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Population Decline Characterizes Nebraska's 
Small Counties 
John A IIst;'l 

The Bureau of Business Research (BBR) has pre­

pared estimates of future populations, based upon 

Census 2000 data. This article focuses on the 34 

smallest counties in the state. All of these counties had 

populations below 5,000 in 2000', The demographic of the 

group is one of continuing decline (Figure 1). Overall , tolal 

population in these 34 counties will decrease 15.8 percent 

during the forecast period-2000 to 2020. Compared to 

recent history, the population projections for these counties 

are conservative. Historic population losses were 17 percent 

from 1960 to 1980 and 18 percent from 1980 to 2000. By 2020 

the group will have lost 42.6 percent of its 1960 population. 

Additional county data are available on the BBR 

website. www.bbbr.unl.edu. The tables include total popula­

tion for each decade from 1960 to 2020, natural change from 

1990 to 2000, net migration rates from 1960 through 2020. 

and sector share of employment in 1999. 

The demographic future of the small counties re­

flects their economies. All are agricultu ra lly dependent. 

Since agriculture is a mature industry, growth prospects are 

limited. Further, they have little nonagricultural industry. 

Without an expansion in nonagriculture private industry, not 

' Kimball County had a population below 5.000 in 2000. but is dassed as 
a small trade center county and IS e)(duded from this analysis. 

enough new jobs will begenerated to retain families of young 

working-age people. The inevitable resul t is the exodus of the 

childbearing age group. 
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Further compounding the loss of families of young 

working-age people from these counties is an outmigration at 

the top end of the age distribution . Since small counties 

generally cannot support a full range of medical services, the 

elderly often leave to move into the homes of family members, 

or into assisted living or nursing home facilities that often are 

in larger nearby counties. A key consideration in their reloca­

tion decision frequently is the quality of medical care available 

in the new location versus the old location. The state's small 

counties often have difficulty in attracting adequate medical 

care facilities and personnel. 

Historic Demographic Change 
Nebraska's small rural counties have been losing 

population for many years. From 1960 to 2000 the 34-county 

group lost over 35,000 people---31 .2 percent of the 1960 

population (Table 1, page 3). The counties had ind ividual 

patterns of population decrease over the 40-year period, but all 

counties lost population. The greatest loss was in Boyd 

County--46 percent. The smaUest loss was in Chase County-

5.8 percent. There was no pattern of loss by county size. The 

total loss for counties under 2,500 was 33 percent, and 30 

HI"Z 

percent in counties with populations between 2,500 and 5,000. 

Overall, these counties lost population during the 40-year 

period, but some had slight growth during the 1970s. 

To gain some perspective on the population losses 

between 1960and 2000, in 1960, therewere ontytwo Nebraska 

counties with populations below 1 ,000. In 2000 there were 11 

counties in this group. 

All of the state's smallest counties experienced net 

outflows of migrants from the total population overthe historic 

period. Perhaps of greater concern, the loss of working-age 

populations from these counties has degraded their abilities to 

increase populations in order to offset the tide of oulmigration. 

Twenty-two of the counties experienced more deaths than 

births from 1990 to 2000 (Figure 2). The inability to balance 

births and deaths is perhaps surprising in that the small 

counties in the state tend to have birth rates above those 

suggested by standard fertility tables. Forexample, the births 

in counties with under 1 ,000 persons would haveto increase by 

11 percent in order to match fertility records of the 1990s. 

Further, since farms likely will continue togrowin size, the farm 

population will continue to decline. 
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Table 1 
Population Growth Rates of Nebraska's 
Smallest Counties 

Arthur 
Banner 
Blaine 
Boyd 
Brown 
Chase 
Deuel 
Dundy 
Franklin 
Frontier 
Garden 
Garfield 
Gosper 
Grant 
Greeley 
Harlan 
Hayes 
Hitchcock 
Hooker 
Johnson 
Keya Paha 
Logan 
Loup 
McPherson 
Nance 
Pawnee 
Perkins 
Rock 
Sherman 
Sioux 
Thomas 
Valley 
Webster 
Wheeler 

Population 2000 

444 
819 
583 

2,438 
3,525 
4,068 
2,098 
2,292 
3,574 
3,099 
2,292 
1,902 
2,143 

747 
2,714 
3,786 
1,068 
3,111 

783 
4,488 

983 
774 
712 
533 

4,038 
3,087 
3,200 
1,756 
3,318 
1,475 

729 
4,647 
4,061 

886 

All 34 counties 76,173 

Business in Nebraska (BIN) 

Growth Rates (Percent) 
200011960 20201.2000 

-34.7 
-35.5 
-42.6 
-46.0 
-20.5 

-5.8 
-32.9 
-35.8 
-34.4 
-28.1 
-34.0 
-29.5 
-13.9 
-26.0 
-40.9 
-25.5 
-44.3 
-35.6 
-30.7 
-28.5 
-41.2 
-30.1 
-35.1 
-27.5 
-28.3 
-42.4 
-23.6 
-31.2 
-38.4 
-42.7 
-32.4 
-29.5 
-34.8 
-31.7 

-31.2 

Employment and Agriculture 
All 34 counties are heavily dependent on agriculture, 

and are listed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

as farm dependent. Acounty analysis offarm employment as 

a percent of total employment was undertaken. Since it 

combines proprietors and paid labor, the U.S. Bureau of 

Economic Analysis (SEA) employment data for 1999, the 

most recent data available, were used for this analysis. 

According to these data, 29.4 percent of all employees 

(including proprietors) in these counties worked on farms. That 

contrasted to an average of 5. 9 percentfor the state as a whole. 

When the data were separated into two groups by county size, 

the smallest 20 counties in the state-those with populations 

below 2,500-averaged 41 percent farm employment. The 14 

remaining counties averaged 26 percent. 

Further, it is not uncommon thatthe private employers 

in these counties were linked to agriculture-local elevators, 

farm and feed stores, and farm equipment dealers, among 

others. The implication of agriculture dependence is that the 

local economies ofthese counties were tied to a mature, slow­

growth industry resulting in local economies unlikely to 

experience econom ic growth . To the extent that both farmers 

and nonfarmers expand their purchasing from other than local 

sources and send their products to more distant markets, the 

prospect of slow growth or no growth at all is amplified. 

The primary nonagricultural employer in Nebraska's 

34 smallest counties was the government sector-26.5 per­

centoftotal nonfarm employment. Governmentemployed 38.6 

percent of nonfarm wage and salary workers when proprietors 

were not included. Nine of the counties had governmentshares 

of nonfarm wage and salary employment above 50 percent. All 

nine were counties with populations under 2,500 in 2000. 

There were few state and federal workers in these counties. 

Local government accou nted for 7,01 0-83 percent-of the 

8,468 total government jobs in the 34 counties. 

The next largest group of nonfarm employers was the 

services sector with 20.7 percent of total nonfarm employ­

ment, including proprietors. Retail trade was the next largest 

at 17.4 percent. Many of these service and retail jobs were 

closely tied to agriculture-based customers. All other sectors 

fell below 10 percent. Manufacturing employed only 1.3 per­

cent of the total nonfarm employment in these counties, 

combined, comparedtoa state share of 1 0.3 percent. The lack 

of a broad range of jobs not closely tied to agriculture will be 

a constraint on future economic and population growth in 

Nebraska's small counties. 

March 2002 



Population Projections 
The 2000 populations, rates of loss for 1960 to 2000, 

and the population projections for the 2000 to 2020 period for the 

34 counties are presented in Table 1. The overall pattern isone 

of continuing population loss. The projected rates of loss for the 

counties parallel past losses. Further, the projected gains in 

some counties are within the range of their own past growth 

rates. A few counties are expected to experience population 

gains on a decennial basis. 

Overall, the 34 counties will experience a 15.8 percent 

decline in population from 2000 to 2020. The decreases are not 

uniform. The smallest 20 counties-populations less than 

2,500-will decrease 19.8 percent while 14 counties in the 

group with populations between 2,500 and 5,000 will decrease 

13.9 percent. These averages belie the range of population 

changes. From 2000 to 201 0 the largest decrease will be 18.2 

percent, while two counties will show very slight positive 

growth. From 2010 to 2020, the range is from negative 18.9 

percent to positive 0.8 percent. 

The population projections indicate another addition to 

the group of small counties-populations below 1 ,000. By 20 1 0 

Hayes County will join the 11 other counties in this group. The 

Hgore3 

state's smallest counties will continue to experience advances 

in average age. Both children and young to middle-age adults 

will decrease in numbers (Figure 3). Further, their relative share 

of to tal population will decrease slightly. Those 65 and overwill 

show a small decrease in population and an increase in their 

share of total population from 21.9 percent in 2000 to 25.0 

percent in 2020. 

Changing the Future 
These projections are based upon a set of assump­

tions about the future for small rural counties. Some of these 

counties have shown that they are capable of increasing 

population . Gosper County was a standout in the 1990s. 

Reversing the downturn requires fundamental changes that will 

attract new industries and people. Small rural counties have 

the added burden of limited resources, both financial and 

physical, that can be employed to stem the tide of declining 

population. However, without concerted efforts to attract new 

industry, the future is clear. The young working-age population 

that has the potential to generate natural population increases 

in these counties will be attracted to other locations that offer 

them meaningful , fulfilling jobs that pay market wages fortheir 

services. 

Popolalion bV AgI Rangl, 2000 and 2020 Proieclions 

2000 Ages 0 to 19 

20,579 

38,880 

16,714 
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BBR is grateful to those who participated in a discussion of migration within 

the state of Nebraska that resulted in a set of projections of net migration 

rates. Participants were: John Allen, Center for Applied Rural Innovation, 

UNL; Denny Berens, Nebraska Department of Social Services: Bruce 

Johnson, Department of Agricultural Economics, UNL; Donis Petersan, 

NPPD; Senator Ron Raikes, Nebraska Unicameral; Craig Schroeder, 

Nebraska Rural Development Commission; Sandy Scofield, Center for 

Science, Mathematics, andComputerEducation, UNL; Charles Lamphear 

and John Austin, BBR. The authoris responsible forthe net migration rates 

and population projection methodology. 
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Net Taxable Retail Sales· lor Nebraska Cities ($0001 
Y1D% Y1D% 

October 2001 YTD Change vs October 2001 YTD Change lIS 

(5000) (SOOO) Yr. Ago (SOOO) (SOOO) Yr. Ago 

Ainsworth, Brown 1,693 16,961 8.0 Kenesaw. Adams 199 2,859 33.5 
AIIion, Boone 1,829 16.645 0.1 Kimba', Kimball 1.628 18.598 2.3 
Alliance, Box Btltte 5,618 57,348 ~2 La Vista. Sarpy 9.~O 101 ,283 0.2 
"ma, Harlan 601 6,125 8.2 laurel, Cedar '36 3,855 3.7 
Arapahoe, Furnas 741 8,301 ~.2 t=ton. Oawson 7.~7 77.904 3A =.w_'" 201 2.367 ' .3 . . Lancaster 219,511 2.193,739 1.2 
A . CuSIef 236 2.569 .11.1 Louisville, Cass 43' t.8~8 · 11 .9 
AshLaoo. Saunders 1,322 14,137 20 l oop C~' Shefman '48 4,798 10,1 
Alkilson. HoI! 935 10,412 D .• ~s. un '92 4,462 -1.3 
Auburn. Nemaha 2,441 2(192 0.5 dison, Madison 854 8.388 1.2 
AI.I'Or.I. HamiIDI 2,167 23,923 I.' Md:oQk.RedWIIbw 9,742 98,071 -16.2 
A.l:teII, Keamey 75 793 21.S MiIotd, Seward 1,385 10,275 15.5 
Bassett. Rock 473 5,155 5.7 Minatare. Scotts 8lJff 138 1,559 -2.3 
Sallie Creek, Madi:sofI 607 7,767 16.6 Minden. KeameJ 1,811 19,067 ' .2 
Bayard, Morfill 382 4,501 2.5 Mitchel, Scotts luff 5" 5,597 -5,0 
Beatrice. Gage: 11 .886 121 ,624 ' .6 MorriI, Scotts Bluff 487 5,255 -4,5 
Beavef C~ Fumas 109 1.221 ~.O NebtasJ<a City. 0I0e 6,213 62.213 ~ .• 
Bellevue, rpy 2 • . 471 2.5,004 20.2 Nei;Jh, Antelope 1.361 1(064 ' .0 
Benkelman, Dundy 55' ' .368 8.1 Newman Gl'O'o'e, Madison 2,. 3.060 7.' ..... 'r.::. ",,",'" 784 6,414 2.' Norfolk. Madison 32,171 315,754 2.0 
BIai", ashi~on ' .996 75.416 '0 North Bend, Dodge 506 5,431 •. , 
Bloomfield, nox 5" 5,923 13.8 North Platte, l iocoln 24.146 247,443 3.' 
Slue HI, Webster '64 4,393 ' .2 O'Neil, Holt 4,184 44,981 0.5 
~ Morrill UXl7 11.379 ·1.9 oakland, Burt '" 6,040 3.3 
BtoIien aa.w, Custer 3,825 38.264 ~ .. Q9aIaIa, Kdh 5."" 59,018 3.' 
Bucwel, GaIfield 94' 9.703 16.9 omaha. Douglas 498,465 5,053,966 2.3 
Garn, Hal 315 3.120 -1 .4 Ofd, Vlllle~ 2.084 21 ,449 5.' 
Central C~ Merrid<. I .'" 18,870 7.0 Osceola, oIk 620 5,154 0.5 
CeleSCO, unders 1.442 12,387 -5.6 Oshkosh, Gardef1 '54 4,578 8.7 
Chadron. Dawes 5.124 63,718 31.3 Osmond, Pien::e 432 4,029 ·9.1 
C_ "'"" ' 69 4}66 0.8 Oxford, Furnas 337 4,281 ·1.2 
Clartson, Colfax '00 (042 ·2.2 Papillion, Sa 1,121 75,857 ' .0 
Clay Center, Clay 205 2,219 ·18.9 Pawnee City~awnee '50 2.'" 2.5 
ColUmbus, Plane 20,239 201,975 ~} Pender, Thurston 8\5 8,002 3.' 
Cozad, DaWSOfl 3,100 29,945 ·2.5 , Pierce, Pierce 680 7,16<1 14.0 
Crawford, Dawes '95 6.000 0.5 Plainview, Pierce 610 6,651 ~ .• 
Creighloo, KrIOlI; 1,026 10.783 8.0 Plattsmouth, Cass 3,303 35,541 2.8 
Crete, SaIne 3,005 29.948 ••• Ponca, Dixon 229 2.899 13,4 
Crofton, I(no): 389 . ,446 16.1 RalskX'l, Douglas 3,171 35,359 ' .3 
Curtis, Frontier 373 3,945 11.3 Randolph, Cedar 385 4,186 5A 
Dakota City, Dakota '34 4,480 ~ . 3 Ravenna, Buffalo 531 5,925 ' .2 
David C~ Buller 1,555 16,920 5.5 , Red Cloud, Websler .61 7,013 3.1 
Deshler, hayer 197 3,146 ' .5 Rushville, Sheridan "5 4,214 -1.\ 

~~ 254 2,834 14.6 Sargent. Cusler 202 2.360 ' .1 
622 1.331 ·21.0 Schuyler, Coffax 1.789 19,598 5.8 

E!'9Ie. Cass 271 4,182 -1.\ ScoIIs/:lkJff, Scotts Bklff 23,015 22ti,314 3.2 
E~ntelope .28 4,573 11 .6 Scroner, Dodge '35 4,323 8.2 
E . ~ 2,168 24,245 2.' Seward, Seward 4.101 46,989 ·1.4 
Elm Creek. 10 393 3,844 2.1 Shelby, Polk ' 07 3,943 ·1.5 
Elwood. ~ 256 2,801 ·7.7 """", '""'" '28 4}85 13.0 
Fairbury, Je erson 2,862 29.841 ·5.8 Sidrtey, Che~nne 10.821 96,028 2.3 
F airrnont. Filmore 156 1.765 ~.7 South Sioux City", Dakota 8.151 84,328 7.3 
Falls City, Richarnson 2,430 25.732 I.' 5,."..... "''i'J 288 5.096 ·21.5 
Franklin. Franklin 575 5,843 5' , St Paul Hovoa 1.424 14,311 12.6 
FfeITIOf1l Dodge 23.969 237,758 0.1 StanlOn, SlaOkln 5" 6,491 5.' 
Friend, Saline 360 5,634 11.3 Stromsbu~ Polk 909 9,895 ~.2 
Fullertln, Nance 49' 5,611 .. , Superior, uckolls 1.349 15,864 3.' 
Geneva, F~lmore 1,651 15.134 6.' Su1herIand, L.R:okl 382 4,030 0.2 
Genoa, Nance 292 3,288 14.8 "''''''. C"& 8\9 8,419 D.' 
Gem9, Scotts Bluft 4.113 43,615 3.5 Syracuse, oe 1.261 11 ,950 0.7 
Gbtxln, Buffalo ... 8,687 5.7 Tecumseh, Johnson '54 9,271 ' .1 
Gotdon, Shlman 1,459 16.051 0.0 Tekamah, Burt 1,049 10,918 7.1 
Goihenburg. Dawson 2.431 25.403 2.' TiIdef1, Madison "5 2,6<12 ·5.9 
Gtand Island, Hal 53.734 538,485 1.0 Utica. Seward 357 3.164 21.2 
GIant. PerU'ts 1.019 13.192 11.3 Valentine, Cherry 4}53 53,124 18,6 

...",. "'~ 3,812 31 ,408 6.0 Valley, Qooglas 1,905 16,552 ·4.8 
HartIlgIDn, r 1.750 11,308 15,2 Wahoo, Saunders 2,332 24,801 5.1 
Hastings, Adams 20.042 207.782 ~] Wakefield, Dixon '" 3.137 7.1 

:::t.,..""il:; """"" 347 3,830 15 Wauneta, Chase 28\ 3,114 2.3 

. '" 1.096 11.294 -11.4 Waverly, lallCllster 907 9,692 17,5 
Henderson, Yen 567 7.200 5.7 Wayr'le, Wayne 3,949 40,201 7.3 
Hickman, Laneasler 230 2,447 -2.4 W~ Water, Gass 6\6 6,654 •. , 
Holdrege. Phelps 4,438 46,084 27 W Point. Cuming 4,313 49,231 32,3 
Hooper. ~e '21 4,043 3A Wiber, Sa~ne 396 4,776 7.8 
Humboklt. RichIIfdson 288 3,211 ~., Wisnef, Cuming 661 6,649 D .• 
Htrnphrey, Platte "5 8,185 8.5 Wood River, Hal 339 4,555 13,4 
1fr4leriaI. Chase I .... 18,136 ' .1 Wymofe, Gage '20 4,546 5.5 
JuNata, Adams 207 2,559 14.2 York, York 9.129 101 ,499 ~.5 
Kearney. Buffalo 35,557 363,628 3A 

·Does nol include molor vehicle sales. Motor vehicle net taxable retail sales are reported by county only. 
5aufce HeI:M ..... ~ 01 R_ 
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Net Taxable Retail Sales for Nebraska Counties [$0001 

Motor Vehic le Sales Other Sa les Motor Vehicle Sales Other Sale s 
October YTO October YTO Oc/ober YTO October YTO 

2001 YTO " Chg, lIS 2001 YTO " Chg. vs 2001 YTO " Chg. vs 2001 YTO " Chg. vs 
{SOOD} ($000) Yf. Ago ($OOD) fSOOO} Yr, Ago (SOOD) (SOOO} Yr, Ago (SOOD} (SOOD} Yr. Ago 

Nebraska 266,018 2,339,464 ' .0 1,443,041 14,701 ,509 1.8 Howard 916 8,559 .7.6 1,698 18,134 10.6 
Adams 4,358 37,191 -2.5 20,711 215.674 ~.2 Jefferson 1,217 11 ,382 -3.2 4.031 40.920 -3.0 
Antelope 1.015 11 .247 11.2 2,461 23,092 76 Johnson 792 5,639 6.7 1.291 12.525 6.6 
Arthur 59 778 8.8 (0) (0) (0) Kearney 1,001 10,617 3.1 1,993 21.045 4.5 

"""" 164 1,800 18.7 (0) (0) (0 ) '''' 1,619 13,849 · ' .8 5.625 64.952 3.3 
Blaine 83 1,148 -11 .5 (0) (0) (0 ) Keya PaM 174 1.735 ' .6 88 1,404 19.3 

"""" 1.211 9,667 9.3 2.321 21.833 1.3 Kimball 848 6,476 -3.9 1,667 19,070 1.5 
Sox Butte 1,898 17,094 6.7 5.932 60,764 O. Knox 1,534 12.140 5.3 2.611 27,993 8.5 
Boyd 3., 2,947 10.0 538 5,853 5.5 Lancasler 33,620 303,408 3.3 222}65 2,231 ,063 1.5 
Brown 602 5,160 ·2.6 1,805 18,032 7.0 Lincoln 4,656 41.027 5.1 25.091 257,192 3.5 

'''''. 6,511 57.604 32 38,310 391 .647 16 Log," 118 1.840 23.1 (0) (0) (0) 

8"" 1,437 11.836 lOA 2,503 25.265 10.6 Loup 174 1,219 35.3 (0) (0) (0) ,,,., 1.028 11,417 8A 1.870 21 .452 4.7 McPherson 117 1.159 23.6 (0) (0) (0) 

Cass 4.442 38,244 1.1 6,178 67,418 0.6 Madison 4.690 42.038 1.8 34.190 338,293 1.3 
Cedar 1,336 13,245 ·3.3 2,931 28,708 11.7 Merrick 966 10.678 -2.9 2,622 26,365 7.0 
Chase 831 7,540 .1.5 2,153 22,095 1A Momll 818 8.270 4.6 1.432 16,238 ·0.1 
Cherry 1,227 10.089 9.3 4,950 55.315 17.7 Nance 575 5.386 12 834 9,403 10.4 
Cheyenne 1.398 15.442 .2.7 11,150 99.286 14 Nemaha 1,380 11 ,053 10.6 2,685 27.251 0.9 
Clay 1.304 10,523 ·2.0 1.916 20,860 ~.5 Nuckolls 714 6.800 4.9 2.215 24.895 9.3 
Colfax 1,427 12.645 ~.5 2,631 28,105 3A """ 2.283 20.927 ~1 7.905 78,848 0.1 
Cuming 1,365 14.639 ·2.4 5,459 61.198 24.0 Pawnee 609 4.485 15.4 435 5,005 15 
Cusler 1.820 17.790 6.5 4,776 49.514 ~.3 Per\(ins 761 6,176 1.8 1,268 15.723 16.0 
Dakota 3.053 25.075 4.7 9.118 95.273 7.0 Phelps 1,916 16,240 5.7 4,724 49.341 36 
Dawes 1.411 10,557 12.2 5.619 69,781 27.9 Pierce 973 10.106 .1.1 1.808 18,731 1.7 
Dawson 3,400 32.546 ·5.6 13,469 138,085 1.7 PI", 4.548 42.390 ·1.6 21 ,631 222,657 ~A 

"''''' 314 3.295 ·7.2 1,096 11.116 1.5 Polk 925 8.426 -13.0 2,037 20.395 ·3.1 
Dixon 1,145 8.897 13.1 710 7.824 8.4 Re<I WIaN 1,699 16,372 -1.7 10,048 101.395 ·15.9 

""'" 5.699 48,463 7A 25.895 257.537 0.6 Richardson 1.456 11 ,682 1.1 2.939 31 .331 1.6 
""",0, 70.410 607,301 8.7 508.259 5.153.751 2.2 Rock 430 3,260 8.3 483 5.284 4.7 
Dundy 566 4.400 16.9 559 6,463 6.8 Satine 1.795 17,555 10 4.066 44,222 7.6 
Fillmore 1,094 10.221 0.5 2,326 24,796 5.1 Sarpy 23.072 196.662 13.4 50.755 500.037 11 .8 
Franklin 538 5.235 6.0 819 8.471 5.9 Saunders 3.871 30.393 36 6,526 64 ,892 1.0 
Frontier 514 5.448 14.1 636 7.309 8.9 ""'" 8"'" 6.151 50,209 9.0 28,961 283.223 18 
Furnas 899 8,477 -1 .7 2.028 23,298 3.7 Seward 2.235 21 ,919 1.9 6.698 63,821 2.7 
Gog, 3,588 31 ,025 10.3 13.574 137,585 6.8 Sheridan 1.114 8.824 1.8 2.544 27,359 1.3 
Garden '" 3.S49 12.7 883 6,671 5.3 Sherman 485 5.040 16.5 606 6,255 8.5 
Garfield 165 2,416 43 949 9}03 16.9 Sioux 339 2,696 ~A 131 1.263 ~.2 

Gasper 338 3,699 -2.3 330 3.484 .4A SO,""" 1,163 8,563 14.7 785 8.759 12.1 
Grant 111 1,521 5.0 267 3.000 14.9 Thayer 1,057 8.334 12 1.819 20,118 -10.6 
Greeley 464 3.903 9.3 729 7,099 6.8 Thomas 70 1.341 ·9.0 311 2,935 9.7 
Hall 7,539 68,839 ·2.5 55,321 557,103 0.7 ThurslCHl 456 4.670 14 913 9,539 4A 
Hamilton 1,41 8 13,308 ~3 2,524 27,368 1.5 Valley 780 6,470 4.7 2,362 23,679 4.2 
Harlan 716 6,130 16.4 785 8.695 7.6 Washington 4,125 33,193 91 7,836 83.774 9.2 
Hayes 291 1,907 3.0 (0) (0) (0) Wayne 1,452 11 ,674 7.2 4,096 41.759 73 
Hitchcock 705 4,951 -2.5 558 6,682 5.5 W""'" 877 5,508 ~.2 1,231 12,821 3A 
HOI 1,869 15.585 ·7.5 5,772 62,128 0.1 W'"'''' 260 1.774 18.9 69 797 -26.9 
Hooker 114 1,170 ·3.6 365 4,276 1.1 Yo" 1.880 20,312 1.4 10,676 112,639 ~.8 

"Tolals may not add due to rounding 
(0 ) Denotes disclosure suppression 

S<ue.' Net)f., "" ~t of R .... erue 

N ote all Net Taxable Retail Sales 

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 sates are generated by service establishments, electric and 
gas utilities, wholesalers, telephone and cable companies, and manufacturers. 
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, 
Regional Nontann Wage and Salary Emplovmem' 1999 to November" 2001 

lIonhwest Panhandle 

13,000 

12.000 

11 ,000 

10,000 

JFMAMJJA S ONO 

lIonh Central 

JFMAMJJASOND 

Southwest Central 

JFMAMJJASOND 

March }OO] 

o 1999 • 2000 • 2001 

Note to Readers 
The charts on pages 8 and 9 report nonfarm employment by 
place of wof1( for each region. 

Southwest Panhandle 
30,000 

22,000 

JFMAMJJASOND 

West Central 
22,000 

21,000 

20,000 

19,000 

18,000 

JFMAMJJASOND 

East CeRtnl 

9,000 

. ,000 

7,000 

JFMAMJJASO ND 
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Regional Nonfarm Wage and Salary Emplovmem· 1999 10 November" 2001 

Southeast Central 
108,000 

104,000 

100,000 

96,000 

92,000 

JFMAMJJASONO 

Southeast 

65,000 

60,000 

55,000 

JFMAMJJASONO 

Omaha MSA 
••• rlSll"rtJ •••• ., 
450,000 

400,000 

000,000 

J F M A M J J A S ON 0 

'By place of work 
"Current month data ate preliminary and subject 10 revision 
'''Previously, other than Nebraska data were indooed in the Omaha 
and Sioux City MSA 
Note: January-March 2000 monthly employment data are benchmarked. 
ApriI2000-March 2001 data are estimates and win be benchmarked in 
early 2002. Data IOf April·December 2001 are estimates unlil 
benchmarked in earlly 2003. All estimates are the most curren t revised 
data available. 
~. Netnsl<a1lepnMrl alUbar. UibCIf Ma<I.aIIr'Itomaoon -KIItf,t ~ 

IJusifless ;/1 Nebr(Iska (lJIN) 

D 1999 • 2000 • 2001 

Northeast 

90,000 

85,000 

80,000 

JFMAMJJASONO 

510 •• CItY MSI 
.,ltrnaa .ertlil "" 
13,000 

12,000 

11 ,000 

JFMAMJJASO NO 

Uncula MSI 

JFMAMJJASONO 

March 2fJ01 



October 2001 Regional Retail Sales 1$0001 
YTD Change vs Yr. Ago 

..... 111 ...... . IIIrIII CHlnI 

18,988 
10.0 

SI ..... III .,."'HI. 
54.920 I Will CUInI 

3.0 

'-___ ---I.. LI __ 40-,-l'_,6_9---, 

Statellta!" 

18,328 
5.9 

16.179 
4.2 

1.709 ,059 
2.2 

181 ,503 
1.5 

' Regional values may nol add to state total due 10 unallocated sales 
So.n:e _ ..... ~c1R--.... 

State Nonfarm Wage & Salarv 
Emplovment bV Industrv' 

Tolal 
Construction & Mining 
Manufacturing 

Durables 
Nondurables 

TeU" 
Trade 

Wholesale 
Retail 

FIRE'" 
Services 
Government 

"By place of work 
'"Transportation, Communication, and Utilities 
" 'Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 
Scuct· _ ..... ~aI ~. l_-.. tnIoImM ... 

November 
2001 

921 ,768 
45,544 

115,486 
54 ,388 
61 .098 
56.753 

218,446 
54 ,155 

164,291 
60,757 

263,253 
161 ,529 

Note: January-March 2000 monthly employment data are bench marked. April 
2QOO.March 2001 data are estmales and will be benchmarked in earty 2002. 
Oala for April-December 2001 are estimates until benchmaf1(ed in earlly 2003. 
All estimates are the most current revised data avaijable. Labor force data for 
2000 and 2001 wi ll be revised. 

March 1001 

-

51 ••• City lISA 

141 ,817 
3.4 

SlIIIIIIII 

<J 

12.171 
6 .5 

ImlhlMSA 

675,077 
3.9 

Uoc.lo MSA 

256,385 
1.' 

Consumer Price Index 
Consumer Price Index - U· 

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

YrD% 
% Change Change 

January vs vs Yr. Ago 
2002 Yr. Ago (inflation rate) 

AJlltems 177.1 
Commodities 147.8 
Services 206.3 

'U '" All urban consumers 
s..-. u s ~ t;I '-- 5U(J_ 

1.1 
-1.5 
3.0 

1.1 
-1 .5 
3.0 

State labor Force SUmmary' 

Labor Force 

Employment 
Unemployment Rate 

"By place of residence 
s..-. __ ~<1~.~"""""F*;fmabon 

November 
2001 

951 .591 
924.477 

2.8 
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County of the Momh -

Deuel 
Chappell-County Seal 

license plate prefix number: 78 

Size of county: 440 square miles, ranks 83rG in the stale 

Population: 2,098 in 2000, a change of~.2 percent from 1990 

I-

~ 

, 

Per capita personal income: $25.104 in 1999, ranks 15" in the state 

) ~ 

Net taxable retail sales ($000): $17,488 in 2000 a change of6.8 percent from 1999; $14,411 from 

January through October 2001 , a change of 0.1 percent from the same period the previous year. 

Unemployment rate: 3.9 percent in Deuel County, 3.0 percent in Nebraska in 2000 

Inl' 
Sh'1 CI.III 

Non'ann employment {2000)': 909,543 553 

(wage & salary) 

Construction and Mining 

Manufacturing 

(percent of total) 

Agriculture: 

TCU 

Wholesale TrOOe 
RetailTrOOe 
FIRE 

Services 

Government 

(0) = disclosure suppression 

5.0 

13.2 

6.4 

6.0 

18.0 

6.7 

27.7 

17.0 

Number of farms: 251 in 1997; 244 in 1992; 262 in 1987 

Average farm size: 1,122 acres in 1997; 1,086 acres in 1992 

(0) 

(0) 

8.1 

7.4 

20.3 

(0) 

17.0 

34.0 

Market valueoffarm products sold: $21 .1 million in 1997 ($83,951 average per farm) ; $12.7 

million in 1992($51 ,871 averageperfarm) 

'By place 01 work 

ScuoH us 8.nM>alhc.-..US 8u' .. alEQOIICI1'1'IC.......,., ......... ~cll..tI1;f.~~alR_. 

s in Nebraska (HIN) 

~ 
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You're Invi ted to the 
Nebraska Workforce Development-Department oflabor 

Conference on 
l abor Market Informat ion 

Check out these topics ! 

Jobdescriptions 
Benefits 
Comparable wages 
Economic forces 

Commuting patterns 
Census demographics 
Recru itingworkers 
Worker retraining 

Resourcesoverview 
Cooperative studies 
Research 
Transferable skills 

Omaha: April 2, 2002 
North Platte: Ap r il 11, 2002 

Gain valuable information on economic conditions, information re­
sources, and Internet tools. Learn how to select and apply these 
resources to your competitive advantage. 

To register online go to WV{tI NebraskaWorkforce,cQoo and select 
Registration . Or, email your contact information to 
lMI_NE@dol.state.ne.us with ~ lM I ConferenceK in the subject head­
ing, call (800) 876-1377, or fax (402)471-9867 and provide your name, 
address, telephone, andior fax numbers. Share this information with 
yourcolleagues! 

~200~":.::'clou.or-R'-'~clNeOr~, 1SSN1XXl1-683X au­
..,~" ' ........... I*r-byhe.. .... cI&.neuR_ ~_..a 
___ ....... ~.--ID~"'IIuoI'ImIR--v..I'4CBA.,~oI~Qi58&. 
00\IQ6 ~~r_"S'G 

Uni \"tr,i l ~' of N~hru" . ·Un~n l .-lllln·e)· I'er lm:m. Clumedfor 

Cullce.t (If nn~in~u Admi nisl n lion- C)'nthl ll II MlIlI ll lin . I);om, 

Errata 
table that ranked 

Nebraska counties on the 
basis of econmic vitality in 
the February issue of 
Business in Nebraska was 
incorrect. View the corrected 
table on the BBR website: 

Reminder! 
Visit BBR's home page for 

access to NUONRA MP 
and much more! 

www.bbr.unl.edu 

Nebraska 
V"I\'I ... n .. '''~. uliiCilLli/ 

Nonprofit 
U.S. Postage 

PAID 
Permit No. 46 

Uncoln, Nebraska a University of Nebraska·Uncaln 
M~~~ _.ooo'''''''''''' .... lNntor~. bll$II"'sS '$ "01 Ollr (ml,. blls",!':;:; 

Bureau 01 Business Research IBBRI 

specializes in . 

.... economic impact assessment 

.... demographic and economic projections 

... survey design 

.... compilation and analysis of data 

.... public access to information via BBR Online 
For more inIormalion on how B8R can assist you or )'OW ~. COI'lIaa us 

(402) 412-2334: send e-mail to: ltamphearl@unl.edu: or USB the 
World Wide Web: www.bbr.unl edu 
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