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pm'ented by Bureau if BltJineJJ ReJearch (BBR) 

Nebraska's Emplovment Growth Slows 
John AUJtin and the NebraJka BUJineJJ ForecaJt Council 

the robust national economy, Nebraska's 
economy has started an employment growth slow 

n. 1 The slowdown is the result of tight labor 
markets across the state and the impact of a continuing 
decline in the agricultural sector. 

The current situation is not unusual. Past studies 

indicate that, with the possible exception of durables manu­
facturing, Nebraska's business cycle has little relation to the 
national business cycle. In contrast, there is a 

Figure 1 

sector, nonfarm income growth has fared remarkably well. 

Total nonfarm personal income grew 6.2 percent in 1999 and 
is expected to remain just under 6 percent throughout the 
2000-2002 forecast period (Figure 1). Continuing strength 
from nonfarm personal income will cause total net taxable 

retail sales to grow about 5 percent each year. Both the 
income and retail sales numbers are unadjusted for inflation 
in this article. 

strong tie between the state's overall economic 

cycle and its agricultural cycle. It is not a case 
of agriculture dominating the state's economy, 
but that losses in agriculture will take critical 
points from the state's overall economic growth 
rate-part of the current malaise. 

Kev Economic Growth Rales 

The employment growth slowdown is 
not uniform across the state. To the extent that 
metro areas serve national markets rather than 

state or regional markets, they will participate 
in the nation's growth. Nonmetro areas show 
varied patterns. For example, the Kearney/ 
Grand Island/Hastings area is doing well. Ar­

eas with substantial agricultural dependence, 
especially those closely related to grain farm­
ing, are experiencing a greater growth slowdown 
or are in decline. 

Despite the growth slowdown in em­
ployment and the decline in the agriculture 

1 An employment growth rate slowdown means that employment is growing, but at 
a slower rate than previously. An employment contraction means that employment 
growth rates are negative. 
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Nonfarm Employment 
Total nonfarm employment growth slowed to 1.5 

percent in 1999. Growth has been restrained due to the labor 
shortage. The adverse effect of years of poor agriculture 

income performance compounds the impact of the shortage. 
Annual growth will be limited to 1.2 percent in 2000 and 2001 , 

but will be near the 1999 rate in 2002-well below the 2.1 
percent average annual growth rate of the 1990s (Table 1). 

Durables manufacturing experienced a mild contrac­

tion in 1999. Some Nebraska manufacturers reported success 
in penetrating export markets, butthe industry is not expected 
to achieve positive growth during the forecast period. 

Nondurables manufacturing in Nebraska is com­
prised mostly of food production. After some reorganization in 
beef production, there was virtually no growth in nondurables 
employment in 1999 and a small contraction is expected in 

2000. Nondurables employment levels should remain nearly 
constant during the remainder of the forecast period. 

Construction and mining present a bright spot in 
Nebraska's employment picture. However, current growth is in 
nonresidential building and heavy construction (e.g ., high­
ways). Residential construction slowed early this year as 

interest rates rose. In contrast, heavy construction boomed in 
the first few months of 2000. But, that pace of activity is not 

Table 1 

sustainable overthe entire year. Nebraska did not cut its gas 
tax earlier in the year when gas prices sharply increased. 

Consequently, sufficientfunds are available to support moder­
ate growth in highway construction during the period . 

Transportation, Communications, and Utilities (TCU) 
employment will expand slowly over the forecast period. 

Nebraska remains an attractive location for trucking compa­
nies due to its central location along Interstate 80. Nebraska 
trucking companies hire nationwide. Long-haul truckers typi­
cally reside in their home states and do not impact Nebraska's 

employment statistics. Nebraska's home office employment 
may shrink as trucking companies try to control costs. 

Communications is an area in transition. There is 

increased competition in local communications and increased 
demand for services that will translate into increased employ­
ment in the short term. Overthe longerterm, competition may 

bring increased efficiencies, reducing employment levels. 
Retail trade employment gains were moderate in 

1999. Laborshortages will retard employment expansion and 
the forecast calls for this trend to continue. 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate (FIRE) employ­
ment expanded rapidly in 1999, but likely will slow the rate of 
growth to a moderate pace over the forecast period. Gains have 
been most notable in the nondepository portion of the finance 

Number of Nonfarm Jobs and Percent Changes by Industry Annual Averages 
(whole numbers) 

State & 
Manufacturing Construction Retail Wholesale Federal Local 

Total Durables Nondurables & Mining TCU Trade Trade FIRE Services Gov't Gov't 

Average Annual Growth Rates 
1990 to 1992 1.2 -1.7 4.5 2.0 1.0 1.2 -1.0 1.0 2.1 -4.3 2.1 
1992 to 1995 2.6 4.8 2.7 6.6 1.7 3.3 0.3 2.1 4.4 -3.8 0.9 
1995 to 1999 2.1 1.3 1.0 5.4 3.7 1.4 1.2 3.7 3.6 -2.5 0.3 
1990 to 1999 2.1 1.8 2.3 5.0 2.4 2.0 0.4 2.6 3.5 -3.3 0.9 

Note: Federal government column has been revised to include military. 
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component. That group includes stockbrokers and nonbank 
finance companies. Insurance agents contend with stiff com­
petition from e-commerce and direct marketing that offsets 

overall FIRE sector gains. Insurance carrier employment 
varies according to the success of Nebraska-based compa­

nies in bidding claims processing away from carriers in other 

states. 
Services em ployment, the largest major em ployment 

sector, has experienced a dramatic slowdown from its rapid 

growth in the 1990s. Health and social services will experience 
above average growth during the forecast period, but business 

services will experience below average growth. While some 
moderate recovery for total services employment will take 
place during the forecast period, the pace will remain slower 
than in the 1990s. 

Federal government employment will maintain its 

1999 level due to a temporary influx of Census workers in 2000. 
There will be a 4 percent decline in 2001 and again in 2002. 

State and local government employment growth will 

be moderate despite restraints. Federal mandates require 
expansion in some areas, especially health and human 

services. Other state agencies may be required to freeze 

Table 2 

employment levels or make cuts. Local government employ­
ment continues to grow, as well . There is some pressure to 
correct the perceived shortage of teachers across the state. 

Increases in teacher salaries may be necessary in order to 
make Nebraska more competitive with otherstates. However, 

pressure to hold down local spending and taxes may restrain 

salary increases. 

Nonfarm Personal Income 
Despite the expected slowdown in employment growth 

and the impact of reduced agricultural income, nonfarm per­
sonal income growth will be 5.7 percent in 2000 and 2001 , and 
5.9 percent in 2002, equaling its historic 1990s annual average 
growth rate (Table2). 

Most nonfarm personal income is in the nonfarm 
wages and salaries component. The growth stems from 
moderate increases in total employment coupled with average 

wage gains that will exceed overall inflation rates. Wage gains 
are a direct result of Nebraska's tight labor market. 

The most rapid growth will be in nonfarm proprietors' 

income, Nebraska's small nonfarm businesses. The forecast 
calls for the 2000 growth rate to match the 1999 rate of 9.4 
percent, then drop slightly. 

Nonfarm Personal Income and Selected Components and Net Farm Income (USDA) 
($ millions) 

Annual Averages 
Nonfarm 
Personal 
Income 

Average Annual Growth Rates 
1990 to 1992 5.6 
1992 to 1995 5.9 
1995 to 1999 6.0 
1990 to 1999 5.9 

3.4 
5.4 
5.3 
5.0 

Transfer 
Payments 

8.7 
5.9 
5.3 
6.2 

Nonfarm 
Wages & 
Salaries 

5.5 
5.6 
6.6 
6.0 

Other 
Labor 

Income 

9.1 
3.6 
2.4 
4.2 

Nonfarm Net Farm 
Proprietors' Income 

Income USDA Basis 

3.9 0.1 
11 .3 -13.8 
7.4 0.8 
7.9 -4.4 

'DIR: Dividends, Interest and Rent The nonfarm personal income and net farm income columns are from different sources. The two columns do not add to 
total personal income. 
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Other labor income refers to benefits paid to labor. A 

consequence of the state's tight labor market is increased 
benefits. Other labor income emerged from its growth rate 
slump in 1999-an increase of 4.2 percent-and will remain 
near that rate throughout the forecast period. 

Dividends, interest, and rent (DI R) income growth will 

match its 1990s average of 5 percent as long as inflation is 
moderate and interest rates are low. Growth rates of transfer 
payments will be 5 percent each year of the period. 

Farm Income 
Nebraska's farm sector has been in a slump since 

1997. The downturn in farm income was so severe that large 
federal payments were necessary to prevent negative net farm 

income. In 1999 federal payments totaled 80 percent of 
Nebraska's net farm income. Record level government pay­

ments are in place for 2000, but the level of support payments 
in 2001 and 2002 is undetermined. There is pressure on 
Congress to reduce and eventually eliminate agriculture sup­

port payments. The outlook for farm income calls for pooryears 
for Nebraska's grain farmers in 2000 and 2001 (Table 2). The 
forecast for 2002 indicates a breakout from the current dol-

Table 3 

drums, but the recovery still could leave Nebraska net farm 
income at 1999 levels, far below the average of the 1990s. 

U.S. grain markets are realizing the effects of past and 

expected high production , higher interest rates and fuel costs, 
low prices, and low dollar volumes of exports. While the 

physical volumes of exports are substantial , low prices have 
kept dollar volumes low. 

Nebraska farmers have mixed participation in the 
expected high production of grain in 2000. The eastern third of 
the state will have large crops while counties along the Kansas 
border and parts of western Nebraska will experience difficul­
ties due to the recent drought. Low production and low prices 
will combine with increased costs to curtail net farm income in 
these areas. 

The only brightspot in this bleak picture is in livestock. 
I n part, that strength is related to the low feed costs associated 
with depressed grain prices. Near-term prospects are that 

livestock will sustain its profitability throughout the forecast 
period. However, some weakness could begin as the beef cycle 

matures. 

Net Taxable Retail Sales, Annual Totals 
($ millions) 

September 2000 

1997 
1998 
1999 

Total Sales 
17,815 
19,005 
19,806 

Average Annual Growth Rates 
1990 to 1992 3.6 
1992 to 1995 5.8 
1995 to 1999 5.7 
1990 to 1999 5.3 

Motor Vehicle 
Sales 
2,205 
2,417 
2,520 

-0.5 
8.2 
7.6 
5.9 

1Retail sales excluding motor vehicle sales 

Other Sales1 

15,610 
16,588 
17,286 

4.1 
5.5 
5.4 
5.2 

BHJilleJJ ill NebraJka (BIN) 



Net Taxable Retail Sales 
After a lackluster performance in 1999 when tolal net . 

taxable retail sales grew only 4.2 percent, it is advancing by 
6 percent in 2000. Gains in nonfarm personal income will be 
strong enough tooffsellhe losses in net farm income in 2000 
and 2001 . As a result. total net taxable retail sales will 
maintain growth rates just over 5 percent per year during the 
forecast period. 

Motor vehicle sales lead the way with gains near 8 
percent in early 2000 and are expected to increase nearly 9 
percent over 1999 levels this year (Table 3) . Motor vehicle 
sales growth often has an alternating pattern. If molorvehicles 
sales growth is low one year, it is likely to be higher the next. 
In 2001 and 2002 motor vehicle sales Will moderate to an 
average of about 5 percent per year. 

Other retail sales typically are steadier than motor 
vehicle sales. Gains will be 5 percent per year, consistentwith 
the average annual growth rate of the 1990s. 

BBR is grateful for the help of the Nebraska Business 
Forecast Council. Serving this session were: Tom Doering, 
Nebraska Department of Economic Development; Ernie 

Goss, Department of Economics and Finance, Creighton 
University; Bruce Johnson, Departmentof Agricultural Eco­
nomics, UNL; Gene Koepke. Department of Management 
and Marketing, UNK; Donis Petersan, Nebraska Public 
Power District; Franz Schwarz. Nebraska Department of 

Revenue: Bryan Skalberg, Nebraska Department of Labor: 
Keith Turner, Department of Economics, UNO (emeritus); 
Charles Lamphear and John Austin, BBR. 
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Note: All 1999 and 2000 monthly employment data are considered estimates until benchmarked. Data shown for 1999 and 2000 are the ~ost ~urrent 
revised estimates available. Final benchmarked monthly data for 1999 are expected to be released by the Nebraska Department of Labor In mid-2000. 
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Net Taxable Retail Sales* for Nebraska Cities 1$0001 

YTD " YTD " 
April 2000 YTD Change vs April 2000 YTD Change vs 

(fOOO) (SOOO) Yr. Ago (SOOO) (SOOO) Yr. Ago 

Ainsworth. Brown 1,417 5.602 ·11.9 Kenesaw, Adams 2IJ 1 .... -11 .8 
AIlio'l. Boone 1,699 6.334 ~.5 Kimbal. Kimbal 1,695 6.283 ·2,5 
Albnce. Bo~ Bune 5,639 21.490 ~.6 La Vista. Sarpy 10,443 38.283 15.3 
Arna. Harlan 539 2.005 -16.5 Laurel. Cedar 382 1.420 11.4 
Alapahoe. Fumas 866 3.001 10.9 L~lon. Dawson 7.066 28.273 65 
AIIi~IOO. Washingk>rl 212 889 17.7 Li , Lancaster 211,426 825.297 6.4 
Amo . Custer 235 1.278 33.5 Louisville. Cass '47 1,630 ·17.3 
Ashlaoo. Saunders 1,454 4,492 21.0 loop C~' Shefman 392 1,574 -34.1 
AtImson. Holt 991 3,745 5.0 ~urt '13 1,42) -12.5 
Auburn, Nemalla 2,)75 9,450 6.7 . . Madison '" 2.982 0.3 
Aurora. HarT*ln 2.349 8,946 · 12.] McCook. Red Willcrw 11 ,987 44,878 9.6 
Axtel, Kearney 49 206 ·12.7 Mjjord, Seward 640 3.664 -1.8 
Bassett. Roell 378 1.451 -2.2 Mmtare, Scotts Blrlf 144 57') 177 
Sallie Creek. Madison 509 2,353 ~ .. Minden, Kearne~ 1,755 6.615 1.7 
Bayard, Momn ' 39 1.824 11.2 Mik:MI. Scotts If '" 2.702 ~ .• 
Bealnce. Gage 12,030 45.154 12.9 MorriI, Scotts BIufI 57' 1,992 15.8 
Beaver C~. Furnas 129 '88 1.9 Nebnlska City, ClIoe 5,895 22.930 ~.2 
Bellevue, arpy 21.530 76,5 17 8.2 Nei)h. Antelope 1,474 5, 109 .1.1 
Benkelman, Dundy 54' 2,205 6.5 Newman Grove, Madison 240 1,134 ~. 1 

BeMI~ton , Douglas 652 2,217 10.5 Norfolk, Madison 31.171 118,393 8.3 
Blair, ash~ton 6,766 27,040 7.6 NOIth Bend, Dodge 509 1.908 0.6 
Bloomf~ld , nol '55 1,851 -16,8 North Plane, LinColn 22,744 87,170 ' .6 
Blue Hil, Websler '19 1,856 5.0 O'Neill , HoI1 4,296 16,515 6.6 
Bridgeport, Mod 1,121 4,184 1.4 oakland, Bul'! '95 2.308 -16.1 
Bfoken Bow. Cosier 3,797 14,843 6.' Ogallala, KeIth 5,219 19,925 1.' 
Burwel, Garfield 683 2,652 5.6 Qinal\a, Douglas 478,625 1,917,997 5.6 
Cairo, Hal 206 811 0.6 Qrd , Valle~ 1,945 7.386 12 
Central C~, Merriclt 1,185 6,912 1.7 Osceola, elk 631 1.968 -28.1 
Ceresco, aunders 1,293 5,252 ' .6 Oshkosh, Garden 395 1,574 ·5.3 
Chadron. Dawes 4.435 17,342 2.' Osmond, Piefte ' 62 1,682 15.6 

C"'~. ""'" '54 1,927 8.8 Q,:1ord, Furnas '08 1.767 ·9,0 
Cia 011, Co/Ia~ '54 1,574 10.5 p,_. "~ 6,901 27,583 0.7 
Clay Center. Clay 234 1,442 ~.3 Pawnee City, awnee 256 1,212 ·8.4 
Columbus, Platte 20,889 79,960 6.' Pender, Thurston 831 2,722 1.1 
Cozad, Dawson 2,755 11 ,844 1.0 Pierce, Pierce 510 2,259 ·5.3 
Crawford. Dawes '55 1,708 6.5 Plainview, Pierce '" 2,627 ' .2 
Creighlon, Knox 929 3,741 ·21.2 Plaltsmoultl , Cass 3,341 12,598 -0, 1 
Crete, Saine 2,777 10,543 -12.0 Ponca, Dixon 234 937 .49.2 
Crofton, Knox 368 1,272 ·5.7 Ralston, Doyglas 3,286 12,871 7.3 
Curtis, Frontier 307 1.327 ·2.8 Randolph. Cedar 349 1,527 ~.2 
Dakota City, Dakota 296 1,410 -20.4 Ravenna, BuHalo 593 2,337 ·15.7 

0 ... C~ '''''' 1.537 5,865 3.5 Red Cloud, Webster 630 2,589 23 
Deshler, l\ayer 299 1,157 .1.3 Rushville, Sheridan 375 1,621 -20.2 

Qod9<. ~ 175 949 11.4 Sargent Cuslef 178 778 11 .0 
~n, at 885 4,834 15.2 Sctiuylef, Colfax 1.600 6.960 ' .0 
Eagle, Cass 385 1,015 10.7 SamsIlIuIl, Scotts B~ 21 ,358 82,345 7.' 

' t;:' .... 356 1,589 ' .3 Sailner, 90dge ' 03 1.499 6.9 
Et , ~las 2,281 1,403 ·7.2 Seward, Seward 4.116 18,338 3.2 
Elm Creek, Buttalo 369 1,445 ·3.6 Shelby, Polk '18 1,493 22.9 
Elwood, Gas:;.r 293 949 -38.4 Shehcin, Buffalo ' 52 1,673 -33.2 
Fafbury, Je ersoo 3,135 12,316 .2} Sidney. Cheyenne 8,017 31 ,372 22.9 
FainTlO(lt, Fillmore 135 605 ~3 South Sioux City, Dakota 7,402 30,045 0.3 
Falls City, RIChardson 2.424 9,524 0.1 Seingfield, SarrJ 645 2.416 39.1 
Franklin, Franklin 512 2,144 ·1 .1 S Paul. Howa 1,206 4,556 1.3 
Fremont Dodge 23,949 90,219 8.0 Stanton, Slanoo 549 2,253 -2.4 
Friend, Saline '51 1,778 ·9.0 Siromsbu~ Polk 864 3,086 26 
Fulenon, Nance ' 60 2,105 ' .2 Superior. uckolls 1,562 5.155 ·1.3 
Geneya, FilllTIOIe 1.600 5,630 .8 Suihertand, I.R:OO 373 1.480 9.4 
Genoa, Nance 254 1,156 1.7 ""',,. COb, 742 3.231 -13 
Gering, SalIti BkJII 4,257 16,144 18.2 Syracuse, oe 1,174 4,334 10 
Gibbon, Buffalo !OS 3,121 -1.5 Tecumseh. Jotmson 817 3.3 19 -1.3 
Gordon, Shenr:lan 1,468 5,933 ·3.2 Tekamah. Bun 1.009 3.854 -90 
Golhenburg, Dawson 2,400 8,613 ~.7 Tilden, Madrson 241 1,"8 ·32.7 
Grand Island, Hal 53.901 204,153 9.5 Utica. Sewald "" 1.234 32 
Grant Perkins 1,044 3,915 2.5 Valentine, Cheny 3,883 15,340 7.9 
Gretna, Sam 2,510 9.500 ~1 Valley, D9l.l!llas 1,813 5,385 16.0 
Hartinglon. edar 1,395 5,510 -1.0 Wahoo, Saund~ 2,439 8,923 73 
Has1lflgs, Adams 20,636 80.162 3.9 Wakelield, OIlOll 342 1,300 13.4 
Hat Spri~ Sheridan 313 1,401 5.9 Wauneta, Cllase 206 \ ,245 1.8 
He ron, 1er 1,543 6,217 ·13.1 Wa¥erty, Lancasler 633 2,890 26 
Henderson, York 64' 2,298 0.3 Wayne, Wayne 3,511 13,714 .1.6 
Hidunan. lancaster 211 949 D .• weefli!:rg Water, cass 617 2,329 ·1 .4 
Hoidfege, Phelps 4,5-48 16.824 ' .5 West POOL Cumi'rg 3,551 13,626 0.5 
Hooper, ~e ' 00 1.601 14.1 Willer, Saline 412 1.783 2.2 
Hurnboldl. Ridlartlson 305 1,335 ·32.3 Wisner, Cuming 638 2,323 10.5 
Humphrey. Platte 826 2.190 12,1 Wood River, Hal 338 1,414 . 1.1 
Impenal, Cl\ase \ ,893 6,113 ·10.1 Wymore, Gage 412 \.121 8.5 
Juniata, Adams 192 916 3.6 YOfk. yon:. 9.966 38,2)8 1.7 
Kearney, Bullalo 34,449 131,018 86 

"Does not include motor vehicle sales. Motor vehicle nella~able reta il sales are reponed by county only. 
S<uce Nllt><nI<a ~"'*" 01 R ....... 
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Net Taxable Retail Sales for Nebraska Counties 1$000) 

Motor Vehicle Sales Other Sales Motor Vehicle Sales other Sales 
april YTO April YTO April YTO April YTO 
2000 YTO " Chg. v 2000 YTO % Chg. vs 2000 YTO " Chg. v 2000 YTO "Chg. vs 

($000) ($000) Yr. Ago (SOOO) ($000) Yr. Ago (SDOO) ($000) Yr, Ago ($000) (SOoo) Yr, Ago 

Nebraska 220.987 858.021 ' .1 I,J96,5S4 5,534.008 6.1 Howard 1,01' 3 .... 17.8 1,482 5,905 1.3 
Adams ) ,343 1~ .494 -3.3 21,261 83.507 3. ' J"'""", 1.252 4,732 15.3 4.033 15,160 -1.-( 

A01 .... 927 058 16.7 2.109 7.948 ·3.0 Johnson 5" 2.133 ~.3 1.078 4,661 ~.6 

A""', 33 m ~.9 (01 (01 (01 Kearney 1.005 ' .505 26.2 1.941 7,321 0.6 ,,- 71 572 68.7 (01 (01 (01 ,.., 1,365 5,745 9.6 5.126 21 ,S1S 1.2 
Blaine 201 583 75.1 (01 (01 (01 Keya Palla 187 671 57.1 84 355 2.6 

""'" 876 3,654 24.1 2,145 8.067 ~.5 Kimball 493 2.247 5.1 1.727 6, 4-47 -2.1 
Box Butte 1,235 6,015 3.5 5.927 22.620 ~ . Knox 1,428 5,154 22.3 2.284 9.174 .12.8 
Boyd 286 1,095 16.9 ". 2,085 8.0 Laocasler 29."9 108,038 5.6 213.155 835.122 6 ' 
Brown 503 2.059 ,.4 1.499 5,896 ·10.5 Lincoln 4.255 16,315 -5.5 23.646 90,795 ' .5 
B"" 5,480 21 ,418 14.0 37.030 140.9 15 6.B Logan 136 577 12.9 110 '" 0.0 
B"" 912 4.214 1.9 2.069 8.381 -9.7 Loop 20 327 ·3.8 (01 101 (01 
Butler 1.081 4.693 1.' 1.927 7.686 2.1 McPherson " 368 947 (01 101 (01 
Cass 3.894 14.068 ·1.5 6,201 23,440 2.' Madison 4.301 16,139 2.4 32,886 126.228 7.1 
Cedar 1,736 5,698 13.7 2.403 9,443 -3.0 Merrick 985 4,815 12.3 2.251 9.104 2. 
Chase 826 3.316 13.8 2.127 8.326 ~.O Morrill 815 3.502 26.0 1.574 6.071 2.7 
Cherry 697 3,364 5.B 4.035 16.051 7.4 I Nance 522 2.367 34.6 739 3.345 3.8 
Cheyenne 1.860 6.928 36.9 8.301 32.581 22.6 Nemaha 843 3,878 10.7 2.589 10.587 7.6 
Clay \.047 4.674 12.5 1.989 8.596 1.0 Nuckolls 869 2,987 16.1 2,235 8.134 0.' 
Colfax 1.108 4.694 69 2,401 10,267 7.2 "'" 1.947 7.935 6.3 7,527 29.125 0.9 
Cuming 1,559 6.101 31.7 4.683 17.929 1.4 Pawnee 447 1.679 19.5 435 1.950 ~.O 
CuSlef 1.481 6.999 21 .8 4.779 19,177 B.9 Pelkins 379 2,623 -3.5 1,278 4.761 3.5 
Oakota 2.418 9.362 -1.2 8.256 33.776 -1.1 

, 
Phelps 1,235 6.009 14.3 4,799 17.875 ••• 

Oawes 729 3.360 15.1 4,890 19,056 2.7 I Pierce 1,242 065 15.5 1,610 6.827 2.3 
Oawson 3,194 13,816 27.3 12,611 50,448 ' .3 "" .. 4.577 17.901 12.2 22.152 85,283 6.7 

"'"" 261 1.'" 30.1 1.041 4.092 7.6 PO' .26 4,145 18.8 2.036 7,140 ~ .• 
OilOO 807 3.172 2.5 676 2.677 -20.9 RedWb 1,681 6,902 34.7 12,270 46.107 9.4 

""'" 4.657 17.565 7.7 25.739 97.316 7.9 Richardson 1.306 4,743 27.8 2.868 11,783 ~.3 

"""", 55.148 205.634 1.' 488.415 1.952.249 5.7 Roo' ' 19 1,265 49.5 369 1.517 -\.7 
Oundy 226 1.432 ~ .• 557 2,262 6.B 50 ... 1,765 7.051 12.6 3.973 15,657 -9.7 
Filmore 1,076 4,424 25.9 2,458 8,921 -5.9 Sarpy 18,045 63.560 10.7 45.601 165.696 11 .4 
Franklin ' 16 2,127 18.0 743 3.016 -2.2 ".- 3.175 12.085 17.4 6.294 23.803 17.2 

'''''''' 396 2.148 22.7 593 2.456 -2.6 """B'" '.086 17,448 13.8 27,091 104.096 ' .B 
Furnas 681 3,478 37.3 2,069 8,253 -2.8 Sewald 1.981 8.259 3.3 5,881 24.228 2.3 
Gog. 2.621 11 .517 15.3 13,075 49,777 12.2 """'" 906 3.431 21 .8 2,429 10.082 ~.7 

Garden 263 1,072 9.3 553 2.253 1.5 Sherman '03 1,713 ' .3 '" 2,017 -28.7 

"'" ... 195 839 ·5.2 683 2.652 5.6 SioUl 199 1.151 40.7 104 367 ~.5 

""POl '04 1.625 17.8 356 1.190 ·32.5 51."", 650 2.895 -3.0 741 2.894 ·6.0 
G"", 170 685 20.' 221 926 26.8 Thayer 953 4,135 28.3 2,289 9.533 ·7.0 
Gleeley 315 1,466 5.8 609 2.378 0.9 Thomas 69 6<2 48.6 24. 917 0.3 
H~ 6,939 26,451 8.8 55.651 212,441 9.5 Thurslon '21 1.854 ·6.8 945 3,265 0.5 
Hamikon 1.354 6.045 16.5 2.682 10.185 ·11 .9 Valley 686 2.699 41 .2 2.162 8,145 0.7 
Hallan 553 2,426 15.1 734 2.674 ·10,4 Washngtoo 3,214 11 .902 ' .3 7.288 29.641 6.9 
Hayes 180 .26 26.3 (01 (01 101 Wayne 1.022 4,055 0.8 3.620 14.289 .1,4 
Hitchcock 553 2,250 42.5 541 2,328 11 .9 Webslef 502 2,531 64.2 1,139 4.845 3.7 
HoI 1,786 6,561 17.3 5.872 22.661 6.5 """'" 129 602 32.0 124 332 2. 
H •• " 63 '24 ·9.8 192 816 14.4 y,. 2.064 8.020 10.9 10 ,985 42,242 20 

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

Sourot NeI)t ..... ~ III R_ 

Nole 01/ l\ iel Ta:~:able Reltlil 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, slighlly 
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 Emplovment" 1998 to APril" 2000 
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Note to Readers 
The charts on pages 8 and 9 report nonfaml employment by 

place of worle for each region. 
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Regional Nonfarm Wage and Salary Emplovmenr1998 to April** 2000 
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'By place of worX 
" Current month data are prelin"nary and subject to revision 
Note: All 1999 and 2000 monthly employment data are considered 
estimates unlit benchmar1ted. Data shown for 1999 and 2000 are the 
most current revised estimates available. Final benchmarked monthly 
data for 1999 are e)(pected to be released by the Nebraska Department 
of Labor in mid·2000 
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April 2000 Regional Retail Sales [$000) 

YIO Change vs Yr. AgO 

16, 41 9 
2.3 

48 ,091 
11 .7 

.1fIII CllIrIl 

16.255 
6.9 

1111 CllIrIl 

I Will Cl lIrIl I 
. 14,544 I '-- ----' I 37;"760 I ".1-_::5.::

9 - --1,. 

SIIUI City MSA 

134,147 ' II 
5.6 ~II 

I mahaMSA 

SI .... III UnCllnMSA 

SlIIIIIIIII CllIrIl «<l 
I 

~ 
L!l-J StaleTllal" 

1,6 17,541 
6.3 

·Regional values may nol add to slate tolal due to unallocated sales 
Soo.o'ce NOIlIMka ~ of R~ 

State Nonfarm Wage & Salarv 
Emplovment bv Industrv' 

Nonfarm Emp (W&S) 

Construction & Mining 

Manufacturing 

Durables 
Nondurables 

l eU" 
Trade 

W holesale 

Retai l 

FIRE'" 
Services 

Government 

'By place of work 
"Transportation, Communicat ion. and Utilities 
'''Finance, Insurance. and Real Estate 
Scuce Nebf'~ ~ of LIIOCW" LIII>OI' _ Informal"", 

April 
2000 

893,970 

43,927 
117,174 

56 ,795 

60,379 
58 ,657 

212 ,573 

55.823 
156,750 
61 .201 

244 ,11 5 

156,323 

Note: All 2000 monthly employment and labor force data are considered 
estimates until benchmarked. Data shown for 2000 are the most current 
revised estimates available. Final benchmarked monthly data for 2000 are 
expected to be released by the Nebraska Depanment 01 Labor in mid-2oo1 . 
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Consumer Price Index 
Consumer Price ItJdex - U· 

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

YTD% 
% Change Change 

June vs vs Yr. Ago 
2000 Yr. Ago (inflation rate) 

All Items 172 .3 37 3.2 
Commodities 149.7 4.0 3.6 
Services 195 .0 3.4 30 

-U :: All urban consumers 
$ourot u S Bur .... 01 Laber Stattllocs 

State labor Force SUmmary' 

Labor Force 

Em ployment 

Unemployment Rate 

' By place of residence 
Source NeIltall<a ~ oIl.oor L_ MarI<eIlnformat>on 

April 
2000 

938.490 
915,520 

2.4 



COl/nty of the Month 

p -

Osceola-CounlY Seat 
License plate prefix number: 41 

Size of county: 437square miles, ranks 821'<1 in the stale 

Population : 5,631 in 1998, a change of -0.7 percent from 1990 

Percapita personal income: $23,152 in 1997, ranks 10'" in the state 

Net taxable retail sales ($000): 537,039 in 1998 change of -0.8 percent from 1997; $14,295 from 

January through May 012000, a change of 3.9 percent from the same period the previous year. 

Unemployment rate: 1.9 percent in Polk County, 2.6 percent in Nebraska for 1999 

'11l 
Sllil e".11 

816,377 1,231 Nonfarm employment (1999)': 

(wage & salary) (percent of total) 

Construction and Mining 

Manufacturing 

TQJ 

Wholesale Trade 

RetailTrade 

FIRE 

5.0 

13.2 

6.4 

6.2 

18.0 

6.8 

Services 
Government 

27.3 

Agriculture: 

Number of farms: 601 in 1997; 625 in 1992; 736 in 1987 

Average farm size: 430 acres in 1997; 400 acres in 1992 

17.0 

5.3 

5.2 

3.7 

10.7 

12.6 

5.5 
20.6 

36.4 

Market valueoffarm products sold: $165.6 million in 1997 ($275.579 average per farm); 

$118.5 million in 1992 ($189,632 average perfarm) 

'By place 01 wo~ 
ScuotI o s 8o#NuolmeC-- os a.. .... oIEODf"ICIII-.:-,-. NetnsQ~oI'-- NtCt_~oIR........ 
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Nebraska Native a Founding Father 
of Modern Economic Forecasting 

Lawrence Klein, an Omaha native, along with col ­

leagues at the University of Pennsy lvania, founded one of the 

firsl economic forecas ting fi rm s in the 19605. It was one of the 

fir st to couple economic model build ing w ith timely data to 

c rea te forecasting systems. Today, many of the nation's larg­

est pri vate businesses use information from forecasting 

services as input in decision making. 

Un; ,'Crsily of Nebr.uk,,· li ncol n_Dr. J :lmes C. MIXSC'r, ChilI/aI/or 

College of Business Admininr:uion-CYlllhi:l H. ~'J iJljI?lI. Drilll 

Bureau 01 Business Research [BBRI 

Visit BBR Onl ine 
for access to NUONRAMP, CPI, 

and much more! 
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lincoln, Nebraska 

.. ,bIlJ;/IUI illl()1 Ollr (JH~' bUIll/us 

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 Ilbnnabl on how BBR can assist yOtJ or 'fOJl organization. CDlIaCI us 
(402) 472-2334: send e-mail 10: flamphearl @unl.edu; or use the 

World Wide Web: w_.bbr.unl.edu 
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