41 percent 

raised wheat, and 20 percent were involved in cow-calf 

operations. However, about 60 percent offarms in this cou nty 

produced rice and these farms increased production from 

300 to 450 million pounds from 1987 to 1997. The increased 

rice production might have had more positive impact on the 

economy, but the market price for the typical variety of rice 

grown in the southern U.S. declined 17 percent from the 

1996-1997 to the 1998-1999 market year. 

January 2003 
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McPherson 
County Group 

The McPherson 

County group is com­

prised of 11 counties and , 

like the next three county 

groups, has fewer than 2,500 urban residents. None is adja­

cent to a metro area. The McPherson County group was 

defined by high levels of farm employment and low levels of 

services employment in 1990. There also was a marked 

absence of manufacturing employment. Farm employment 

was over 40 percent of total employment 

Wichita County, Kansas, the successful peer, partici­

pated in the rapid growth of cattle feedlots in southwest 

Kansas. Ten to 12 feedlots in the county expanded production 

30 percent from 1987 to 1997. Production of corn increased 

80 percent and soybean production increased 150 percent 

over the same period. 

The struggling peer, Jewell County, Kansas had little 

nonagricultural employment. From 1992 to 1997 there were 

nearly 25 percent fewer farms involved in cow-calf operations. 

This was an anomaly in the selected states. 

Boone County 
Group 

Fifteen counties 

located in the eastern 

th ird of the state, prima­

rily west of the three 

metro areas comprise the Boone County group. Population 

densities in this group were sparse in 1990, ranging from 7 to 

14 persons per square mile. They all had high levels of farm 

and retail/services employment in 1990 that reflected their 

roles as trade centers. 

Deuel County, South Dakota, the successful peer, 

enjoyed the growth of three significant manufacturers. Two of 

these manufacturers are branch plants of firms based in 

Minneapolis, Minnesota. They may have located just across 

the South Dakota border to enjoy that state's pro-business 

policies regarding taxes and union membership. 

The struggling peer, Washington County, Kansas, 

like other struggling peers in the area, suffered when swine 

prices fell late in the 1990s. The share of manufacturing 

employment remained in the 2 to 3 percent range throughout 

the 1990s. There was little other nonagricultural employment 

growth to offset job losses in the farm sector. 

January 2003 

Grant County 
Group 

The 10 counties 

in the Grant County group 

are scattered across re­

mote western Nebraska. 

They all have high farm employment and population densities 

under 7 persons per square mile. 

At least some ofthe success in Hamlin County, South 

Dakota may be attributed to a dairy product manufacturerthat 

grew during the decade and offered local dairy farms a nearby 

market. 

The struggling peer, Rawlins County, Kansas suf­

fered a lack of nonagricultural employment and lost some 

cow-calf operations. Half the farms in the feedlot business 

and 20 percent of the cow-calf operators left the industry from 

1987 to 1997. There were mixed results in grain production in 

the county during the same period. 

Chase/Clay 
County Group 

Twelve counties 

that are scattered across 

the state comprise the 

Chase/Clay County group. All had high farm employment and 

most had population densities under 7 persons per square 

mile in 1990. 

Hyde County, South Dakota, the successful peer, 

achieved agricultural success by increasing sunflower pro­

duction from 5 million pounds in 1987 to 38 mill ion pounds in 

1997, while market prices remained high. 

Harding County, South Dakota struggled because an 

oil and gas exploration firm that employed between 20 and 

100 workers in 1990 had fewer than 5 workers by 1999. 

Although there was little shift in commodities produced by 

Harding County farmers, farm sector jobs generally declined 

over the period. 

Summary 
A vibrant and growing manufacturing sector was an 

important part of economic success for many of Nebraska's 

rural economic peers. The manufacturers doing well in suc­

cessful peer counties generally were engaged in durables 

manufacturing, from medical tools to farm machinery. How­

ever, other factors also were important. For example, Deuel 

Business in Ne braska (B IN) 



County, South Dakota benefited from its proximity to Minne­

apolis and favorable state labor and tax policies. 

Farm-dependent rural counties only succeeded when 

an area radically changed its commodity mix and enjoyed 

favorable commodity prices. In the future other counties 

likelywill succeed ifthey are producing the right commodities 

at the right time. 

Unfortunately, none of the successful 

economic peers provided a truly transferable strat­

egy that could be used by Nebraska's rural 

counties. 

Access to broadband telecommunica­

tion services may have been an important boost 

to manufacturers and other businesses that de­

pended on rapid communications in Deuel and Hamlin 

Counties in South Dakota, as well as Swift and Wadena 

Counties in Minnesota; however, the direct impact on local 
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business is unclear.This might be a factorwhen firms consider 

new plant locations. 

There is no easy formula to economic development 

success over the long term. Many of the rural peers in this 

study owe their success in the 1990s to a single economic 

event or factor, for example, the success of one local manu­

facturer or timely price increases for an important 

agricultural commodity. Some will look at these 

results and conclude that all it takes is to recruit one 

manufacturing plant to the community and the 

area's economic struggles are over. However, all it 

would take is for that one firm to relocate or the 

development to fail and a community likely would 

join the group of struggling peers. 

Long-term economic success depends on a county's 

location and its local leadership. Leaders must build strong 

communities with broad economic bases to avoid reliance on 

a single firm . 
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Net Taxable Retail Sales* for Nebraska Cities [$000) 
YTD% YTD% 

August 2002 YTO Change vs August 2002 YTO Change vs 
($000) ($000) Yr.Ago ($000) ($000) Yr.Ago 

Ainsworth, Brown 1,708 12,978 -3.7 Kenesaw, Adams 243 2,567 4.5 
Albion, Boone 1,760 12,916 -1.3 Kimball, Kimball 1,762 14,278 -5.2 
Alliance, Box Butte 6,045 45,973 OA La Vista, Sarpy 11 ,362 88,419 8.6 
Alma, Harlan 625 5,137 5.2 Laurel, Cedar 320 2,861 -0.8 
Arapahoe, Furnas 783 6,009 -10A Lexinwon, Dawson 8,433 64,066 2.6 
Arlin~ton, Washington 216 1,782 -8.2 Linco n, Lancaster 248,736 1,807,041 4.3 
Arno d, Custer 235 2,084 2.8 Louisville, Cass 431 3,604 -7.7 
Ashland, Saunders 1,733 11 ,537 2.0 Loup City, Sherman 421 3,824 0.0 
Atkinson, Holt 1,275 8,939 6.8 ~ons, Burt 460 3,502 1.1 
Auburn, Nemaha 2,322 19,168 -0.1 adison, Madison 656 6,506 -0.5 
Aurora, Hamilton 2,301 18,065 -6A McCook, Red Willow 10,638 79,476 1A 
Axtell, Kearney 82 643 2.9 Milford, Seward 871 7,722 -1.6 
Bassett, Rock 620 4,258 3.4 Minatare, Scotts Bluff 130- 1,193 -1.2 
Battle Creek, Madison 827 6,121 -4.0 Minden, Kearne~ 2,070 15,916 4.0 
Bayard, Morrill 444 3,852 5.6 Mitchell, Scotts luff 573 4,847 12.1 
Beatrice, Ga~e 12,041 97,674 0.1 Morrill, Scotts Bluff 500 4,284 10 
Beaver Ci~ , urnas 163 1,039 6.9 Nebraska City, Oloe 6,416 47,728 -2.6 
Bellevue, arpy 27,281 207,162 6.2 Neligh, Antelope 1,481 11 ,719 2.6 
Benkelman, Dund

h 
535 4,845 -4.9 Newman Grove, Madison 244 2,251 -B .1 

Bennington, Doug as 582 4,867 -3A Norfolk, Madison 34,521 256,974 2.3 
Blair, Washington 7,638 60,984- 0.1 North Bend, Dodge 556 4,397 0.6 
Bloomfield, Knox 560 4,290 -7.1 North Platte, Lincoln 27,849 205,202 3.6 
Blue Hill, Webster 471 3,671 6.7 ONeill, Holt 4,908 36,319 0.9 
Bridgeport, Morrill 1,117 9,066 -1.7 Oakland, Burt 624 4,582 -6.2 
Broken Bow, Custer 4,052 30,588 0.6 Ogallala, Keith 6,801 48,252 0.7 
Burwell, Garfield 991 7,411 -0.9 Omaha, Douglas 530,741 4,048,759 0.3 
Cairo, Hall 287 2,625 4.3 Ord, valle~ 2,211 17,755 4.1 
Central City, Merrick 1,859 14,474 -2.8 Osceola, olk 392 3,783 -5.9 
Ceresco, Saunders 1,308 9,566 -OA Oshkosh, Garden 379 3,681 0.7 
Chadron, Dawes 6,621 45,186 -14.9 Osmond, Pierce 515 3,471 118 
Cha~pell, Deuel 500 3,969 4.0 Oxford, Fumas 410 4,042 12.5 
Clar son, Colfax 355 3,057 -5.1 Papillion, Sarp~ 9,026 62,238 3.2 
Clay Cenler, Clay 193 1,795 -10 Pawnee City, awnee 297 2,447 0.7 
Columbus, Platte 22,395 168,728 19 Pender, Thurston 800 6,135 -1.3 
Cozad, Dawson 3,105 24,421 2.7 Pierce, Pierce 762 5,568 -0.6 
Crawford, Dawes 773 5,197 6.5 Plainview, Pierce 595 5,566 3.8 
Creighton, Knox 1,104 8,595 -0.8 Plattsmouth, Cass 4,096 28,905 19 
Crete, Saline 3,346 23,543 -0.1 Ponca, Dixon 263 2,126 -10.8 
Crofton, Knox 431 3,204 -9.7 Ralston, Douglas 3,546 27,479 -2.6 
Curtis, Frontier 479 3,377 7.1 Randolph, Cedar 375 3,393 1.9 
Dakota City, Dakota 441 3,281 -6.3 Ravenna, Buffalo 510 4,915 2.9 
David Ci%, Butler 1,798 13,218 -3.3 Red Cloud, Webster 711 5,849 3.9 
Deshler, hayer 344 2,560 -2.5 Rushville, Sheridan 371 3,350 -0.9 
Dodge, Dodge 206 2,250 1.5 Sargent, Custer 174 1,657 -10A 
Doniphan, Hall 729 6,355 2.2 Schuyler, Colfax 1,860 14,980 -5.0 
Eagle, Cass 553 3,467 -3.7 Scottsbluff, Scotts Bluff 23,799 183,211 19 
EI~In, Antelope 397 3,163 -10.2 Scribner, Dodge 412 3,049 -9.2 
EI horn, Douglas 2,682 19,132 -2A Seward, Seward 5,076 36,947 -0.8 
Elm Creek, Buffalo 368 2,613 -11 .1 Shelby, Polk 317 2,875 -9.6 
Elwood, Go~er 380 2,854 27.2 Shelton, Buffalo 529 4,071 5.1 
Fairbury, Je erson 2,866 22,723 -5.6 Sidney, Cheyenne 11 ,336 75,135 0.5 
Fairmont, Fillmore 279 1,519 5.2 South Sioux City, Dakota 8,560 68,401 2.9 
Falls City, Richardson 2,472 19,836 -3.2 Springfield, Sarpy 360 2,145 -52.0 
Franklin, Franklin 612 4,940 5A SI. Paul, Howard 1,527 11 ,981 5.0 
Fremont, Dodge 25,131 192,511 16 Stanton, Stanton 710 5,301 0.5 
Friend, Saline 558 3,882 -19.3 Stromsbu~ , Polk 1,116 7,535 -5 .1 
Fullerton, Nance 694 4,788 5A Superior, uckolls 1,505 11,942 -7.3 
Geneva, Fillmore 1,456 11 ,708 -2.3 Sutherland, Lincoln 318 3,008 -6.3 
Genoa, Nance 329 2,594 -1.7 Sutton, Cla6 748 6,737 -12 
Gering, Scotts Bluff 4,782 36,822 7.9 Syracuse, toe 1,189 10,075 7.0 
Gibbon, Buffalo 914 6,837 0.5 Tecumseh, Johnson 791 6,302 -13.9 
Gordon, Sheridan 1,512 12,407 -3.3 Tekamah, Burt 1,188 8,838 19 
Gothenburg, Dawson 2,751 20,384 0.5 Tilden, Madison 295 2,108 18 
Grand Island, Hall 60,280 444,557 3.5 Utica, Seward 443 3,260 5.5 
Grant, Perkins 1,466 11 ,334 3.3 Valentine, Cherry 5,235 38,864 -9.3 
Gretna, Sarpy 3,146 22,977 -4.1 Valley, Douglas 1,666 10,969 -12.9 
Hartington, Cedar 1,739 14,351 5.6 Wahoo, Saunders 2,694 20,071 1.6 
Hastings, Adams 22,293 168,706 1.1 Wakefield, Dixon 376 2,693 -11.1 
Hab SPrin~s , Sheridan 416 3,095 0.0 Wauneta, Chase 296 2,793 112 
He ron, T ayer 1,105 9,081 0.9 Waverly, Lancaster 881 8,102 3.2 
Henderson, York 861 6,044 2A Wayne, Wayne 4,415 33,308 3.9 
Hickman, Lancaster 280 2,011 5.2 Weeping Water, Cass 862 5,656 5.0 
Holdrege, Phelps 4,503 35,585 -4.4 West Point, Cuming 4,435 36,033 -9A 
Hooper, Dodge 410 3,358 3.8 Wilber, Saline 483 3,633 -5.6 
Hurnboldt, Richardson 216 2,424 -7.5 Wisner, Cuming 604 4,596 -11.7 
Hurnphrey, Platte 793 5,983 -5.1 Wood River, Hall 612 3,649 -2A 
Irnperial, Chase 2,030 15,827 5.5 Wymore, Gage 403 3,423 -6.6 
Juniata, Adams 210 1,906 -6.7 York, York 11,566 82,541 1.5 
Kearney, Buffalo 45,259 307,994 5.8 

'Does not include motor vehicle sales. Motor vehicle net taxable retail sales are reported by county only. 
Source: Nebraska Department of Revenue 
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Net Taxable Retail Sales for Nebraska Counties [$000) 

....... 'M~t~; v';hicle S'~I~~ "'T" Oth'~~ Sal~;"O"O"-C;h~gD.· "S "·g",ff. · .... Motor V~hi~le Sal~;-""" r" ........ . Oth .. ~·~ .... S~I·~s 

A~g~;t YTO % gg vs ! A~g~;t YTO IG v III 
($000) ($000) Yr. Ago i ($000) ($000) Yr. Ago I 

August YTO ) August 
2002 YTO % Chg. vs i 2002 YTO 

($000) ($000) Yr. Ago ! ($000) ($000) 

Nebraska 
Adams 
Antelope 
Arthur 
Banner 
Blaine 
Boone 
Box Butte 
Boyd 
Brown 
Buffalo 
Burt 
Butler 
Cass 
Cedar 
Chase 
Cherry 
Cheyenne 
Clay 
Colfax 
Cuming 
Custer 
Dakota 
Dawes 
Dawson 
Deuel 
Dixon 
Dodge 
Douglas 
Oundy 
Fillmore 
Franklin 
Frontier 
Furnas 
Gage 
Garden 
Garfield 
Gosper 
Grant 
Greeley 
Hall 
Hamilton 
Hanan 
Hayes 
Hitchcock 
Holt 
Hooker 

294,435 2,005,913 8.4 ! 1,582,146 11 ,884,831 
3,968 30,669 5.3 22,971 175,173 
1,210 9,245 2.7 2,258 18,116 

67 705 10.2 (D) (D) 
209 1,284 -13.2 (D) (D) 
87 772 -21.4 (D) (D) 

998 7,068 -4.1 2,242 16,697 
1,897 15,049 13.9 6,477 48,779 

270 2,599 10.2 513 4,380 
542 3,813 -4.7 1,812 13,741 

7,980 51,444 12.5 48,177 330,856 
1,677 9,800 4.5 2,795 19,989 
1,278 9,201 .. 1.8 2,198 16,735 
5,002 34,490 14.7 7,834 54,726 
1,313 11,301 5.3 2,867 23,188 

901 7,008 12.1 II 2,353 18,786 
954 8,657 8.7 ' 5,449 40,543 

1,581 12,640 -0.6 11 ,632 77,434 
1,246 8,638 1.5 1,819 16,43.0 
1,537 10,557 6.2 2,710 21,698 
1,779 12,216 3.8 5,518 44,500 
1,791 13,553 -7.9 ! 5,030 39,198 
2,952 20,310 2.9 ; 9,574 76,573 
1,477 9,154 11.0 7,394 50,383 
3,130 25,559 -3.1 14,699 112,138 

214 2,324 .. 10.5 1,199 8,954 
933 6,915 3.2 751 5,723 

6,081 42,492 12.1 26,966 208,038 
80,858 523,898 9.5 541,301 4,125,124 

379 3,589 11.7 537 4,915 
'1,363 8,551 5.3 2,638 19,871 

658 4,270 2.1 889 6,937 
399 4,057 -5.6 811 5,922 
873 6,141 -9.4 2,386 19,325 

3,353 24,259 -1.3 13,443 109,664 
485 3,147 13.2 609 5,412 
334 2,080 6.3 991 7,411 
423 3,143 7.5 456 3,436 
279 1,423 14.8 259 2,337 
273 2,772 -19.4 692 5,158 

8,214 57,564 4.4 I 62,205 459,606 
2,024 11,706 10.1 2,641 20,625 

620 5,101 4.1 960 7,353 
196 1,547 6.5 (D) (D) 
473 3,719 -3.9 , 706 5,581 

1,780 14,084 15.2 I 6,831 51 ,765 
113 884 -12.8 ! 659 3,152 

'Totals may not add due to rounding 
(D) Denotes disclosure suppression 

Source: Nebraska Department of Revenue 
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-0.8 
(D) 
(D) 
(D) 

-2.9 
0.5 
-5.8 
-3.4 
5.7 
0.1 

-3.0 
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3.6 
6.1 

-9.0 
0.2 

-2.4 
-3.6 
-9.5 
-0.5 
1.8 

-13.2 
1.7 
1.0 

-10.0 
1.4 
0.2 

-4.8 
-1 .2 
2.2 
0.7 
2.2 

-0.6 
2.6 

-0.9 
24.2 
-1 .1 
-6.9 
3.3 

-6.0 
6.0 
(D) 
5.1 
4.7 

-3.2 

Howard 
Jefferson 

! Johnson 

I
II.; 
t 

I 

Kearney 
Keith 
Keya Paha 
Kimball 
Knox 

~ :~~~ ~ :~~~ 1 ~:; I ~ :~~~ 
717 5,386 20.4 \ 1,021 

1,844 9,684 15.9 I" 2,284 
1,845 12,032 9.8 ' 7,518 

102 1,254 -7.3 !" 154 
683 5,075 2.2 1,797 

1,478 9,727 2.1 I 2,821 
Lancaster 39,499 265,960 10.3 252,444 

6,035 41 ,301 8.2 I 28,841 Lincoln 
Logan 
Loup 
McPherson 
Madison 
Merrick 
Mornll 
Nance 
Nemaha 
Nuckolls 
Otoe 

197 1,282 -9.5' (D) 
107 797 -12.0 I (D) 
124 781 -17.4 1 (D) 

4,997 38,869 16.7 i 36,581 
1,349 8,078 -8.1 ; 2,893 

946 6,432 -4.1 i 1,591 
585 4,600 5.8 ' 1,063 

1,295 8,898 4.9 .:1.: 2,758 
847 5,831 5.1 2,597 

2,938 19,353 14.7 1 8,061 
Pawnee 404 3,435 -1.6 "I 465 

I 
Perkins 632 5,322 11 .8 . 1,655 

• Phelps 1,754 13,335 6.0 ,I.. 4,805 
. Pierce 1,395 9,369 15.1 . 1,954 
~ Platte 4,979 36,937 9.2 I 23,864 

II.

' Polk 1,000 6,673 -1.8 ,;1,:: 1,961 
; Red Willow 1,967 13,943 6.4 . 10,979 
W Richardson 1,411 9,503 2.2 2,856 

Saline 2,057 15,294 8.3 ., .. 1 4,670 
'If. Rock 198 1,961 -24.3 1 630 

I
I ..•. :: .. ,: Sarpy 28,696 175,828 14.6 55,733 

Saunders 3,726 25,863 9.7 7,501 
Scotts Bluff 5,796 41,613 7.9 29,971 
Seward 
Sheridan 
Shennan 

I
, Sioux 
: Stanton 

Thayer 
Thomas 

I' Thurston 
I Valley 

I 
Washington 
Wayne 

'I Webster 
Wheeler 

11 York 

2,544 18,394 3.1 6,620 
951 7,189 2.3 2,693 
462 3,459 -12.0 563 
238 1,939 -5.9 168 

1,004 7,784 17.9 902 
1,124 7,279 12.4 1,981 

258 1,321 17.0 321 

J~~ 2~ :~~~ ~~ :~ II ~ :H~ 
1,495 10,538 15.8 4,568 

451 4,335 8.2 i 1,293 
168 1,483 5.0 ~ 113 

2,108 17,162 4.1 I 12,811 

N ote on N et Tax able Retail Sales 

15,129 
31 ,541 
8,678 

17,541 
53,287 
1,143 

14,627 
21 ,752 

1,837,241 
213,059 

(D) 
(D) 
(D) 

274,412 
20,650 
13,160 
7,726 

21,406 
19,217 
61,410 
4,094 

13,313 
38,405 
15,273 

180,224 
15,484 
82,011 
23,828 
4,343 

33,976 
414,877 

53,631 
231 ,390 

50,158 
21 ,548 
4,882 
1,059 
6,719 

15,941 
2,329 
7,124 

19,787 
66,887 
34,380 
10,640 

685 
91 ,868 

YTO 
% Chg, vs 
Yr.Ago 

4.8 
-3.7 

-12.2 
3.9 
1.6 
1.6 

-5.2 
-2.1 
4.2 
3.4 
(D) 
(D) 
(D) 
1.9 

-0.5 
0.2 
1.9 

-1.0 
-3.7 
-1 .1 
1.8 
3.3 

-3.7 
3.6 
1.8 

-5.1 
1.1 

-4.3 
2.8 

-3.9 
4.8 
5.1 
3.2 
-0.5 
-1.4 
-0.8 
6.2 

-5.1 
-0.8 
1.7 

-5.1 
5.7 

-0.9 
3.4 
4.0 

21 .9 
1.7 

Users of this series should be aware that taxable retail sales are not generated exclusively by traditional outlets such as 
clothing, discount, and hardware stores. While businesses classified as retail trade firms account for, on average, slightly 
more than half of total taxable sales, sizable portions of taxable sales are generated by service establishments, electric and 
gas utilities, wholesalers, telephone and cable companies, and manufacturers. 
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Regional Nonfarm Wage and Salarv Emplovmenl* 2000 10 SePlember** 2002 
0 2000 2001 • 2002 

Note to Readers 
The charts on pages 8 and 9 report nonfarm employment by place 
of work for each region. 
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Regional Nonfarm Wage and Salarv Emplovment* 2000 to SePtember** 2002 

' Sy place of work 
" Current month data are preliminary and subject to revision 
"'Previously, other than Nebraska data were included in the Omaha 
and Sioux City MSA 
Note: Monthly data through March 2001 are benchmarked. Data for 
April-December 2001 are estimates until benchmarked in earlly 2003. 
All estimates are the most current revised data available. 
Source: Nebraska Department of Labor, Labor Market tnformation - Kathy Copas 
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August 2002 Regional Retail Sales ($000) 
YTD Change vs Yr. Ago 

' Regional values may not add to state total due to unallocated sales 
Source: Nebraska Department of Revenue 

State Nonfarm Wage & Salarv 
Emplovment bv Industrv* 

Total 
Construction & Mining 
Manufacturing 
Durables 
Nondurables 
TCU** 
Trade 
Wholesale 
Retail 
FIRE*** 
Services 
Government 

' By place of work 
" Transportation , Communication , and Utilities 
"'Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 
Source: Nebraska Department of Labor. Labor Market Information 

September 
2002 

908 ,292 
44,899 

112,673 
50,946 
61 ,727 
57,058 

214,351 
55,170 

159,181 
63,006 

260,271 
156,034 

Note: Monthly data through March 2001 are benchmarked . Data for April­
December 2001 are estimates until benchmarked in early 2003. All estimates 
are the most current revised data available. Labor force data for 2002 will be 
revised . 

January 2003 

onsumer Price Index 
Consumer Price Index - U' 

(1982-84 = 100) 
(not seasonally adjusted) 

All Items 

Commodities 

Services 

October 
2002 

181 .3 
150.7 
211 .7 

' U = All urban consumers 
Source: u.s. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

% Change 
vs 

Yr. Ago 

2.0 
0.1 
3.4 

YTD% 
Change 

vs Yr. Ago 
(inflation rate) 

1.4 
-0.9 
3.1 

I slate labor Force Summarv 

Labor Force 

Employment 

Unemployment Rate 

'By place of residence 

September 
2002 

941 ,592 

912,667 

3.1 

Source: Nebraska Department of Labor. Labor Market Information 
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County of the Month 

Cherrv 
Valentine -County Seat 

License plate prefix number: 66 

Size of county: 5,961 square miles, ranks 1st 

in the state 

1~'AA I Next Cot/Ilty of tbe MOlltb 

Population: 6,307 in 2000, a change of -2.5 percent from 1990 

Per capita personal income: $20,201 in 2000, ranks 69th in the state 

Net taxable retail sales ($000): $80,321 in 2001 a change of 14.2 percent from 2000; $55,110 

from January through September 2002, a change of -7.0 percent from the same period the previ­

ous year. 

Unemployment rate: 1.9 percent in Cherry County, 3.1 percent in Nebraska in 2001 

Agr"culture: 

Number of farms: 672 in 1997; 767 in 1992; 745 in 1987 

Average farm size: 5,777 acres in 1997; 5,751 acres in 1992 

Market value of farm products sold: $100.3 million in 1997 ($149,226 average per farm) ; 

$101.2 million in 1992 ($149,753 average per farm) 

' By place of work 

Sources: u .S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Nebraska Department of Labor, Nebraska Department of Revenue. 

Business in Nebraska (BIN) 

11 

January 2003 



12 

U.t..~·iIWrM"f--~ 

~~I:~~: ~l\\li\il 
_"Am~1t~ ltII., lM$(.~ 

CoInIng I .. o.cember 

Watch for Economic Census Forms 
America Needs Your Numbers 

2002 Economic Census 
Counlin9 American Bu.i"" .. . Charting Am",ic,,', Pros, ... , 
www.census.gov/econ2002 

USCENSUSBUREAU 

Un iversity of Neb raska-Lincoln-Harvey Perlman, Chancellor 

College of Business Administration-Cynthia H. Milligan, Dean 

Bureau of Business Research (BBR) 

specializes in ... 
~ economic impact assessment 

.. ~ demographic and economic projections 
'".. survey design 
.... compilation and analysis of data 

Reminder! 
Visit BBR's home page for 

access to NUONRAMP 
and much more! 

www.bbr.unl.edu 

2002 
Census of 

Agriculture 

Producers will receive their 2002 Census of Agricul­
ture forms in December 2002. Report forms are due 
back by February 3, 2003. 

All producers are encouraged to participate in the 
census of agriculture to ensure all operations, large 
and small, are properly counted and represented . 

NeJ5IaSKa 
Lincoln ------== 

BUREAU OF BUSINESS 
RESEARCH 

114 CBA 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 

Lincoln, NE 68588-0406 

Permit No. 46 
Lincoln , Nebraska 

.~ public access to information via BBR Online 
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