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v "If we could first know where we are, and whither we
are tending, we could better judge what to do and how
to do it." ~ Abraham Lincoln

v "It ain't what you don't know that gets you into
trouble. It's what you know for sure that just ain't
so." ~ Mark Twain

v "Collecting data on the local economy from the
internet is akin to drinking water from a fire hydrant."
~ Paul Zelus, Idaho State University
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A Web-Based Tool for Diagnosing
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Our State & Local Economies

e Setting:

» Forces of change continue to undermine the vitality, diminish the
prosperity and even threaten the survival of many rural area in
Nevada and throughout the entire West.

» Federal, state and local area leaders must mobilize, organize and
become better informed to more effectively cope with the
challenges posed by the economic transitions cenfronting their
communities.

» All too often regional and local economic development efforts
focus on energizing and mobilizing local leaders and development
organizations without first building from a sound base of
information, a good diagnosis of local area problems and a
establishing well-grounded understanding of local area trends.

» Policies may be misdirected and misquided in the absence of
establishing a sound diagnosis and collective understanding of the
local economy:

How it worksl
How it is changingl
How it can be changed!

University of Mevada, Reno
Center for Economic
Development
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+ Situation:

» Even though local leaders may well appreciate the importance and
need for better information and understanding of trends and
developments within their local economy they frequently lack the
resources and staff trained to know:

= Where to lock for and access the pertinent data; and

= How to manipulate, organize, synthesize, analyze, interpret
and portray the data once they have it. (This, is what the
PNREAP web site is all aboutl)

» Rural areas are especially limited in their capacity to initiate and
undertake the applied research needed to establish a sound
baseline of information and analysis for building a broad collective
understanding of where they've been, where they are, and where
they are going.

» Even more affluent larger communities and jurisdictions can make
better use of scarce and limited resources if they could access and
use web-based tools for deing regional econoemic analysis to
diagnose and assess changing local area economic conditions and
trends.

University of Nevada, Reno

Center for Economic
Development
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+ PNREAP & Nevada Regional Economic Analysis Project Goals:

» To strengthen and improve regional and local area planning and
economic development decision-making throughout Nevada.

» To broaden and enhance the depth of analysis and understanding
of local and regional economic conditions and trends against the
backdrop of a dynamic and ever-changing national economy.

» To adopt and exploit web-enabled technologies to expedite the
distillation, delivery, portrayal and interpretation of regional
economic information, analysis and research results.

» To present and explain web-accessible regional economic analysis
and research research results that general audiences can readily
and independently generate, understand, share with others, adopt
and apply.

University of Nevada, Reno
Center for Economic

Development
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v The Cornerstone of PNREAP: The BEA Data
» The cornerstone for the data used on PNREAP are the state and
county level income, earnings, employment and transfer payments
data compiled and updated annually by the Regional Economic
Measurement Division of the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S.

Department of Commerce (REMD/REIS - BEA, DOC).

VTHES5 C's - In combination, the BEA regional data are among the
most:

» Comprehensive
» Comparable

» Consistent

» Current

» Credible

» Plus....CASH -- (The Income Side of the Local
Economic Equation)

Uniwversity of Newada, Reno
Center for Economic

Development
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¥ BEA Data + "VALUE ADDED" - pnrear

v/ The VALUE ADDED Components of PNREAP...In Combination:

» Retrieval

> Manipulation
> Organization
> Distillation

> Synthesis

> Analysis

» Interpretation
> Portrayal

> Delivery

» At.. .the click of a mouse!

University of Mevada, Rene

Center for Economic
Development
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v/ The 3 Rules Underlying PNREAP:
» 1 -CONTEXT
= 2 - CONTEXT
» 3 - CONTEXT
v/ PNREAP - Regional Coverage
» Regional coverage of the PNREAP web site encompasses all the
250 individual counties of Nevada (17), Washington (39), Oregon
(36), Idaho {(44), Montana (56) and California (58).

» National coverage for the individual states and DC (51).

v And NOW ... .off to Nevada Regional Econamic Analysis Project we
go!

University of Nevada, Reno

Center for Economic
Development
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v Recent Enhancements

» All Tables as well as Briefing Reports are now Dynamically
Generated.

= Faster turn around for updating
= More readily extend to other states
» Addition of California
» New Navigation Features
» New Modules
= "Comparative Trends Analysis - State to State, 1969-2004"
= "Major Components of Personal Income, 1969-2004"
» Modules Revised or Under Revision

= "Shift-Share Analysis of Employment Growth" now available
for the NAICS classification.

= "Comparative Trends Analysis - County to County, 1969-2004"
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+ Future Enhancements
» Bolster Factor Analysis
» Cyclical Analysis
» Projections
» Graphics Analysis of Rural Conditions & Trends - State by State
» Comparative Analysis by Industry
» Geographic Map Integration
» Integration of Most Recently Released State Level Data
» A Northwest Region Combining State and Provincial (Canadian) Data
» Extending PNREAP to Other States or.. Go Nationwide?
» More Active Outreach Activity and Programming
» Garnering $ Support.. A Public Goods Issue?

» Suggestion? Recommedations? Items to Add to Wish list?

University of Mewvada, Reno

Center for Economic
Development
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| Cornparative Econormic Indicators

| Shift-Share Analysis

| Industry Analysis

| Selected Econormic Indicators

| Personal Incame by Major Source

| Full & Part-Tirne Ernployrnent

| Transfer Payments

| BEARFACTS [(BEA Regional Facks)

Companative grends glaafysis
Btate to tate

71969-2004

“IF e colid first Know where we gre, ahd wither we are tending, we conid better
Jucige what to do and how o oo it

- Abvaharm Lincoln

EEY,
Fivnd

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
LLS, DEPA RTMENT OF COMMERCE

Comparative Trends Analysis - State to State, 1969-2004 - Generate graphic
analyziz and summary reports comparing state to state growth and change. Compare
state to state and nationwide economic trends focusing on the following key
indicators: population, personal income, per capita income, employment, industry
earnings and average earnings per job.

Choose twio states to compare
with the United States. Select the
desired indicatar and click the
"Generate & Display Output" button.

Primary State:
I Mewada ;I
Secondary State:
[EXETER—— - |
Indicators:
{* Population

{7 Perzonal Income

{ Per Capta Income

{ Employmert

™ Tatal Industry Earnings
{7 Aversge Earnings Per Job

Output:

| @raphics, Text & Data = |

Generate & Display Output
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PNREAP Snippets from the Comparative Trends Analysis Module — United States

PNREAFR: Comparative Trends Analysis:
Mevada vs. Arizona,
Population Growth and Change, 1969 - 2004

Briefing Report Outline:

Tahle - Mevada and Arizona: Population, 1965 - 2004

[ntroduction

Graph - Mevada Population, 1969 - 2004

Sraph - Population Indices: Mevada, Arizana and United States, 1969 - 2004

Graph - Population as a Percent ofthe U.S. Total: Mevada and Arizona, 1969 - 2004

Graph - Mevada Population: Annual Percent Change, 1965 - 2004
Graph - Mevada Population: Annual Percent Change, 1969 - 2004 by decade

. Graph - Population Growth: Average Annual Percent Change, 1969 - 2004

Nevada and Arizona:
Population,1969-2004

Mevads Arizona
Fercent Fercent
FPercent of U.5. Fercent of .5,
rear FPapulation Index! Change Taotal Fapulation Index! Change Total
1969 420,000 A100.0 i 0.24 1,737,000 100.0 ; 086
1870 493,223 102.8 275 024 1,794,912 10332 2333 0.ss8
1874 512,889 1023 5.43 0.25 1,296,102 108.2 564 0492
1872 546,736 1139 514 026 2,008,247 116.7 505 0.96
1972 562,910 1125 4.06 027 2,125,281 1224 580 1.01
1874 596,713 124.3 4.0 022 2,224,342 128.1 B X =] 1.04
1875 518,847 129.1 388 0.z3 22865343 131.6 279 1.06
1976 546,822 1242 425 0.z20 2,247,976 126.2 270 1.08
1977 g72.1234 1H.3 484 0.2 2427310 138.7 228 1.10
18978 718,345 1499 5.08 0.3z 2517 8562 145.0 273 1.13
1879 TES,121 1594  G6.26 0.4 2,638,582 161.8 4.79 1.47
1920 210,215 1622 580 0.26 2737774 167 .6 3.76 1.20
1981 847 656 1766 452 037 2810102 161.8 264 1.22
1282 281,628 18327 .00 022 2,880,860 1664 284 1.25
1883 a01,8728 18749 232 0.33 2.068,924 1708 274 1.27
1984 924,021 1927 24584 029 2,067,134 1766 231 1.20
1925 951,022 1021 282 0.40 2,183,529 1832 2.E0 134
1986 920,614 2043 211 0.4 3,308,261 180.5 382 1.38
1287 1,022,274 2122 426 0.4z 2,437 1032 1879 o=t 1.42
1928 1,075,022 224.0 5.05 0.44 3.535,183 2025 285 1.448
18989 1,137,282 2370 580 0.46 3622184 2025 246 1.47
1280 1,220,695 2543 TEE 0.42 2,624,007 2124 1.71 1.4
1981 1,296,171 2700 .12 0.51 2788576 2184 2384 1.40
1882 1,351,367 281.5 426 0.453 38158,740 2254 336 1.53
1982 1.411.215 204.0 4.43 0.54 4065440 2340 ZEZ 1.56
1884 1,499,298 3124 624 057 4245083 2444 442 161
1985 1,581,572 3295 549 0.59 4,432,499 2652 441 1.66
1985 1 668,220 3472 526 062 45286040 2641 248 1.70
1887 1,764,104 3675 587 065 4736990 27T 327 1.74
1982 1,862,191 3261 5.05 067 4883342 214 =.09 177
1989 1934712 4031 .40 0.63 5023823 2802 288 1.20
2000 2018214 4205 432 0.7z 5165993 2874 283 1.83
2004 2,094,227 4354 280 073 52950929 3049 252 1.86
2002 2,167 267 4516 349 0.75 5438,159 3131 269 1.849
2002 2,244,700 4570 241 o077 S577. 724 32141 257 1.92
2004 2,332,803 A26.0 407 0.7a8 57308270 3204 2O 1.95

1alues are expressed as 100% for 1969 2000 Dallars) and as a percent of 1969 for the following years.

Source: LS. Department of Commeree, Bureau of Economic #Analysis and calculations by the authar.

Freparaed by Gany W, Smith, Economist and PHREAF Director.
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Introduction

Attracting and retaining people to live, work, raise a family, and retire underlies the economic growth of any
region. Population growth is bath a cause--and a consequence--of economic growth. Patterns of population growth
and change reflect differences among regions to attract and retain people both as producers and consumers in their
ECONOIMY.

The following graphs offer a broad overview of trends in the pattern of population growth and change of Mevada with
camparisons to Arizona and the nation. The data used are those compiled by the Bureau of Economic Analysis,
LS. Department of Commerce.
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MNewada and Arizena Population, 1969 - 2004

Population
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Figure 1.

Figura 1 fraces Mewada's annual populstion ower 19592000 to illustite the patbern of growsth over time.  Ouer the
entirg 36-year panod, Mevada's population rose from 480,000 in 1969 10 2 3532 598 in 2004, for 2 ned gain of
1, BE2 A5, or IB5.0%. In turt, Anzona's populstion mnereased from 1,737 000 in 1969 to 5,729 379 in 2004, for 8 net
gain of 4,002 873, or 230.4%.

The county and state population todals reported by the Bureau of Economic &nalysis [BEA) are fom the Bureay
of Cansus midyear [July 1] estimates. A should be noted thad theze estirmates might differ from those that are
indapandantly prepared in soma states by wanous agencies andior unrersitas

Population Indices (1969=100):

i Mevada, Arizona and United States, 1969-2004
B e L L L L L A L s L o il
450 -p450
300 -Faon
#3015 -bzmo
150 Lisn
100 1on

T 1T 1 T T T T T 1 1 T T 1T 1T 1 T 1 1 1T 1 T T 1T 7T 1T 1 T T T T T
1370 1875 1520 1558 1330 1335 2000
| EMBEAR: o, Jnnyary 30, FOOT Wear
Figure 2.

Figure 2 shows Mevada's population growth companed with &rizons and the nation ina mone long-teim contest.
Growth indices exprass aach mgon's populstion in 19689 a5 100, snd the populations in later years as a percanl of
1269, They allow for a direct compangon of the diferences in populstion growth betwesn regions allhough they may
difier vasily in size

Mevada's avarall population growth of 3B5.0% ower 1969-2004 surpassed Arzons's increase of 230.4%, and
oulpacad the national incraase of 45.9%
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Population as a Percent of the .S, Total:

Hevada and Arizona, 1959-2004
Feromnk
e | p— 2.6%
R e e A S S e s B e R e R e ba as
2.2 F2. 2%
201
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Fimgure 3.

Aratharway of highlighting the growth of Mevada and &izana's population companed with the Unitad Statas is 1o
race their share of totsl LLS. populstion over time a5 shownin Figuee 3. & nzing share means a stale's populstion
grew Baster—or declined lesa-than the United States populstion, while 8 declining share shs @ grew more slosy

In 1563, Mevada's population comprised 0.24% of the Linited Siaias population; n 2004, it comansed 0.73%.
Elrnilady, in 1963, Avizona’s population congisted of 0LBE% of the nafion's populstion; in 2004, i accourded for
1.95%.

Mevada Population:
Lo Annual Percent Change, 1970-2004
14554 e G Mo e S R R
f—T0200 Averege

10%:

LS
emd - -
e
=1

=1

1w

s

Figure 4.

Figure 4 highlights the short-run pattem of Mewads's populstion grovth by tracking the yesrto-yesr percent
chareje cver 19652004 The average annual percent charge for the entive 36-year perlod is glso fraced anThis chat
to providaa benchmark for gauging penods of relative high-and relative low--growdh againsl the long-term irend

Mewanla's population grew on ewersge & ananaal rate of 4 B3% ower 1969-2004
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Mevada Population:
Annual Percent Change, 1970-2004

105 —geal % Change = 10800 Averpe £y Rl R e R R N R O
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Figure 5.

Crearthe past thees decades sama counties, regions, snd States hawe sxpetienced exrema WInGs 10 growth, ahd
ofter such swings hawe larded to coincide witk the decades thamaabes. Figure 5 sgain taces the annual percant
change in Mavada population since 1968, bul this time they ae displayad wih @erage growth ratas for tha decade
of the 15705, 1960s, the 15905, and 2000-2004

Cunng the 1570z, Mevada's annal populstion growth rste seraged 4.79%. It sveraged 4.06% during the 1980,
8.46% In the 1990z, and 3.61% thus farhis decade (000-2004)

Population Growth:
Average Annual Percent Change

dverage Averngfe fwerape

L PHEESP &g, Jonugrs 30, SOQT
Figura 6.

Figura B conpanes the decads average growth ratas for Mevada notad in the previous graph with the comesparding
decade swecages o Anzona sow the nation. Az the chen revesls, Mevada's sverage popalation growdh outpaced
Adlzona's sverage during the 13705 (@ TB% us. 4.28%), suipassed AM20na's sverade duting the 1980 (4.05% v
3.22%], topped Anzona's average during tha 19905 (S 46%: vs. 3.33%), and squaled higher than Anizona's awmEge
ovar the 5 oyear paniod for this decade, 2000-2000 [3B1% ws. 2.70%)

Relative to nationsice populaton crowth trends Mevada led the nation during the 15970 [4.78% ua. 1.10%),
ragisiarad above iha naion in the 19905 (4.05% w=. 0.95%), exceaded tha nalian in the 1950= (5.96% 5. 1.23%,
and fallied owvar the nation from 2000-2004 (381% vz, 1 [E%)

Pl ertin o GEnnetie
Anerage Annaml Percent Change

197 02009 ILTE 1B TREa 2002004
Hewada GECE aTn% EX=-11 EE ] 201
Aiizans. ek - ] A28t A2E% A E7DH

Unibad Edabaa: 1055 1.10% 0.25%: 1558 1.03%
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BUREAL OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

;M Qm LLS, DEPA RTMENT OF COMMERCH
1969-2004

Ranking By County:
& Population
" Personal Income
" Per Capita Income
" Ermployiment

" Total Industry Earnings
h

1i
[=] United States »>

| Cormparative Trends Analysis |

" sverage Earnings Per Job

|1269 +| ys. |2004 ~|
Generate & Display Output

Growth by County and
Region, 1970-2004:

Comparativ

| Shift-Share Analysis

| Industry Analysis

| Selected Econornic Indicators

| Perzonal Income by Major Source

| Full % Part-Time Employment & Population

| Transzfer Payrments " Personal Income

Comparative Economic Indicators, 1969-2004 - In contrast to the Selected
Economic Indicators tables that trace changes for individual courties year-over-year,

| BEARFACTS (BEA Regional Facks) " Per Capita Income

the maps and tables genersted by this PMREAP module compare the growth and & Employment

relative standing of all courties and regions interms of per capita income, population,  Total Industry Earnings
total personal income, employment, total industry earnings, and average earnings per )

jok. e Average Earnings Per Jah

enerate & Display Output
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T viewt & specilic decatle, dick on the desined inbenal below:

Ta view a specilic decade, clich on the desired iflenal below:

| ETTETY e B 1owcts Lo
B oo 1 B vowrsie 17w
LB RTEITE N1 LI wr Belowy

LENEEAF.OrD - Jaraiary 30, 007

19/m-z00d | amars | [[mEnamm | [ Enoaemm | [ mooama | i
United Stetes Total Population Growth:
Awerage dnnual Percent Change 1870 - 1979
WLE. = Lo
N ko e L TR T
B 1crve tenx: B 1ooste Lz
B a0z Lo L0025 3¢ Dedon
L EMREAP arg - Jareiare 30, 2007
T wiew & specific decabe, dick on the desired interval below:
[ | [ amem ] [ om s | [osams ] [ | | T
United States Tetal Population Growthe
dwarage Amnual Percent Change 1980 - 1585
WE. = 0.95%

e B 1oecie La
| T I verte Lows
L B RTEATE N LI wr Belowy

LENREEAP.Or0 - Jariary 30, I007

am-am | [[Emasm | [ mooms | [Eoass ] [ s | | 204
United States Total Popuistion Growth;
Oworage Anauzl Percent Change 1990 - 1999
s, - L29%
150t Lers B 1ecte L2m
i e LB L or ey
L-PMREAP ora - Januars 30, 2007
T wiew & specific decabe, dick on the desired interval below:
[ wn-2ma | Emiee | [ emenem | [immaes | [Cane | | il
United States Total Population Growth:
Jwarage Annual Parcent Change 2000 - 2004
5
UE. - 1.05%
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United States Total Population Growth by State:
Average Annual Percent Change, 1970-2004
1970 - 2004 1970 - 1879 1920 - 1980 10490 - 1099 2000 - 2004 2004
County Percent Rank  Percent Rank  Percent Rank  Percent Rank  Fercent Rank  Percent Rank
MNewada 462 1 472 i 4.05 1 5.4 1 28 1 4.07 1
Arizona 248 2 4.28 2 322 2 jeReic] 2 270 2 291 2
Florida 279 3 2.8z 3 283 4 223 7 1.98 4 231 a
Itah 243 4 .07 G 1.88 g 2459 3 1.90 fa} AT 5]
Alasha 232 5 317 5 A2 b 134 12 1.0z 13 1.43 Q
Caolorada 2.1 & 278 z 1.41 12 2.5 4 1.72 ] 1.18 18
Texas 205 i 2.32 12 1.93 s 204 a 1.20 ¥ 169 7
Idaho 147 g 281 7 065 24 2452 il 1.81 =} 188 4
Seorgia 194 =] 1.71 7 1.75 =1 230 G 203 2 1496 5
Mt bl exieo 1832 10 2.30 A0 1.62 11 1868 12 1.0z 12 1.26 12
Wrashington 179 11 1.85 15 1.70 10 2.0 =3 1.22 14 1.24 12
Califarnia 172 12 167 18 2.3 a8 1.38 A6 1.36 11 1.09 17
Mew Hampshire 169 13 233 11 1.94 =} 1.0z 23 1.23 13 090 19
Oregon 1.60 14 226 12 020 21 198 10 1.14 16 021 23
Haruaii 152 15 2.4 a 1.42 12 1.01 29 024 22 1.12 16
Morth Carolina 1452 16 1.44 23 1.29 15 193 11 1.44 ) 1.40 10
South Carolina 1441 17 1.85 14 1.14 16 144 15 1.10 17 1.23 14
Yirginia 139 12 1.44 22 1.40 14 135 7 1.34 1z 133 11
Niyaming 126 19 322 4 012 =2 0.7 b= 0.57 =2 0.7a 24
Lelamare 124 20 1.04 31 0.a5 19 165 13 1.38 10 1.50 2
Tenneszes 1.19 21 52 20 063 23 181 14 0.2 21 L=te] 21
Adkansas 1.04 22 172 16 0.34 a4 123 19 073 26 0ser 22
Manyland 1.04 23 o0.as8 32 1.14 17 1.06 22 1.14 15 089 20
Wermiont 1.01 24 147 Zil 0.0z 12 021 32 0.54 i) 035 44
Oklahoma 095 25 1.60 19 3] 25 oas 31 050 29 053 32
Minnesota 0a7 26 0.7z 33 o7z 22 147 20 0.a0 20 0eg 28
Montana 0ae3 27 1.28 26 014 jei=] 1.6 21 065 20 R==} 18
haine 021 28 127 27 0.sz 20 0.z 45 075 29 0.52 35
Alabama 07g 28 1.12 28 0K =2 0035 25 0.4z 40 0.52 34
Missizzippi o7y 20 1.23 28 026 36 0as 26 0.51 a7 ali=] 27
ke ntucy 074 31 1.31 25 0.09 41 uR=ie] 29 [R=y] 21 01 29
Wiizcansin 066 32 0.64 34 0.40 a3 094 27 063 20 0.5g 20
Lauisiana ulic] X 125 24 0.z2 =5 042 42 0.z0 47 0.36 4z
Miszouri 02 24 0.82 a7 0.4 21 NR=EE] a0 07a D7 0.71 26
MNew Jarzey 0453 25 0.29 42 047 28 079 36 077 23 0.52 33
Kansas 043 36 0.48 40 052 27 o020 34 0.4 43 035 43
Indiana 055 7 052 5 0.0Q 42 001 pre=3 0.50 =2 0.43 38
Mehrasha 042 ] .60 26 n.o7 42 020 5 0.50 =2 0.56 21
Connecticut 044 29 0.32 44 053 26 031 43 066 28 0.3a 41
Rhode Island 042 40 0.27 45 0.45 20 039 45 075 25 039 40
South Dakota 0.4 41 0.31 45 o1 40 075 a7 053 36 07 25
Hlinais 0.40 42 0.34 42 -0 47 o.E0 ] 055 24 0.43 37
Michigan 040 43 0.52 38 0.0 45 0Es 39 042 42 026 45
Maszachuszetts 036 44 017 43 045 29 049 41 0.za 44 -0.16 a0
Thio 023 45 0.2z 47 0.0z 44 0.45 44 0.z0 B ] 016 48
Mev Vo [ =3 46 0.26 50 020 a7 0.49 4z 042 <1 0z7 45
Fennzylrania 0.1 47 011 4 -0 45 ufcic] 47 021 45 0.24 47
lowwa 015 48 0.29 41 -0.51 a0 052 40 024 45 029 39
Wilest Wirginia 011 48 1.06 a0 -0.70 51 ooz 43 0.0 E] 01z 49
Marth [akota oor 50 0.48 39 -0.02 48 0.0z &0 -0.25 S0 051 36
District of Columbia -0.a0 51 -1.42 51 -0.49 49 -0.00 51 -0.57 51 055 51
United States 1.02 1.10 0.a5 123 1.02 097
hetro 147 1.08 1.1 1.3z 1.15 107
Nonmetra 70 1.14 025 025 042 0.47
Source: LE. Depatment of Commernze, Bureau of Economic Analysis and caleulations by the author.
Frepared by Gang W, Smith, Economist and PHNREAF Directar.
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Graphic Trend Analy
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I Personal Incorme

Per Capita Incorne

I.]':'rnplu:-',lment

l' Total Industry Earnings

[:ﬁuerage Earnings Per Jab

| Cornparative Econaornic Indicatars

| Major Camponents of Personal Income
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Graphic Trend Analy=sis of Per Capita Income, 1969-2004 - Generate graphic
analyzis and summary reports of local ares growth and change. Compare local, state
and nationwide economic trends focusing on per capita income. Per Capits Perzonal
Income iz the total personal income of an area divided by its residert population as of
July 1=t
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PNREAP: Graphic Trend Analysis: Washoe County
Per Capita Income, 1969 - 2004

Briefing Report Outline:

Table - Washoe County Per Capita Income Growth and Change, 1969 - 2004

Introduction

Graph - Washoe County Per Capita Incarme, 1963 - 2004, Currentws. Constant 2000 Dollars
Graph - Real Per Capita Income Indices: Washoe County, Mevada, and United States, 1969 - 2004

Graph - Per Capita Income a5 a Percent of the Statewide fAverage: Washoe County, 1969 - 2004
Graph - Washaoe County Real Per Capita Income: Annual Percent Change, 1968 - 2004
Graph - Washoe County Real Per Capita Income: Annual Percent Change, 1965 - 2004 by decade

Graph - Real Per Capita Income Growth: Average Annual Percent Change, 1969 - 2004

“fear
1959
1870
1971
1972
19732
1974
1975
1976
1977
1972
1972
1920
1981
1982
1983
1984
1925
1986
1987
1983
1929
1990
1991
1992
19932
1994
1225
1995
1297
1992
1999
2000
2001
2002
2002
2004

Washoe County and Nevada:
Per Capita Income,1969-2004

‘Wazhoe Courty Mevada

Current 2000 Percent  Percent Percent Current 2000 Fercent Percent
Dollars  Callars! Change! of U5,  of State Dallars Dollars! Change! of U.5.
£1,.000s)  (1,0005) Index? (2000 §s) Awverage Awerage (1.000s) (100051 Index? (2000 $5) Awverage

4220 19125 1000 o 125.91 107 .12 4500 17254 1000 o 117.64

5,282 18,971 104.4 442 129.30 107.01 4,936 18 G663 1045 453 120083

5556 20512 1072 271 12026 10247 5,220 18964 1062 181 120,42

G026 21423 1104 zas 12775 10825 5,566 19511 1093 285 145.00

6,542 21,768 1128 205 125.18 107.22 &,107 20,2302 1137 405 1675

G233 20833 1082 -4.04 12148 10681 6,491 19557 10945  -367 113.74

F.G09 21,162 1107 1.32 123.28 10209 T.0493 19,528 1097 016 11411

8506 22415 1172 592 12584 10983 Tr45 20410 1143 4.20 11467

9,506 23,5249 1230 405 12837 111.40 8,533 21,116 1183 3.6 115.22
11,123 25719 1345 2 Rec] 124.94 114,28 0725 22487 1259 5.40 11795
12320 261320 1368 179 13470 11555 10661 22655 12649 075 116 56
12208 25542 1326 241 121.88 11372 11,700 22486 12582 082 115,68
14361 25319 1324 04a0 12770 262 12752 22482 1254 0.07 11338
14,240 24,792 120.6 20 124,34 11282 13,162 21972 1231 S22T 110,20
15511 24843 12048 021 12283 113.58 13656 21872 1224 046 10823
16 G634 25,672 1242 324 119.75 11379 14,618 22 G660 1269 315 105.22
17502 26207 1375 243 11927 11370 15481 23,128 1205 2.52 104.90
18,243 26,605 1391 147 118,14 11282 16,170 23,582 1321 1.86 104.71
19,070 26879 1405 102 M7FA3  113.07 16866 23771 1221 o.z0 102,85
0,230 74200 1434 205 11673 11135 181628 24633 1330 363 104.53
21,2382 27,7a0 1456.2 1.28 11546 110,95 19,260 25,182 1409 211 104,54
23067 28655 1488 315 11843 11337 20346 25275 1HMG 0.4a 104.45
23862 28,605 1406 0T 119.96 114,94 20,761 24,888 1299 -1.53 104,37
25575 20799 1558 417 12264 11481 22084 25732 14441 3.39 105,90
25 695 20,264 153.0 =180 12037 11Z2.81 22777 25941 14632 021 106.70
27021 20150 1576 202 12102 11271 23772 28515 1485 2.21 107 .22
23,339 30945 1613 264 12284 114.18 24817 7 A00 1518 Z2 107 .54
20,500 3154 165.4 225 12244 11347 26085 27 EE4 1562 2.80 107.90
30538 32403 1678 145 12054 1363 6862 28238 1532 AT 10603
32,265 33,617 175.8 472 120.02 11417 28,260 20 944 1649 427 105.12
33915 34758 1817 330 12128 11621 28,184 20908 1675 1458 104.45
36,100 36,100 1888 386 120.96 11861 30,4937 20,4937 1705 177 101.98
372 3BEOE 1914 1.40 12224 12162 20727 30007 1826 112 100.50
36,704 35,945 185.3 2316 119.13 119,492 30,736 28 635 1663 =137 =1=Rri=)
B9z 38Tz 1268 o077 1972 11200 21942 20272 1696 1.08 101.45
30513 36503 1909 z.18 11956 11623 33787 31212 1748 3.1 10223

12000 constant dollar estimates determined using the chain-weight Implicit Price Deflator for Persanal Consumption.

2values are expressed as 100% for 1952 (2000 Dollars) and as a percent of 1963 for the following years.

Souree: LS, Department of Commerees, Burzau of Economic Analysiz and calculations by the author.

Freparad by Gane W Smith, Economizt and PNREAP Dirzetor.
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Introduction

Fer Capita Income is one of the most widely used indicators for gauging the economic performance and changing
fortunes of local econamies. It is used as a yardstick to assess the ecanomic well being of a region’'s residents and
the guality of consumer markets. It serves as a barometer for calibrating the economic performance of a region over
time and to judge differences in relative economic prosperity between regions. Shifting trends in local per capita
incorme growth have important social and political ramifications and significant implications in formulating local
economic development strategies and initiatives.

Definition: Per Capita Personal Income is the total personal income of an area divided by its resident popuiation
as of July 1. Use and interpret per capita income estimates with care in consideration of factors such as the
following:

Personal income is measured as a flow throughout the year, while the measurement of population is at one point
in mid-year. Therefore, per capita income is distorted if a significant change in population occurs during the year.

For smaller counties in particular, per capita income in any given year may be exceptionally high or low far the
short run because of unusual local conditions, such as a bumper crop, a catastrophe, or a major construction
project as the building of a dam or nuclear power plant.

Farm incames are notorious for being especially wolatile year-to-year, owing to changing weather, work market
conditions, and alterations in government programs. Therefore, the per capita income of farm-dependent counties
may exhibit sharp fluctuations ower time.

The presence of large institutional populations--such as residents attending a local college or the residents of a
local prison or state mental institution--can significantly lower the per capita income estimates of an area. Such
results may not reflect the relative economic well being of the non-institutional population and may mislead if care is
not given to their interpretation.
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Washoe County Per Capita Income, 1969 - 2004
e Current v&. Constant 2000 Dollars {Thousands)
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$2T,0007"
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Feal Per Capita Income Indices [1969=100]:
Washoe County, Nevada and United States, 1969.2004

[ndex

B [ iy |- et e e

1|=== HMevada
f—niled Stetles

Figura 1.

Figure 1 depicts Washos Courty's annual per capita incore over 1923-2004 in curent and constant [2000]
dollars. Constant dollar measurements ramove the affiects of inflstion. They aliee for comparison of changes in tha
teal purchasing power of per capita incorme ower firme

Wehien measured in curtent dollars, Washoe Courdy's per capita income increased 718 1%, from $4,830 in 19689
to 39517 in 2004, Whan measured in constant 2000 dollsrs to adjust for inflation, it advanced S0.9%, from §19,125
in 1969 10 536,503 in 2004

PHREERF org, Janusry 30, Z00T i-r- 12

Figure 2,

The long-temn growth of YWashoa Courdy's real per capits incoma 15 comparad with thal of Mevada and 1he naticn
in Figure 2 Cumulatme growdh indices express sach region's real per capita incorme as 100 for the base year 1963,
and the per capita income of subsequent years &5 & pencent of 19689, These indices sllow s diract companison of the
diffarences in cumuladive groweth in per capits incoma for Washos Gounty, Mavada, and the nation

Washos Coundy's real par capita income climbad 80 9% owar 19652004, surpassad the gain by MNevada [74. 8%,
and fell below the increase nationally (101 09
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Per Capita Income as a Percent of the U.5. Average:
Washae Caunty and Nevada, 1969-2004

Washoe County Real Per Capita Income:
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FHREAFR.arg, Jarusry 30, 2007 —

Figure 4.

Figurs 3 highlights VWaghoe County s Mevada per capita income relative bo national rends by fracking ther per
capita incomes as & percent of the netional ewerage oeer 19652004

In 1968, Washoe County's per capda income armounted fo 125 31% of the national averaga; in 2004, it compnsad
119.56%. Similarly, in 1969, Mevada's per capita income totaled 117.54 % of the national average; in200d i
congicted of 102.235%,

Figure 4 highlights the shot-run pattarn of growth in Wiashos Courdy's real per capia incoma by tracking ds
parcent changa yassio-yasr sinca 1965 Tha ovarall aserage annual parcant changs for the 36-year pariod is plodad
Lo s=me ag & refarance Tor dentfying pericds of relative highe-sod relstive low--growth sgainst the long-temn lrend

“Washoa Counly's real par capita income graw on avaragae at an annual rate of 1 90% over 1369204
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Washoe County Real Per Capita Income:
Annual Percent Change, 1970-2004
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Figure 5.

Char tha past threa decades, soma counties, regions and siates hawe evpenanced exirama swings in growdh, and
often such gwings have tended to be partiionsd abot the decades thernsebes. Figure 5 again traces the annual
percanl changes in Yashoa County's real per capita incoma since 1968, but this lime they am displapad with
seerage ghowih rates for the decade of the 15702, 1920z, 1990s, and 2000-2004.

Claring the 1970, growth rale of ¥Washos County's 1eal per capia moome svemged 3205, 1 seraged 00615
during 1he 15808, 2. 28% in the 15805, and 1 01 % thus far this decade (2000-2004)

Real Per Capita Income Growth;
Average Annual Percant Change

Parpent
3, 0%

I Washoe County
[ Pevada
0 Ukl el Skt

4,55

CREEE

197079 LAB0-EY 195094
Avenage Average Avelafs Avelage

20002004

FHEEAR, org, Janusre 30, 2007

Figure &.

Figure B compares the decade sverage grovdh rates for Washoe County noted inthe prewious graph wih the
cortesponding decade sverages for Mevads and the nation. As the chart reveals, Washoe Cowty's swerage annual
real par capita income growdh outpaced Mavada's sverage during tha 1570s (3.24% vs. 2 45%), trailed Mevada's
ewerane during The 1550= 0061 % ve 1.07%), topped hlevada's sverage during the 1930 [2.268% s 1 76%), and
equaled higher than Mevada's awerage awer the 5 year penod for this decade, 2000-2004 [1.01% va. 087

Relative to netionwde real per capita income growth frends, YWashoe County led the nation dunng the 19705
(3.20% w2, 2.51%), trailed the nation in the 15380s [0.61% w2, 217%), excesded the nation in the 19908 (2.28% v
1 773, and recordad undemeath the nation from Z000-2004 [1.07% v 1.31%).

Feal Per Capita income Growdh;
Awerage &nnual Peroent Change

IT0-200 1070.70 12E0E0 1g00.00 2000200
Washae Gounte 1EO% A2 OE1% 223% 101%
Mevada: 1E2% 255 107% 175 OET%

United Sfefes TOEE 251 Z1T% 1775 121%
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Wmm
ﬂmm Vadicatoes
1969-2004

Comparative Economic Indicators, 1969-2004 - In contrast to the Selected
Economic Indicators tables that trace changes for individual counties year-over-year,
the mapsz and tables generated by thiz PMREAP module compare the growth and
relative standing of all counties and regions in terms of per capita income, populstion,
total perzonal income, employment, total industry earnings, and average earnings per
jok.

'lfl:r!ivl_arzh:y of Mewvada, Reno
Center for Economic
Development

Ranking By County:

" Population

T Personal Incorne

¥ Per Capita Incorme

" Employrment

" Total Industry Earnings
L, Average Earnings Per Joh

[1269 + ] vs. [2004 - |
Generate & Display Output

Growth by County and
Region, 1970-2004:

& Population

" Personal Income

 Per Capita Incorme

" Employrment

€ Total Industry Earnings
(®) Average Earnings Per Joh

Generate & Display Output
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Select a measurement and then click on the prefeied year:
 Actual

| ann4 |
e

= Percant of U5, Average

Mevada State Per Capita Income, 2004

Heada = 1025

LLE, = L0
I o0 shave HE b
| BT RYETTS B e BETE
| e B or Belaww

PRIREAP .crg - January 30,2007

Hevada Per Capita Income by County and Region: 2004 vs. 1969

{Current Dollars)
2004 1969 1969 - 2004
Fer Difference Percent Per  Difference Percent
Capita from U.5. of LS. Capita from LS. of LS. Fank
County Income  Awerage  Awerage Rank Income Awerage  Awerage Rank Change Change
Douglas 42772 9722 12042 1 5,264 2428 16330 1 36,508 u]
Wfashoe 38513 6,462 119.56 2 4,830 Q94 12591 4 24633 2
Carson City 36 055 3,005  A09.09 3 4,408 572 11481 T 21 647 4
Esmeralda 33620 570 10172 4 4,080 214 10558 M 20570 T
Clark 329632 BT 09.74 5 4408 680 117.21 5 22467 1
Churchill 22171 270 a7 .24 G 2072 -784 s002 17 20000 11
Storey 30,890 -2 G0 0345 74394 558 114455 & 26,496 1
White Pine 30306 2744 a1.70 & 2608 =330 9140 15 26500 7=
Eureka 28827 -4 223 a7 22 9 6106 2270 15918 2 227 -7
Elko 28385 -4, GES 8589 10 4475 339 10884 =] 24210 -1
Lander 28,000 -5,050 8472 11 3877 41 101.07 13 24,123 7
Hye 27 093 -5.957 183 12 5034 1,198 131.23 2 22059 2
Humboldt 25709 =734 7rra 13 3883 47 10123 12 21826 -1
hdineral 252H -7.700 7867 14 2555 -181 9528 14 21586 u]
Lyan 24071 -2.873 7283 16 4075 239 10623 10 18,995 -4
Linzoln 215842 -11.5608 G518 16 3142 G294 51.91 16 15,400 u]
Pershing 18320 14730 5543 17 45495 Fo0a 11848 5 13775 -2
Mevada Iz TFar Far o 10223 4509 673 117.54 29278
hdetro 34235 1185 103.59 4,591 755 119068 20644
Nonmetro 29952 =309 Q063 4,058 253 10860 25863
Regions
estern 30357 6,207 119.02 4,849 1013 1264 34508
Central 26,094 -G.055 72.05 2628 -14&8 9614 22,406
MNothern 28,639 -4,41 3665 3,963 132 10344 24671
Southern 32,803 247 99.25 4,493 657 11713 28,310
United States 33,050 o A00.00 3,836 o 400,00 29214
hdetro 34662 1612 10420 4,056 220 10574 0612
Nonmetra 25,104 -7.946 7505 2,021 018 TE.15 22183

Source: 1.5, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and caleulations by the author
Frepared by Gar W, Smith, Economist and PMREAF Director,
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Pecsonal

1969-2004

Understanding Growth and Change Among the Major Components of
Personal Income: Earned Income, Property income and Transfer Payments,
1969-2004. Unless there is a =ound understanding of the make-up of local personal
income, and an awareness of how each components has grown or declined in
relative importance over time, one can not gauge or appreciste the underlying
character or complexion of growth and change of the local economy. This web page
iz for monitoring and analyzing the changing composition of local area personal
incame.

University of Mevada, Reno
Center for Economic
Development
Major Components of
Personal Income
Churchil Lyon
Clark Mineral
Douglas Mye
Elka Pershing
Esmeralda Storey
Eureka Wiazhoe
Humbalct White Pine
Lander Carson City
Lincoln

Metropolitan Mevadsa

Monmetropolitan Mevadsa

Regions
Western Mevada
Central Mevada
Mortheast Mevada

Southern Mevada
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PNREAP Analysis of Growth and Change Major Components of Personal Income:
Among the Major Components of Personal Income Earned Income and Property Income
within Nye County: 1969-2004 Ehe Gosibe e G 62l
Earned Income Froperty Income
Current 2000 Fercent Percent Current 2000 Fement Percent
Dollars Dollarst Changel of Total Dollars Lrallars Change! of Total
“ear (1,000=) (1,000z)  Index2 (2000 §5) Income (1,000=) (1,000=) Index2 (2000 $=) Income
1950 24,578 o7218 1000 . o8B0 2,03 2,080 100.0 ; b
1970 24,009 00778 Q33 672z 863 2,271 2,587 106.1 £.15 gz
1971 26,215 05,071 ar.y 473 BES 2421 2780 108.5 3.35 20
1972 282397 09541 1023 470 862 2,665 9,342 1155 £.490 2.1
1973 21025 10314z 106.0 362 BA3 2,078 10,222 126.4 0.43 25
1974 23731 101772 1046 132 845 3,439 10,345 1279 1.21 26
1975 28011 05T1E 1026 38T 82E 4,242 11,708 14958 1403 oz
1976 42242 111315 1144 520 &2z 4,206 12,802 159.5 9.36 a5
1977 47 5TS 11T OTE 1212 500 817 5,011 14528 1808 1338 104
1978 55707 123802 1324 918 806 7,680 17 781 2198 2186 114
1974 B2060 131805 1355 240 7oA 0,383 10,830 265 1243 120
1920 24218 161715 1662 2261 TA3 12,820 24617 043 2346 121
1031 108851 193240 1902 1987 TOS 16,836 20 5653 IHE0 2068 1232
1932 116371 194403 1998 0za  7IF 20,106 23520 4152 1316 134
1083 114838 183020 1800 530 TE3 22018 26,706 4538 028 150
1934 124520 192,183 1975 449 744 26,950 41,607 5143 1335 161
1085 134060 201635 2072 401 TEE 0,582 a5 238 SEEG 1017 6T
1936 140820 208516 2112 193 726 32,784 7 218 531.1 43z 164
Briefing Report Outline: 1957 149835 211404 2172 287 TS 35290 49684 5142 380 470
1932 180,107 244196 2509 1551 740 37930 51429 £35.0 353 156
. Table 1 - Eamned Income and Propery Income: Mve County, 1969 - 2004 1930 204825 266234 ITIE 9.0z TRT 46,873 51,025 7544 1864 6T
1930 205403 255165 2622 416 G639 53,290 66,200 212.4 248 4120
Tahle 2 - Transfer Payments and Total Personal ncame: Mye County, 19649 - 2004 1991 210223 252,008 2500 -1.24 653 60,728 72,300 529.9 297 1941
Intraduction 1932 216,128 251827 2528 007 G35 67,260 78,370 og2.a 765 498
e e 1993 231,410 2EIZI1 0 ITOS 452 B2 77403 88257 10910 1262 20&
Graph - Major Compaonents of Personal Income: Mye County, 1969-2004 1994 261505 281,783 2008 1088 612 91,871 102473 12667 4611 215
Graph - Major Income Components a5 @ Percent of Total Personal ncome (R S T foeh S SHENE Do Aas wina el
1996 330763 3SIATI 3622 1140 619 112,561 120,326 414874 1087 2049
Sraph - Incorne Growth Indices, Mye County, 1969-2004 1997 371,580 300647 4014 1043 614 126563 133360 16435 1084 210

1992 406516 423551 4352 8.4z G0.2 142,839 142,825 18397 11.59 214
1909 437402 48273 4606 5.84 G1.4 144,011 147 590 1824.5 -0.83 202

Graph - Major Incame Components as a Percent of Total Personal Income: Mye County, 1969-2004

Graph - Shifts in Share of Total Personal Income amond Major Incorme Components 2000 4934425 494425 4978 0 906 BOS \B6330 186330 20882 1270 204

. Graph - Earned Income as a Percent of Total Personal Income: Bye County, Mevada, and LS. 2001 432850 472947 4860 237 580 173428 180575 20863 185 210

- 2002 490031 482820 4051 200 521 157,530 152141 18807 -10.28 186

- Graph - Eamed Incame by Place of Residence: vs. Place of Work 2003 544700 516299 5305 0 693 59 167064 153324 19572 408 184

. Graph - Property Income as a Percent of Total Personal Income: bye County, Nevada, and LS. 2004 17704 570648 5864 1053 605 172893 189538 19723 077 159
Graph - Transfer Payments as a Percent of Tatal Personal Income: Mye County, Mevada, and LS 12000 constant dollar estimates determined using the chain-weight Implicit Price Deflator far

Fersanal Consumption.
2 alues are expressed as 100% for 1969 (2000 Dollars) and as a pereent of 1969 for the
Graph - Major Components Contributions to Real Total Personal Incorme Growth following years.

. . . Source: 5. Department of Commernse, Bureau of Economic Analysis and calculations by the author.
Graph - 2004 vs. 1968 and Companent Contributions to Real Income Growth, 1968-2004: Mye County i e e e

. Graph - Indices of Structural Chandge amond the Major Camponents of Incatme
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Major Components of Personal Income:
Transfer Payments and Total Personal Income
Nye County, Nevada (1969-2004)

Tranztfer Payments Total Personal Income

Current 2000 Fercent Fercent Current 2000 Fercent

Dallars Crallars Changel of Total Callars Dallars! Changel
“rear 11,0003 £1,000z) Index2 (2000 F5) Income 1,000s (1,000 IndexZ (2000 §5)
1969 1212 5,195 100.0 3 4.7 27933 110,604 1000 3
1970 1,292 5267 101.4 1.38 5.0 2FETS 104,532 Q4.6 -5.40
1971 1,671 6 050 116.7 1506 55 30,207 108,912 99 .4 5.06
1972 1,290 6 G625 1275 g3z 57 328952 115,508 1044 .08
1973 2,268 7.540 1451 12.80 5.2 26,269 120,904 1093 4567
1974 2,726 2,204 161.6 11.232 7.0 40,001 120,518 109.0 0.3z
1975 3668 10,202 1896 .4 21.54 8.0 45921 127 718 1154 .87
1976 4254 11,236 216.3 10.14 8.3 51,402 136,454 1224 G.06
18977 4773 11,811 227 .4 512 8.2 58,354 144,417 1306 662
1978 5,708 13,191 253248 11.62 2.3 2,102 158,781 144.5 1064
1979 7.0z 14,841 2876 13.26 a.0 T .ae3 j=1=3riri=1 1508 4,28
1820 9,180 17 5627 339.3 1792 =Nl 105,218 203,859 1844 2230
1951 11,514 20,200 =808 1516 8.3 138,201 243 851 2205 19.55
1992 13,282 22189 427 .1 9.2 f=Re] 140,759 250186 2262 2,61
1983 14,220 23752 457 .2 F.05 o7 162806 244388 2210 -2.32
1954 16,222 24,419 470.0 220 o5 167,210 258214 233.5 566
1985 17 607 26,304 S06.3 Fr2 a5 183,249 273767 2475 6.02
1956 20,470 20,853 5747 1249 10.5 194,179 283 188 266.0 344
1927 21673 20,542 528.0 233 10.5 208907 2016356 2637 292
1928 25410 24,452 G532 12.782 10.4 2423456 220,087 2084 1212
1959 208,834 38,760 Fa5.1 1250 10.6 = Wrpcic) 366,020 309 10.89
1890 37,092 6,078 ga87.0 1288 12.5 205,785 36T 4494 322 0.z
1991 45,280 55,490 10624 20.42 14.6 217244 280208 2438 2.50
1992 57020 GG 450 12794 19.75 16.8 240,448 206647 3526 4.20
100z 62,205 Ee==] 1z208.8 o256 171 272408 424 126 2235 56932
1994 73,787 g92.313 1684.5 13.27 17.3 g2 263 riialaie] 430.9 1236
1995 82522 a0,112 17346 .47 17.5 T2 A48T 515,945 65 .5 226
1996 95,218 101,293 1961.4 12.07 17.7 530642 575798 S206 11.60
1997 107072 112,860 21667 10.47 17.7 605534 626572 5785 10.55
1995 119,179 124173 230902 1032 17.8 [alat=Raic L G596 549 6208 9.4z
1999 130,658 133,905 25776 F.ad 18.3 12,071 720,768 6595 477
2000 145,005 146, 006 28105 9.04 18.3 Ta5770 FAG 770 7209 .18
2001 168,374 164,021 21746 12.95 20.4 224352 207445 TI0.0 1.24
2002 189,135 182 BG5S I516.2 1076 223 25 S5 817 635 IRz 1.26
2003 209,597 198,727 38253 g8.7a 228 921 560 873,351 Fi=i=R=] 6.81
2004 230,548 213,078 016 T2z 226 1,021,045 043 263 g962.8 2.04

12000 constant dallar estimates determined using the chain-weight Implicit Price Deflatar far
Ferzonal Consumption.

2% alues are expressed az 100% for 1869 (2000 Dollars) and as a percent of 1969 forthe

following years.

Source: LS. Depatment of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and caleulations by the authaor,

Frepared by Gany W, Smith, Economist and PHREAFP Directar.

Introduction

Parallelrg & natiorevide trend, tha composition of Mye Courdy'e Lotal paraonal income hae undergong drarmatic
changa mer the pasi three decades. YY'ih few auceptions, tansfer paymanis and propedy income have inceased in
1heir irrpotance, whila lakorrelsted esmed income declingd in relative share. But within this trend thers notable and
sometimes wery edtreme differences among indisidual counties and regions as to the eatent of the shitt noke
composition of personal income amang the thrae income componants.

The anrualtotal personal incomes estimates compiled by the Boarey of Econome Anaipais, (BEA) are armong
iha mosl comprahansiva, consistant, comparsble and timely measures of economic actrily availsbla on the counky
and stabewide level. Personal income eslensles aie also the best aveilable local lewel indicator of general purchaging
powser, and are therefore central to iracking and companng county paitems of economic growth and change. Yet,
unless Thers iz undarstanding of the degree and magritude of the paitem of growdk and shiting compastion among
he ree rajor componarts that underlie 1alal personal income one cannot gauge or appreciate the underdying
characlar of income 25 a barometar for he economic paformanca of the locasl economy. This eport offers 2
comparative parspective by examining the changing stracture and composition of Mye County's personal incame in
relation to the stale and nation =t lange.

Earned income can be views ag compensation for labar senices. Property income rapresents paymends i the
Tt af dbidends, ireerest and fent fof the sesdces of capital owned by peraons. In comrast 1o ke oher b
companarks of income, Transfer Payments are by dedfinition payments thst are ot relzted to the prosision of
sefices. Yanous aspects of sach mcome cornponent will be father defingd ard explained a5 this discussion and
analysis unfolds.

Tahbles thad rapod 1he data for the major components of Mye Courdy personal income are posted on the page just
pracading this infraduction,
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Major Components of Personal Income, Nye County, 2004
{Thowsands of Doliarsh
Transter Payments
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SE1T, 704
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i

Figure 1.

Figura 1 depicts the composition of Mye Gounty's personal income amaong the thres major components for 2004
MNed earnings srnourded to 8617704 000 or 60.5% of total personal incarme; propery incorme totaled $172 553 000 ar
16.9%; and trensfar paymears summed to $230 508,000 comprising Z2.5% of Mye Courty's parsonal noome in
A4 For every $100 of parzonal income thal accrued to the residents of Mye Courdy in 2004, about %40 darsed
frorm property income and transfer payrents.

Major Incame Components as of Parcent of Total Persanal Income:
Mye County, Nevada and the U5, 2004
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Figure 2.

What are the differances in personal incorme cormposition betwean Mye County, hlevads and the Unifed States?
Fiqura 2 illustrates three msjor incama camponents-—asmed income, propsry income, and transfar payrmers 83 5
percent of tedal peraonal income. The share of Mye County's personsl income that originales as poperty income
(16.9%) iz slightly above the share nationally (15.2%]. The shara of Hys Coury’s parsonal income that sterms fram
transfar paymans [Z2.6%] is abowa fhe national avarage (14.7 %)

In cambination, proparly income and transfer payments amounlad 40 38 6% [16 2% + 22 5%) of Mye Counly's
incame in 2009, Eamed income made up the balance (B0 5%) of personal incame , which armounted to a
substantially smaller share than the comesponding 53.5% far samed incoms nationwside.
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Income Growth Indices (1989=100):

Major Income Components as a Percent of Total Personal Income:

Nye Courty, 1969-2004
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4.500] = P i I 4.500
m—Praperty Ineone
4000 1| === | ransfer Fayments 0D
25007 2500
53,0007 3,000
2,500 2,500
2,000 2,000
1.500 1,500
1,000 1,000
=n0a 500
af - o
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1470 1375 4960 1985 155 1451 2000
| FHAEAR, org, Janusary 31, 2007 Tear
Figure 3.

Ore of the key ohjecties of thiz repor is to highlight the grosing impod ance mear The past several dacades of
property income snd transfer papmens and 1o dlustrate their smergance as more prominent componenls of local
area personal income. Figure 3 compares the real (thal 12, removing the effects of indation) cumulatie growth of the
{hree major componenis of personal incoma for Mye County ovar 1969-2004. The cumulates growdh indices express
gach income comporent a5 100 for the base yesr of 15960 and represent esch component in subgeguent yesrs se 8
parcent af thair lawel in 1969, Tha indices anable a direct companson of the dffemnces in the cumulative percantags
growth of the samed mcoms, propeny income, snd transfer payreris for Mys County over more than thres decades.

Ouar the 19682004 period, sarmed incame in Mye Courdy grew by 486 4% Proparty ncoma, howesar, incraasaed
by 1572 2%, while transfer payments mze 4001 6% As a general rule, the groeedh of propedy income and transfer
paymenis aulpaced the growth of eamed income. &6 & result, earnad income declined as a share of total persanal
incoing, while propery income sad transfer payments ncreased.

Niye County, 1969-2004
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Figure 4.

while the presious graph illustrates the degree of growith among the three rgjor cormpaonents of personsl incame,
ihe abova figure traces their changing shama and relatee impotance over lime. Differences in grosdh among the thres
camponants incorne Lranslstes the changes inthair relative share ae shown hers, Eamed income ae a share of hlye
Coundy's personal income declined from BALO% in 1989 toB0.5% in 2004, 3 shift in relative share of -27 5%
Offzetting this decline was a 9.6% increase in prapedy income's share frorm 7.3% in 1969 to 16 9% in 2004; and a
17.9% advance in transfer payments share, from 4.7% 10 22.6% over the game period.
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Shifts in Share of Total Personal Income Among Major Income Companenks:
Nye County, Mevada and the U.5. between 1989 and 2004

PBarcsnit
36, 0%
| B Earned Income:

S0 057 E Property income
5. 0% [ Transtor Paymenks

20. 0%

-[z:r..sﬁ

United Stales

Figure 5.

Hery doss tha shifl in personal incoma composition far Mye Courdy compare with the shifts in shana amang the
hres major coenponerts Tor Mewads and the United States over 1969 to 20047 |n the sbove figure, eamed income's
sham slatewide and nationaly daclined by -11 5% and -8.8%, raspectivaly, whanaas earmad incoma'’s share decline
by <27 E% in Hye County ower 1829-200. Nationally the shift in share of propany income and tranafer amounled to
22% and 6.6%, mspectialy, while the cormsponding shifts in share in Mye Gourty amounted 10 9.6% and 17 8%,
respactisly

“When a nolable increase mopropety income's share 1 obeered often this associates with @ county o region that
gxperienced an influx of relatively sflusnt retiress.

Earned Income as a Percent of Total Persanal Income:

s Mye County, Mevada and the U.5,, 1969-2004
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Figure b,

Figure & abowe fraces aamed income a5 a parcant of parsonal incoma for Mye Courdy, tha state and nafion ower
1929-2004. Generslly, boal 35 wall 53 state and national samed income share declinas wera rost praminerd from
1979 4a {ha mid-1960:

Sorne locaities and regions expenenced pronounced shok-1emm seings ineamed income bECause eamings
generation was concendrated in industriss aspecially sensitive to major cyclical swings in the national sconomy.
inig, wood procucts and durable goods producing meanufaciuring, such as primary roetal and transpo ation
(i hading air and motorwehicls equipmand), sme amanig the most notable cpclically sensitive industriss

Agricultural depanderd regions am aspecially subject to pmnounced swings in eamed incoma owing 1o the
influgnce of weather on output and production, intemational swing in commodity prces, changes in gosetnrmeard
programs, A& vwell a5 general cyclical condiions and trands. Finally, cther faciors that have induced abnomnal short-
1erm swings in eamed ncome include major natural catastrophes and wery large-scale pruste o govemmert
constcdion project such aE the building dams and poear plants
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Eamed Income by Place of Residence vs. Place of Work
Nye County, Nevada, 1969-2004
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Nye County, Nevada and the LS., 1969-2004
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Figure 7,

Figure ¥ facuses on a very important dimansion of sarmed incoma thad needs 10 be addressed and explained.
Parzanal income, and ila Thies major components, 15 inlended to meaaare he incomes of the residers of & region.
Accordingly, the eamad income data reporiad and presented in this repor are "by place of residence” B in fact,
eamings deta are fiesl collected and repoded as *eamings by place of work * That 15, they reflect samings on the
basiz of whars workers work, and not on the bazis of whers they liee. To develop sn estirnate of eamed income
baged on where wokers live, the Busseu of Econamie Aaslpsia develops an "adjustment for residence” 1o 1ake Iria
account the earnings of such imencounty comematers.

In addition to showing “earnad incame by place of residence” as a share of total incorne, Figura 7 also displays
"parnings by place of work,” a5 wall the residence adjustmand which accouns for the diference betwean tha iwo
This po=iive adjustrment for residence of 10 18% a= & percerd of tota personal income in 2004 eflects an estmated
ned irdm of garnings dollas oving o the ceerall net efiact of wodcers commucting to and fiom Nye County in 2004
Sa, in 204 10 155% of Mye County's personal incorne derted fram saorkers whio reside locally bo seho genersted
aamings from jobs hald owside the courdy

Fut another way, the residence adjustment is 8 faidy significant factor in shaping the personal income of Mys
Caunty. For every 100 of personal income reporad for Mye Courdy residents in 2004, $10.15 dervad from jaobs hald
and eamings garnared from auigide the county.

BHREAP.arg, January 31, 2007 Ywar

Fiigure 8.

Figura 8 tracks propedy income as a skae of peraanal income locally, statewde and nationally ouer 19559-2004
Cornmon to sl three weas the discemable ise and sdvance to another platesy in propey’s income share over 1975
B2. This period was plagued by double-digit raies of inflalion and associated double-digit rales of interest. 4=
nterest income s anoimparant part of property incame they played 8 leading mle in the growdh and dse in share of
proparly incorne ovar 197952 Monzover, contained within the pariod 15979-82 weene tvio back-1o-back rmcassions
Unlike rany tecessions, the eatly 18805 recessions were widely dishursed regionally so dedines in eamed
incomes share daclines wens oftemtimes obzemsd, which fanher servead to bolster propety incams's share during
his penod
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Transfer Payments as a Percant of Tokal Personal Income:
Ny County, Nevada and the U.5., 1969-2004
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Figure .

Peopls receiva personal income either for parficipating in currerd: production, or from transfer paymants. Earmed
income and propery hooms regresent payments receiad for participating in production. Transfer payments,
sormetimes misleadingly refered to as "unearhed incame,” are payments made by goueriment 10 ndkiduals "oy
which no curent senices sre perinmed.”

Compared wilh fhe trand nationeds, fransfar payments hawe played a wery significard mle inthe changing
cornposition of Mye Courty's persanal income. Mationally, transfer payments a5 a share of personal incomea
advanced from A0 % in 1968 to 14.71% in 2004, for a nat gain of B.64 %, For Mye Courdy, trarsier payments rose
frorm . T0% 1o 22 60% over 13622000, for @ net gain of 17.90%.

Thare ara vast differencas i the mix of transfer paymema courdies raceive, the particulars of which are beyond
the scope of Lhis reporl. A @ general rule social secury and govemment persion incomes mae up the langest
penaral category of transfer paymenis. Mext in order of importance typically comas madical payments for such
pragrams 45 Medicare, and Medicaid. Medical paymants have deisen much of the rapid growth in tiansfer paymets
over 1he past decads. Fudher down the scals of impodance am paymeands for income maintenance programs such

75 Family Assistance, Food Stamps snd Suppementsl Security Incorne [S51. Unemployment Insurance Paymants

1= another category, often it relstive size and importance is shaped by local economic condfions and more
penaraly by tha ghb and flow of buzinass cycles. Finally, Yatarans Benefits Paymants iz tha remaining catagory of
importance. Generally veteran's pension and disabilty payments dorrinate this group. You may obtaina detail
labulation of tha iransfer payments racemad by Mye County rasidents over 19222004 by clicking bare

Indices of Structural Change Among the Major Components of Income:
o Hye County, Nevada and the U.5., 1969-2004
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Fiigure 10.

Quer the past sewersl decades ong of the more heralded changes that has trenstormed the character of pur
economy has been the structural shifl inemployemen and earmings fom goods-preducing fowand semices-producag
aclivilies. Though far less widaly publicized and less populady understond, another change of major significanca
was the wadespread shite inthe compoeition of personal income addreesed in thie briefing repor.

The “inde of structural change” shown in Figare 10 calibrates the tirving and magnituds of change in the
composition of Mye Coualy's persona income senong the thres mgjor components compared with the state and
nahon ceer 18682004 The perind of most dismatic changa held in common by Mys County, Mewada and the nalion
spanngd the penod of the |xle 19708 fo the mid-1980s.

Structural change is definad and rrassurad hera 83 1he composite changs in income shares amohg tha thes
incorne componerts. Changes in sheres are based on differences between gach comporerns share in 1928, and its
share of personal incomea Tor each year =ince. Index values equal the sum of the absolte vabe of tha share
chatges among tha three incoime componerts yearover-yaar ralative to 1969, A rize in the index indicates that in
composiion of income armong the three major componests dedated futher away fiam ikeir 1969 distribudion. Note:
Figare 5§ diaplyed tha shara shifte amorg tha thras income components caar the interal 19622004, Accordingly,
the A0 walue of the struciual change indices far the courdy, stale and nabon ae simply the sum of the absolute
values of shame shifts reportad in Figure &:

Shiftin-Shars
Index Walns Emmed Fropety Tiansger
(20003 Inscna Irccme Faymant
My Countys  9890% . = (275 + |88+ 176
Havada: 2298 = M5 g |8.0] * ;K]
Unded Simiee 17E% = R 4 123+ B8
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Major Components Cantributions ta Real Total Personal Income Growth::
Mye County, Nevada and the U5, 1968-2004
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Figure 11.

This repaf thus far has centered prmanly on edamining and companng changes in the composition of MNye
Coundy's personal incorme compared with the state and nation over 13622004 Figure 11 focuses atlandion on how
much each income componerd cordibuted indidually to Mye Courty's real personal incame growth over the 35-year
period. The annual growth rate of Mye County's real (inflation adjusted) personal income averaged 5.45% ower 1929-
2004, Bach corrponent’s indkdual comribution 1o this 1ot amounted o 3.79% for eamed incorme, 1.31% for
prapany incorng and 1.35% for transfar paymerds, all of which sum to G.45%.

I order Lo gauge gach component’s contribution bo total real incame growth the fable belos displays aach
components mvarall cardribution o growth a5 5 pement of iofal grosth. Mee, for exampla, fransfar payments ovarall
percertage cordribution 1o the average 1otal growib over 1963 2004 of 20.9% waes denved by: 20.9% =
[1.35%5.45%)r100.

o o Pt
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Major Incoma Components as a Parcent of Total Personal Income: Nye County
2004 v5. 1969 and Component Contributions to Real Income Growth, 1970-2004

Paroant
1205

I Eamed Income
e [ Prop ety incamse
130% | 0 Transter Fayments

B e e i e e e R s
Lok

A0
205
T
S0

T

405
S0

20
10%]

105

1069 2004 10702040
Real Income Growih

r

Figure 12.

Figure 12 recaps the therne and digtills the results presented throughout this brgfing repart. In 1959 esrmed
income comprised 88.0% of Mye Courdy's 1alal parsonal income. Howeawar, ower the following 35-yvear parod 1565
2004 earmed incorne accourded far only GB.8% of the snnual real groedk in Nye Courty's peraonal income. Az a
result, by 2004 eamed income's share declined to B0.5%.

Because property income slong accoumad for 20.3% Mye County's 1otsl personal incorms growth oesr 19522004,
s sham msa from ¥.3% in 1969 {0 16.9% in 2004, Transfer paymens, in tum, advancad from 4.7 % to 22 6% oar
ke same period cwing to its 20 9% contribution to the growth of Mye Courty's 1otal perganal income
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| Graphic Trend Analyszis |

| Comparative Econoric Indicators |

Major Components of Personal Income |

Shift-Share Analyzis

Industry Analysis

| Selected Econornic Indicators

| Pearzonal Income by Major Source

| Full & Part-Tirne Employrnent

| Transfer Payrnents

| BEARFACTS (BEA Regional Facts)

University of Nevada, Reno
‘Center for Economic

Development

Shift-Share Analysis of Employment Growth, 1969-2004 - Shift-zshare
analyzis produces results that can be valuable for diagnosing, describing and buiding
understanding of major differences between the industry pattern of employment
grovvth locally and nationwide trends. Choose from Nevada's 17 courties, select any
time interval between 1969-2000 or 2001 -2004, and initiate a web-enabled program
that generates shift-share results of local employment grovwth compared with the
nation &t large. The program will compile and output & tabular summary of shift-share
results bazed onthe options you choose, a tailored report on howe the results may be
interpreted, and a customized technical summary of howe the results are derived.

From the following options
select a county, the beginning
year, and end year you wish to
examine in your anahysis.

[ Clak County -]

' HAICS (2001-2004)
 SIC (1969-2000)

Beginning Year: |2E"2l1 vI
End Year: |2E"2l4 v-I

Ourtput: I Tables & Narnative ;I

Generate & Display Output
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2001-2004 Shift-Share Analysis Results
for Clark County, Mevada

The shift-share analysis results compiled m this brefing epod ae for esbgling employment change in tha Clark
County econory ovar 2001-2000. They pinpoint npotant differences between the industry composions of
armployrmarnd growth locally varsus growdh in the nation at lange The results shawn intha {abla below are explained
in the brisf discussion thet follows. For many purposes the regults reported in Tsble 1 may sufice. The shif-share
r==ills shown in Table 2 are infended for those ineresied in companng and examining the industry patem of local
graloymant growth in grester depth.

Tabile 1; Clark County Ermploganent Growth, 2001 - 2004
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Heath Care & Saeisl Azt 5038 57 508384 B0 B\ 53033 215 410 4 386
Brtz Eml., E Rec. ATATT R 20381 o oHE 2354 ESE 1806 28333
Aocom, & Food Serviees 223547 753 IESAIR 236 S35 G0S 13530 257077
Civer Sartines 35,245 a8 Sr.143 S B AEAE BTE 2245 25406
Frgeral, Crilan BaE - 1.0 10487 LI - = - B, - LER] 10 GA7E
Frceral Kildory aam 11 41362 11 dadz 1492 05 -B0 a.7a0
Sire GoveTment 11530 13 12500 14 B 1310 1 ma 11 B08
Lol Coer nimem 52185 58 B 544 58 1218 e == 33 1.7m 532844
TOTAL BE4552 1000 297791 1000 12Ed 113,208 G383 IBET SESAER

Motes on Interpreting Table 1:
Clark County Employment Growth, 2001 - 2004

Emplemant

Tabla 1 enurmeratas the employment lavals and percant shane of total employmant for 2007 and 2004 by major
industry group. The srployrmant estimates compiled by the Bureau of Econcmic &nalysis (BEA) measurs the
ramber of fulk ahd pat-time employess, plus the ramber of gropaetors of unmcomarated businesses. Paopls
Falding e than ong job are counted inthe employment estirmates for gach job they hodd. This means BES
errplopment estimates reprezend a job counl, not & number-of-people employed count. Also, BEA employrrent is by
place-cfwork, rather than by place-ofresidence. Therefore, tha jobs kheld by residens of @ neighbonng county who
commute 1o work in Clatt County are included in the employmend [or job) count for Clade County

Actual Growth

The next two columns of Table 1 listed under *aciual® growdh repor 1he pemcant and net change in the {otal
rumber of jokes for aach industry caiegory. Crar 2001-2004 a net 103l of 193,208 jobs wers added 1o the Clark
County sconomy, ampumding 10 an kcraase of 12.80%. The pencent change reaults by industry pemiit you to
eistimuizh bedveean the Taster and s lnver 2ectoes inezpartue of thair ralatne impotance, whils the nat change
resufts bughlight those industries that cornbuted most to the 1015 el change cvensll,

Standardized Growih

The standardized percent and net growth numbsrs reported in Table 1 are hypothetical in nature. They post the
changes b Clark County employment that wodld heve ocerted duer 2007-2004 had each nduatry growe &1 1he
=ame rale a5 A= rabonal counlepan. The =landardized “percent® growdb column idertilie= the growth @te for =ach
indusiry nafionally, whik tha slandardized “net” growth column simulaies the esulting nel changes N amployment
Incally. The data noi orly allme one to diractly compare local with national ndustry employmaerd groedh rates, thay
dan franslats nafional indusiry growdh rates into hypothetically comparable changes o amploymant locally

Akbaugh the stardsrdized parent charge reported for saach industry iderififies industey growth rates nationally | it
should be roted that the “TOTAL® standardized percent change of 3.83% sxceeded the growth rate for tofsl
errplopment nationally of 1.94%. This snses because the propodional industry distibution or iz of employmerd in
Clark Courdy was tibed bawsed fasder growang irdustries. In other woeds, gimply by s ofite industry mix Clark
County was Tavoranly disposed toward experlencing Bater employmernt growth than the nation =1 lerge over 2000-
a4

Elandardized Ermploymant, 2004

Slandardized amployment for 2004 is tha resulting leval of employmend in sach industry for Clars Gounty had
each growm 31 1he 5ame 1=e &5 its national courerparnt since 2001, This presanis a hypothatical profile of the
induztry compaadion and leal of leal ermploymant fhat sould have occurned had the county dirctly followed
rationzl industry frands.
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Shift-Share Components of Clark County
Empleyment Growth, 2001-2004

Thie urderlying purpose of shif-share analysis = o perfom a numenical sot on 1he deta that ofiers & corstruct fm
deacnbmg fwo key differerces belween the growdb of employrment in Clark County and the nalion &t lame. The
objeciie i to anewer 1w diffarerd bot irerelsted questions. Fiet, did the dfference in employrment giosth anse
because of inklel diasimianties In the ndustee composition of employment? O, second, did 1he difiernce anse
because of disparities In ke pesformance of Deal indusities in contrast wath their rafiona courterpans?

Tahble I comains the crue of the shift-skare results. Difeences befween the estent and composition of beal
employ ment growth with comparisen to he nalion sre broken down nla the hypoibetical componiert= natioral
groesth, indu=iry mix, and egional shift Each componerd aHempls to account for a separate aspect of the dispanty
babwean iha oweral grovehs of employmand locally vs. nationaly ower 20002004,

Tahle 2! Shift-Shara Comisobents of Clark Cournty Emplmanent Groceth
2004 - 2004
Hstiral Grorsth' nchustry b Femgonsl Sl

Ny Pecet Met Fercemn het Pere=nl izt
Fermi 1.64 T -4E4 -7 -214d -8
Forastry, Fishing, & <&ber 1.84 & L7 -0 0z8 -1
Fining 1.0 =1 zm rl.| TA3 il
Hitinz: 164 50 -7 <3 22 k]
< orEinaclion 1.0 1,4z 170 133 24T 1954
sl iring 1.84 410 -4 -31d5 2558 55490
Wehoiesake Trade 1.84 T =313 -T16 (=12:) 1536
Fetsl Trags 1.4 1,733 £33 438 1221 11489
Tram=, 3 srsousng 184 S Bt | 1148 ard 220
IntarmElon 164 29 -14 B4 =258 44 -1,368
Firance & Insaarce 1564 B30 a¥=- | 402 ail 3 6d
Real Estrie, Rart. 8 LEasing 1.84 a3 1146 4783 ai7 3gr
Frof. & Tech. Fervicas 1.0 ™z o 130 =11 5,728
Msragement of Comp. 8 E 164 12 =27 A7 204 1,44
AT & WaEE Serast 1.4 100z 510 SED 042 5,20
Echicational Safvices 1.84 i 105 405 | 1,250
Hesth Care & Social bast. 1.84 . (3] airg L 4,998
Aris, Eri., e, 1.4 L] 4.7q 1200 423 1,130
Arram. & Food Ssrvices 184 4140 44 9410 LEs 21,545
B o 1.64 [ £ 3=] 1535 R55 1 A7
Federal, Cixlian 1564 165 17 -155 1885 151
Federal Wiony 1.84 1gz2 -1E5 o e 1553 1572
Slab= Governnent 1.0 NS 0 -3F 15333 1,741
Locs Gowsrmment 184 a5t 153 7 Al 4 500
TOTAL 1.64 16,206 120 17201 1=} " =il
" mioned Griven Tha changa in ocel engioytmen] Dl svoulo Fave D0 10 8 SpEsnc nduery e
H g ereani o Hhia relianed oF o h Fedio o Sl in okl el coin b msecd
1 Inchasiry Wi The addbiored gan (or loe=) m local snpl oymenl thal vwould baes oocured for 8 specic
Ity CaaddBional bo Dha realiona geosili arlfact) cus bo T sty groudine et (o sl o] relionaly
Hraan e rabe on 80 irahs ot e coombired.
? Ragiored S The: adcional cain for loes2) inbocsl en gosment for & specic industry besorsd tha rationsl
o vth &nd inchstry mie efects resuling Troen he indestry growdng Tasler (o siouer] Thanine sane
Inchastiry naborely'.
Mibe Parciint corath i ueas dcee it S o 3o Fodnad ing b o Meetor of £ 0.0 5

Motes on Interpreting Table 2:
Shifi-Share Compenents of Clark County Employment Growth, 20017 -2004

Mational Growth

Thiz corponerd is The modt slraightioreand. | calbrates the growth in Clark Courty employmert that mey be
atiibuted 1o cverall national conditions ard trends. IF the mdustrs compogition and growth of employment had Deen
the =ama locally as natanally, then Clark County's employmard growdb over 20012004 woudd hava malched 1tha
wuarall national rate of 1.84%

Indyziry big

The inclustry s companant seeks o address and snswer the quastion: "Cid Clark oty amploymest growth of
12.80% outpace the overall national arerage [ 1.04%0 because employ ment was more concenlraled lowand Taslar
srowirg indugties when compared 10 the ration?* That ig, did the Claek County employment growth meer 20012004
culperform the nation simply because s industry mix was weighled more hesdly loward industies hat epeienced
fa=izr growth at the national lev=l?

The resukts are danived by mutiplying local employment in gach secior for 2001 by the difference balween the
rational grosth raie for aach sector and the total natioral smployment growth rate (184 %), The industry mix
rezults rapor positive valuss for those industriss thet axparisnced amployran growth aboee the 1.94% nationsl
suerags, while nepstes values are posied for those indusires that qre st rstes less than 1.84%,

The most crucial resull o the industiy miz calodation s the TOTAL denived form summing ever &l induslies.
The positie values reported reveal that the irdustng composition employrment for Clark Counly sweas tilted toward
Taster groking indusirles. hagative resutts would Feve Indicated ust the oppisice

Fagional Zhift

Tha 1hird shifi-share componaem, tagged tha "Regional Shift”, computes the gain [or loss) in local eamployment
fram an industry growing faster [or slowsr) than the sarme industre rationalty. Ywhen erployment in a looal indusrg
groies Faztar (or daclings lase) than s courdeman nationally there acours 5 positee “shift” in the net "share” of
ralional employmend caplursd by thal industry localy. The "TOTAL reported forihe egionakshift comporent 1=
7B 522, showang that Clark County employment grew an addtional 8.97% because # lanper proporion of indugtiee
prew more quickly locally than nationally

Surmnmary of the Shifl-Shere Re=ulis

Ehifi-shara analysis provides a framaweork for descobing the growth of lacal employmen r=latve 1o the ration at
larga. Resuts for Clark County may b highlghted 23 folloves:”

Ariusi Crnwth = Mations Orosdhy + Dcluskw ke -+ Beggonal Shifl
2A0% 1 Bd% 1A% BETE
(113209 C16,238) (1754 (79,32

Mote that the shift-share iderdity can be rearranged to focus on identidying the difierence betveen local (aciual)
anil nationa growth mtes ac fhe sum of the indusiry mix and regional shift components:

Octynd Growth - Nefom Growth = pdusyyblic +
020% 1.89% o
AR (AT CTRSE

Clark Coury's employrmant growth aver 2001-2004 of 12.80% surpasead the 1.84% growmth of employment
rationally by 10.96%. Accourding for this difference was an nduatey mis ipclined towan industnes that espenenced
Taster grovwth, coupled with the el that a lange shars of loca industries outperfommed thelr counlerpaes nationally.

“Percar growik figuras may not sdd dus 10 rounding by 2 fector of £0.01%
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Freguently Asked..and Sometimes Mot So Freguently Asked, . Questions
Question #1: Some of i nolsiy categones e abbeviatsd Iowd pou sxalsin what ihay siand fo?

Dnserer: To conserse space some of the tilss for the industry categornias were shortened. The industry categaries in
their entirety ane listed as follows

Niorih AmerEan ndusiry Classificahion Sysien UACS)
Inch ety Cabanories

brechicsliy

Famn

Fonaratry, Fizhing, Ralalad Actkties & Otert
Wining

Lbfies

Construcion

Il

Wilezale Tracke

Pl Traks

Trasporsion & Wershousng
Irromation

Firarce 3 Insurance

Fimal Extebe, Remal & Leazing

WA merl of Compsrics & Erlerpress
emingrative & Wesa Serdces
Educminngl Services

Haaiih Care & Sook Ao siances

£z, Enbsteininent 5 Recrenion
Accommodations & Food Services

Akt Siervicas, Exoopt Public Adminisiration
Profezzorel & Techecel Servicss
Federal Civilian

Federal Midary

Shafe Covees Tamerl

Laal Gowes nenan

4 Wtter” Congiete o the numiar of joke: ok by LS ragidams
employad by nbernelonel orgezeinns end foregn embassee
and conedmies in the Lnibsd Seies.

Question #2: An industy cebegony Jabaisd "Unreported” snossrsd in mp table Whet's this?

Answeer: [tis nol uncornmon 1o encounter suppresssd dsts for selected industies, especislly in smsll countiss,
Diata ara suppressad to awoid disclosue of confidential infarmation regarding individual firms. Ewen though the
concern for corddentislity ray relate to only one industry, dats for st lzast fwo must be suppressed a5 summing
oeer the repoted dala and sublracting fram the todal yields d=ia for tha suppressed categary. The program, which
corrpiles these shifi-share results, perforns such & comptation when suppressed dats ae encountersd, and
raports them in the “Unreported® category. For consistency, tha program also contrves a cormsponding
*Unreported” industry catagary for the nation at large. Cfian data far the "Mining”, "Wanudacturing®, or the
“Wholesals Trada® industry cateqories are supprassed | and you will find that ihair dala are paired as “Unrepoted” in
the 1sble.

Quigstion #3 Wb ool gt more mformaban sbowl wha! sClmbes ee noluded uoder sech indlsly Caisgoy?

Amswer Bureau of Ecanomic Analysis (EEA) employment data over 101-104 are repoded on the basis of WAICE
{hoth Lmarican Indusirial Classification Standand] daefinitions. WAIGS dednifions, principles, and pmeedures were
developed to promote comparability of national and regionsl economic Satistics. Thay are prepared by the Cfice of
Managemerd and Budget (O0E), and were la=l updaled and reported in the Moth American Indu=tral Classfication
Standard Wanual, (2002, 115 Govemment Prrding Office. Most libreries should have a copy of the l=test MAICS
Itanual.

I yious plan on using economic dela somelire in the forsseeable fdue, you should kno that the decades old SIC
sys1em was replaced by the rew Noth Arrencan Industry Classfication System MAICS, pronounced "nakes™].
MAICS provides & maora contemparary clessification of busness acliviy guen the naw and ememing changas that
anz rashaping our economy. i was developed by the LS, Canads, and Mexico to produce comparzhle dats acmes
Marth Arnernica. Oxta reporiad onoa MAICS bagis began to appear in 19529, For mone information sbout MAICS check
out Census Bureau's MAICS Internet SEe &l g S CENSUS. Q0wHalcs

Question ¥ Wowld (e shifl-shas msuds ba much different £ e industne dala wara auaiaii & greater datai?

Ammyer Tesl Graster incustry detal would dvulges & ot more insight 85 to the diferences between the composiion
and growth of industry errployment locally warsus in the nation at lerge. A redistnbution of the shift-share resulta
baltwaan totals for industry miz and regonal shift componends should ba expectead. Howevar, without tha actual data
it iz impozsibla to =ay what the auicoma right be. The resuls produced here are & good starting point for identiying
changes and trends in employnent groedh (ocally, but graater mdustry detad will garerally alwsy s be mors usehd
and ofiar mone insighl

Ouestion #% Wikeve can ¥ get ¢ foof at ide BEA empfopmend dade for Clarf Sownby over a1 e ye o 196320047
This wouid gia ma 3 batler ez of i Hime Indensl that might ba mast siais for padforming tha shit-sham
amalysia

Anmwer The BEA employment dala Tor Clark County iz guallable onthe FNREAR web gite, Click on the TallowiAg
Link

Tabls CAIEIAIEN - Clark County = Full-brvs snd Pactine Evgloyment by bajar lndusiiy
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Duastion 8 Adbough wow discuss how e still-ahane esulis ane danved, woult Jou show more et how ity
are ponstrini el uang e szammle for Glack Cousdy fiom the teble abme?

Anmwwer: Let's begin by looking al how the resulis ane demved for an indwidual industry calegorg. W=l use “Accom
& Food Senicea” Tor illustration, since data Tor this sector lad the employenent numbers for Glark Gounty in 2004,

W wdll uge the subscript *" a2 genetal notation for an indsdual induatry. Shit-shate analysis descriksas the et
change in employmerd (& E) for each indusiry (] 8 the sum of thres indiidual comporerds: Mational Growth [NG ],
Indu=iry iz (M], and Regional Shit [RS). Using the dada for Clark County's Accom. & Food Seraces seciar from
1he 1able abowe we haw:

fchalGrowdh = Hedond Greedh - besirbe - Recorel Shi

6 - M+ M+ Ry
11 265) (4,100 (8410) {-1.545)

The Mational Growth NG componant tar Accom. & Food Senices 18 computed as the product of employmert in
Accom. & Food Serdcas forthe begnning wes (001 e (e, B, = 223 547, and the owers |l giowth rate of
erployment reationally oee 20012004 [ 1.24%].

MG = Egng = (1343)

412m [Z323,64T| [ 134%]

| hlote: Groith rates are rounded to 2 digits. Totels ane demad fom unounded values |

The Induziry Mix (1M comporerd is calculsted by rulliplying locsl Accom. & Food Senices employrmant in the
Beginning year 2000, [ e o0 = 279 547), by ihe dlamnce in he national gowth iate for accam. & Food
Senices employment (G.05%] and the national growth rate for torsl employment 1845

Wy = Egpgy * (GO5% - 1B4%)
e (223547 42 %)

The Regional Shift (RS,) cormpanent is cormputed by muliplying local Accom. & Food Saraces amployrrent in the
beginning year (1M, (e, £ 5y = 223,647, by the differenca in Clarke County’s grmeh ste for Sccom & Food
Sanices employment (8.36%) and the grovwih of Accor. & Food Sanices nalionally (8055

RS = Eggq * (36% - GISH)

(-1545) (323647 [-0.6F%]

After results for each industry are dered they are surmmed (2] to determine the tolal effect for each componer

LehalGrowtl = Welond Growdh + Dgsice b+ Beckored St
LiE 3 Fali =3 + E0i + LRED
133\ [ 16,23E) 17,537 [Tz

Duestion &F 1 dhs t e mons shol shif-shans sesleais Ais there some fesibonks, pranuals, or sticlss wou
wouldd raceermend?

Answrer, Par 1: I you are interested in ather gxplanations and illustrstions of the "convartional® apgarosch to shif-
shate amalyais as prezented abowe, you should find 1he folowing references halpful

Bendavid-Yal, Saom. "Ralstive Regional Industrial Composiion Analysiz” Chaptar 5 Regionas arnd
Lo Econonic Analaa o Praciitioners, Mew York: Praeger Pualishens, 1833,

Hustedda, Ron, Ran Bhaffar, snd Glan Pubser Commurdy Econome dnadais A How-Ta Manwal
Morth Cerdrsd Regional Center for Economic Dewaloprent, lowsa State University, Smes, lmv, 1293,
Click hena to link 10 3 pdf document aof this raport.

Angerer, Pan 2; Cverthe past seversl decades a nurnber of alternalie spproaches and fomulations of ghift-ghana
have baen proposed and debated in the ragional economics hiterature. Adicles {hat would sena as good paints of
antry 1o this lterstune e bde:

Lovaridge, Scobl and Lnne C. Seking. "A Rewaw and Comparison of Zhift-Share Idantitias.®
Trdernatinngl Regicnel Selence Review Yol 21, Mo 1, 1998:37-50.

Stavars, Benjamin H. and Craig L Moo, . "4 Crilical Reviaw of tha Literature on Ehit-Share as a

Farecasting Techriqua.” Joumas of Repions) Seiencs Yol 20, Mo, 4, November 1580415437,

Ansaer, Par 3: Shoud you wish to gel a mare detailed ovenies of some of the joumal aticles on this fopc |
reommend you pardoim & subject asarch on the phrase "shift-shars® at the Ecoslit web aia. Econdd is an online
databage copyrighted by the Ameicen Economics Agsociation thal 1 produced and mairdained by the Sowmns) of
Econormc Léeralvne ou can access it by clicking hara.
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2001-2004

| Graphic Trend Analysis

| Cormparative Econormic Indicators
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| BEARFACTS (BEA Regional Facts)
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T
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" Awverage Earnings Per Job

Generate & Display Output
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Employment by Major Industry:
White Pine County, 2001 - 2004

2004 2001-2004 Averages 2001 -2004
Percent Location Ferzent Location Share
hajor Industry Employment of Total Quotient  of Total Quotient Shitt
@ Farm Employment 174 4.1 233 4.4 243 053
@ Mining 235 76 15.25 5.2 10026 273
@ Construction 260 a7 0.95 5] 0.8y 073
9 tanufacturing 5 12 013 ) 012 -0.05
@ Wholesale Trade bt e 0.26 1.4 037 -0.04
@ Retail Trade S0z 11.4 1.02 12.2 1.10 -1.64
& Finance & Insurance a5 ] 0.6 Vaic) 042 a7
9 Feal Estate & Rental & Leasing 100 2.3 0.5 28 0565 0.11
@ Arts, Entettainment & Recreation 432 1.0 0.4 0.9 0.47 017
@ foccommodation & Food Services 529 1z2.0 178 11.8 1.20 042
@ Federal Civilian 203 4.6 287 fae 316 072
@ Federal Military 17 0.4 0.3z 0.4 033 -0.04
@ State Govemment a2 1z2.8 427 12.8 4.24 0.4z
@ Local Govemnment G 15.5 1.81 16.4 2.02 -0.ar
@ Unreported Tag 18.1 0.43 18.4 0.50 -0.67
TOTAL 4,402 100.0 1.00 100.0 1.00

Source: LS. Depatment of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Anaky=siz and calculations by the authar.
Frepared by &an M. Smith, Economist and PHREAF Director.

7]
7]

Q000000 OOODOOD

Employment Growth by Major Industry:

White Pine County, 2004

Wlajor Industry
Farm Employment
Mlining
Construction
hlanufacturing
Whaolesale Trade
Retail Trade
Finance & Insurance
Real Estate & Fental & Leasing
Ars, Entetainment & Recreation
Accommodation & Food Senices
Federal Civilian
Federal Militany
State Gowvernment
Local Gowernment
Unreported

TOTAL

Employmert Growth 2004

Grrovth
R ate
-1 65
101.81
2315
1087
11.54
.20
-0.52
2.09
482
o83
TTE
0.00
485
0.00
Fas

285

Component
Contribution Growth Rate
-0.07 -208
4.1 406
1.16 2.1
0.1z -1.21
015 1.21
0.57 1.4
-0.25 0.71
ooy 452
0.05 267
1.19 288
-0.42 -0.91
0.00 -1.22
054 0.z20
0.00 0.5
1.46 220
285 145

FPrepared by Gany Wi, Smith, Economist and PNREAF Crirectar.

Mational Lacal — Mational

Growth Fate

0.43
96.85
19 .96
12.08
1023
338
-10.23
-1.59
221
7.0
-G.82
128
465
-0.58
578

720

Source: LS. Department of Commerse, Bureau of Economic Analysis and calculations by the author.
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Employment Growth by Major Industry:
White Pine County, 2002 - 2004

Employment Graweth 2002-2004

Aorerage Mational Local — Mational
Annual Component Awverage Annual Annual
Major Industry Growth Rate Contribution Growth Rate Grownth B ate
@ Farm Employment -1.26 -0.07 -0.85 -0.40
@ Mining 28.05 16 1.49 27.47
@ Construction 873 0.4 1.19 T.4a83
@ Manufacturing 262 ooz -4.31 =R=L
@ 'Wholezale Trade 211 0.0z -0.42 252
@ Retail Trade -1.02 -0.14 0.44 -1.45
@ Finance & Inzurance .51 0.1z 080 G.61
@ Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 520 012 425 0.8z
ﬂ' Ars, Entertainment & Recreation 10.51 0.0 2148 235
@ Accommodation & Food Senvices 4.82 0.aT 1.92 2480
@ Federal Civilian -1.23 -0.07 0.04 -1.27
@ Federal Militany 0.0 0.0 -0.27 027
@ State Gowernment 462 0.59 0.2 4,28
@ Local Government 1.29 0.2z 1.11 0.z27
@ Unreported 2.27 0.4 1.32 0.as
TOTAL 2.41 2.51 0.6 2.80

Source: U5, Depatment of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and calculations by the authar.
Frepared by Gang W Smith, Economist and PHREAF Crirector.

Explanatory Hotes - Working Draft

Employment - The employment estimates compiled by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) measure the number of full- and
part-time employees, plus the number of proprietors of unincorporated businesses. People holding more than one job are counted in
the employment estimates for each job they hold. This means BEA employment estimates represent & job count, not & number-of-
people emploved court. Also, BEA employment iz by place-of-work, rather than by place-of-residence. Therefore, the jokbs held by
residents of & neighboring county who commute to work in White Pine County are included in the employment Cor job) count for
White: Pine Courty.

Major Industry - The industry categories portraying BEA employment estimates over 2001 - 2004 in the above tables correspond
with the general sector-level categories of economic activity of the 2002 MAICS (Morth American Industry Classification System),
SR

hittp: ey cRNEUS goviepcobeainaic s html
The @ zymbol azzocisted with each industry category will link you ta 2 corresponding definition a= pasted on the BEA web site.

Unreported - For some counties an industry category labeled "Unreported” may appear in the tables generated by this PNREAP
madule. it iz not uncommon, especially for emaller counties, to encounter suppressed data for selected industries. Data are
suppressed to avoid disclosure of confidential information regarding individual firms. Even though the concern for confidentiality
may relate to only one industry, data for at least teeo must be suppressed as summing over the reported data and subtracting from
the total vields data for the suppressed category. The PNREAP program that compiles this table performs this computation when
supprezsed data are encourtered, and reports them inthe "Unreported” categaory . For consistency, the program also contrives &
corresponding "Unreported" industry category for the nation &t large . Often data for the "Mining”, "Manufacturing”, or the
"holezale Trade" industry categories are suppressed, and you will find that their data are paired as "Unreported” in the table.

Percent of Total - The percent share of total employment for each major industry category.

Location Quotient - The location guatient is the ratio of the share of local employment in & given industry locally to the
corresponding industry share netionwide. t helps gauge the extend to which various industries are more or less concertrated
locally when compared with the nation at large. If an industry's share of total employment iz the same as the national share, then its
location quotient is equal to one. If an industry is concentrated in & region, its local employment share will be larger than the share
nationally, and its location guatient will correspondingly be greater that one. Conversely, the location gquotient for an industry not
concentrated in the region will fall betvween zero and one.

2001 - 2004 Averages - Four-year averages for percent shares and location gquotients over 2001 - 2004 are reported in order to
avoid having & unigue single-yesr evert in 2004 skew the results.

2001 - 2004 Share Shift - Thiz records the difference between each industry share of total employment between 2001 and 2004,
Industries that experienced growth shove the overall average over this interval will realize a positive share-shift, while a negative
share-shift iz posted by those industries whose growth was less than the tatal.

Growth Rate - Growth rate refers to simple percent changes over the previous year. Average annual groveth rates are simply the
average of the percent changes year-over-year during the interval 2002 - 2004,

Component Contribution - Thiz izolates and records each industry's individual contribution to the total growth of employment in
White Pine County over 2004 and 2002 - 2004, respectively. When summed over all industries the component contribution will
match Yhite Pine County's TOTAL employment growth rate.

Hational Growth Rate - The growth rate of each industry category nationwide.

Local - Hational Growth Rate - To readily compare White Pine County's employment growth within each industry relative to their
courterparts nationwide this records the difference between the two.




PNREAP Snippets from the Industry Analysis Module — White Pine County, Nevada

County
Churchill
Clark
Couglas
Elko
Esmeralda
Eurcka
Humbaoldt
Lander
Lincaln
Lyan
Mineral
Mye
FPershing
Storey
ashoe
White Pine
Carson City

Hevada
Metro
Honmetro

United States
Metra
MNonmetro

State Government Employment by County:
Nevada, 2002 — 2004

2004 2002-2004 Averages  2001-2004

Fercant Location Fercent of Fercent  Location
Employmeant Share CQuotient State Total Share Quatient

S S s b S S
132,600 1.36 048 4460 1.24 0.45
115 [aci} 012 032 0zg 012

871 3.78 1.26 2585 374 124

S s s S S S

s S s = = S

224 229 077 07z 237 0749

a6 233 o7e o1z 221 073

S S S 5 S

s S s 5 S

s k=3 s b S s

S s S = s s

S s s s s s

S S S 5 5

7228 280 0.24 23.65 280 043
562 12.76 427 1.24 12.79 424
7.047 17.18 575 23.06 17.43 5738
30,560 214 072 00,00 218 071
27875 215 0.7z 21.21 2 0.7z
S s = = s s
5,022,000 2949 1.00 3.02 1.00
4,209 435 282 098 284 083
872,502 2329 112 244 1.14

Source: WS, Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,
and calculations by the author.

FPrepared by Gang Wi, Smith, Economist.

Share
Shift
=
0.04
0.0z
027
5
b
0.0z
0.

oMo

0.1z
0.42
0.52

-0.00
001

-0.02
-0.01
-0.02

State Government Employment Growth by County:
Mewvada, 2004

State Government Employment Growth 2004
Component  Local - LS,

County Growth Rate  Contribution Groweth Rate
Churehill s s b
Cladk £8.65 0.1z 8.45
Douglas -1.71 -0.01 -1.91
Elko 0.46 0.0z 026
Ezmeralda s s s
Eurcka - S S
Humboldt 0.00 0.00 -0.z0
Lander 1.82 0.04 1.62
Lincoln S
Lyon = 5 5
Mineral S s s
Mye S S S
Fershing s s s
Storey s
Miashoe 2.82 0.08 T2
Wrhite Pine 4.85 0.64 465
Carson City 1.70 0.29 1.51
Mewada 5.08 0.11 429

Metro 5.21 011 511
Nonmetro - - -
United States 0.20 0.01 0.00
M etra 0.2a 0.01 0.0
Nonmetra -0.18 -0.01 -0.38

Source: U5, Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Econamic Analysis,
and calculations by the author.

Frepared by Gang W, Smith, Economist and PNREAF Directar.

State Government Employment Growth by County:
Hevada, 2002 - 2004

State Government Employment Groswth 2002 - 2004

FAwerage Local = .5,
Annual Component Annual
County Gromth R ate Contribution Gromth Rate
Churchill 5 5 5
Clamk 520 ooy 487
Crouglas 4.20 0.0z 387
Elka 277 o.10 243
Ezmeralda 5 s s
Eureha 5 s s
Humboldt 280 0.05 226
Lander eR=ie] ooz 2.485
Lincaln s s s
Lyaon =] s £
Mineral s S S
My 5 & 5
Fershing 5 5 i}
Storey 5 S S
Nfashoe 405 .11 74
infhite Pine L Xed 0.58 428
Camsan City 023 0.04 011
Mewada .42 oorF 3.158
Metro .80 o.og 221
Monmetra s S S
United States 0.34 o.01 0.0o
hiletro 0.45 o.01 .11
Honmetro -0.z20 -0.01 -0.53

Souree: U5, Depatment of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis,
and caleoulations by the author.

Frepared by Gang W', Smith, Economist and PNREAP Director.
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