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Introduction

The energy industry is in the midst
of dramatic change. From a strategic
perspective, the traditional regulated
monopoly system that has character-
ized the energy industry for decades is
being supplanted by an industry struc-
ture characterized by customer choice
and robust competition. The quickly
changing and increasingly competitive
electric utility industry requires partici-
pants to possess more financial
strength and flexibility than in years
past. Customer demand for choice and
control, coupled with changing tech-
nology and economics, are driving the
industry from its traditional monopoly
structure to an environment with the
potential for intense competition. Ac-
cording to business author Jane Bryant
Quinn, �If it drives you crazy to have
to figure out which phone company
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costs less, just wait until the juicemen
come. . . . The juicemen sell electricity.�1

Why will energy most likely be your
next significant ongoing business and
household purchase decision? Next to
the cost of shelter and food, the cost of
energy to heat and cool our homes is
among the five largest ongoing ex-
penses consumers have. However, the
attempt to deregulate the energy in-
dustry in an effort to make firms more
competitive has resulted in some
surprising results. Author De�Ann
Weimer, in a Business Week commen-
tary, predicts some energy deregula-
tion effects as, �Ultimately, the goal of
deregulation is to . . . create a reliable,
low-priced electricity infrastructure
through competition. Price volatility,
unsettling as it is, simply comes with
the territory.�2

The purpose of this article is to ex-
plore energy deregulation, detail its
potential impact on local companies,
and predict the impact of energy de-
regulation on consumers. We seek to
accomplish this by (1) presenting a
case study detailing how of a pair of
forward-looking Kansas companies
tried to merge as a pro-active business
strategy; (2) defining the energy
industry; (3) defining the regulatory
forces impacting the industry; and (4)
describing the competitive behavior of
competitors and how their strategies
will affect Kansans. We begin our
discussion with a description of the
unsuccessful Kansas City Power &
Light/Western Resources merger.

A Kansas Case Study

Kansas City Power & Light (KCPL)
and Western Resources are two pro-
gressive Kansas energy companies that
seized the opportunity for deregula-
tion through a common strategic focus
on their combined future. In Septem-
ber 1997 the two companies filed an
application to merge their operations.
However, by January 2000 the pro-
posed merger was cancelled because
Western Resources� common stock,
which closed at $43.13 per share on
March 18, 1998, the date of the compa-
nies� revised merger agreement, closed

at $16.94 per share on December 31,
1999�a surprising 61 percent decline
in the firm�s market value. In addition,
KCPL�s financial advisor was unable to
provide an opinion that the contem-
plated transaction was fair to KCPL
shareholders from a financial point of
view, a key strategic rationale for the
transaction�affording KCPL share-
holders an opportunity to participate
in growth �expected to derive from
diversification into unregulated busi-
nesses, including Western Resources�
investment in Protection One��no
longer appeared to exist, and numer-
ous KCPL shareholders, both institu-
tions and individuals, had increasingly
expressed opposition to proceeding
with the transaction.3 Why the merger
made sense in the first place and what
happened to sour the merger is an
interesting story about the rapidly
changing energy industry.

Kansas City Power & Light is an
electric utility that generates and dis-
tributes power to approximately
440,000 customers in Kansas and
Missouri. KCPL serves a 4,700 square
mile service territory that encompasses
metropolitan Kansas City and 23
counties in western Missouri and east-
ern Kansas. KCPL�s customer base in-
cludes residential, commercial, and in-
dustrial customers, and several muni-
cipalities and other electric utilities.
KCPL is one of the lowest-cost provid-
ers of electricity in the Midwestern
United States. KCPL engages in gen-
eration, transmission, distribution, and
sale of electricity, operating primarily in
the Kansas City Metropolitan Area.
KCPL sells electricity at retail and also
provides wholesale electric and trans-
mission services to municipal custom-
ers and electric cooperatives and,
through interchange agreements, to
surrounding integrated systems. The
company owns and operates approxi-
mately 1,100 miles of high voltage
transmission lines and is intercon-
nected with the systems of eight other
public utilities in Kansas and Missouri
for purposes of economy and reliabil-
ity. KCPL owns 3,134 megawatts of
generating capacity.

Western Resources, headquartered
in Topeka, operates its utility opera-
tions under the trade name Kansas
Power and Light (KPL), and through
its subsidiary, Kansas Gas and Electric
Company (KGE), is a combination
electric and natural gas public utility
engaged in the generation, transmis-
sion, distribution, and sale of electric
energy in Kansas and in the purchase,
transmission, distribution, and sale of
natural gas in Kansas and Oklahoma.
Western Resources and KGE own and
operate approximately 3,300 miles of
high voltage transmission lines and are
interconnected with the systems of
eleven other utilities, thereby permit-
ting direct interchange transactions
with other power suppliers in Kansas,
Missouri, Oklahoma, and Nebraska for
purposes of economy and reliability.
Western Resources and KGE own
5,319 megawatts of generating capac-
ity. In addition, Western Resources
had grown to be the third-largest mon-
itored home security company in the
United States under its Protection One
subsidiary. Finally, Western Resources,
with several major strategic acquisi-
tions, had made significant in-roads
into the international energy market.

On September 18, 1997, Western
Resources and Kansas City Power and
Light filed an application for
Authorization and Approval of Merger.
At the time, the companies stated they
believed the proposed merger would
enhance their ability to provide reli-
able, efficient and sufficient service to
retail customers in their certified areas.
Notably, the merger was designed to
permit the companies to achieve sub-
stantial operational savings and effi-
ciencies. The companies stated
customers would share in savings as
well as in the combined company�s
revenue growth through a credit on
their utility bills. The credit was to be
based on a sharing of the company�s
regulated business earnings above a
predetermined level. In addition,
through Western Resource�s security
subsidiary, the combined company
was to have access to more than two
million security and energy customers
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providing $3 billion in annual reven-
ues. The combined companies would
have had $9.5 billion in total assets.

The companies stated the merger
would result in approximately $1 bil-
lion in company-wide savings over ten
years, which would benefit customers
and shareholders. Further, the finan-
cial condition of the combined com-
pany was expected to support an in-
vestment grade bond rating, a stronger
balance sheet, and improved cash
flows for the combined company. The
combined company�s expanded asset
base and increased revenue diversity
would, in theory, allow for greater
access to capital markets on more
reasonable terms.

After almost four years of merger
discussion, KCPL�s Board of Directors
arrived at a decision regarding their
attempt for a merger with Western
Resources. After numerous changes,
and a significant revision of the orig-
inal merger agreement, a decision to
no longer pursue the merger was
made. On January 3, 2000, Kansas City
Power & Light Company announced
that its Board of Directors had unani-
mously voted to terminate its
Amended and Restated Agreement
and Plan of Merger, dated March 18,
1998, with Western Resources, Inc. and
affiliated companies.

In a letter to David Wittig, Western
Resource�s CEO, A. Drue Jennings,
KCPL�s CEO, cited the problems at
Western�s Protection One subsidiary
and their impact on Western Re-
sources as key factors in the KCPL
Board�s action. �These problems and
the related dramatic decline in
Western�s stock price when we signed
the Merger Agreement in March 1998
obviously have a direct bearing on the
value of the contemplated transaction
to our shareholders, as well as the
future prospects of Western and its
affiliated companies assuming such
transaction is consummated.�4

An analysis of the energy industry,
and its potential impact on customers,
provides a framework for better un-
derstanding why the Kansas City
Power & Light/Western Resources

merger failed. More importantly, a
strategic analysis of the industry will
help consumers understand what
strategic moves future energy compa-
nies are likely to make.

Electric Industry Overview

At the turn of the century, vertically
integrated electric utilities engaged in
generation, transmission, and distribu-
tion operations, producing approxi-
mately 40 percent of the nation�s
electricity.5 The remaining electricity
was generated by non-utilities. These
non-utilities are defined as businesses
generating their own electricity. As
utilities began achieving economies of
scale in production, it became more
cost effective for these non-utilities to
cease their own electricity production
and begin purchasing from utilities.

This change to large single-entity
source providers in each territory gave
rise to a natural monopoly in the in-
dustry. Because monopolies were out-
lawed in the United States by the
Sherman Antitrust Act, regulation of
the utilities was a necessity. Regulation
took the form of  traditional rate-based
regulation. The goal of regulation was
to provide reliable service and to pro-
tect the consumer, while at the same
time, providing a reasonable rate of
return to the utility.

As a result, electric holding compa-
nies began to form and by 1920 the 16
largest companies controlled more
than 75 percent of all U.S. electricity
generation. These interstate holding
companies were not subject to state
regulation, which forced the Federal
Government to intervene, leading to
the passage of the Public Utility
Holding Company Act (PUHCA) of
1935. Under the provisions of the Act,
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion regulated these holding compa-
nies. The utilities became regulated by
the Federal Power Commission, which
later became known as the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC).

For decades following regulation,
utilities realized economies of scale
through capacity additions, technologi-

cal advances and declining costs.
These allowed the utilities to meet in-
creasing demand at decreasing prices.
This overall trend continued until the
late 1960s, when the electric utility
industry saw decreasing unit cost and
rapid growth give way to increasing
unit costs and slower growth.6 During
the 1970s several significant events
occurred which dramatically affected
the energy industry: (1) passage of the
Clean Air Act of 1970 and 1977; (2) the
Oil Embargo of 1973-74; (3) the Three
Mile Island nuclear accident on March
28, 1979; (4) high level of inflation dur-
ing the 1970s; and (5) increasing inter-
est rates during the mid 1970s.

In 1978, Congress passed the Public
Utility Regulatory Policies Act
(PURPA). This Act became a catalyst
for competition in the electric industry
because it allowed non-utility facilities
to enter the wholesale market. A non-
utility facility is any entity that owns
electric generating capacity and is not
an electric utility.7 Soon afterwards, util-
ity companies began to realize that
buying energy from non-utilities had
certain advantages over expanding
their own production. The Energy
Policy Act of 1992 furthered the growth
of non-utilities. The Act created a new
category of power producers called
exempt wholesale generators. These
wholesale generators are exempt from
corporate and geographic restrictions
as well as economic regulation allow-
ing wholesale generators to charge
market-based rates.

Electric utilities are currently in pro-
cess of transition to a competitive
market. The electric energy industry is
comprised of two major groups, utili-
ties and non-utilities. The total market
for both utility and non-utility genera-
tors for the years 1985 and 1995 is rep-
resented in Figure 1.

Between 1985 and 1995, the electric
generation industry experienced a
45.9 percent increase in production
with the non-utility market able to cap-
italize on the majority of this growth.
The electric energy is expected to grow
at an annual rate of 1.3 percent for the
next 20 years.8 This growth is expected
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to lead to higher competition between
utilities and non-utilities, with electric
prices expected to decline over the
long-term as a result of competition.
The following is a discussion of the
characteristics and ownership of utili-
ties and non-utilities.

Utilities
Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs)

account for approximately three-
quarters of all utility generation and
capacity. The goal of IOUs is to earn a
return for investors. To do this, they
are granted monopolies in certain
geographic areas. Because they oper-
ate in monopoly markets, state govern-
ments, and sometimes the federal
government, regulate them. The ma-
jority of IOUs are operating companies
providing basic services for gener-
ation, transmission, and distribution.
The companies have an obligation to
provide reliable electric power to those
customers they serve. There are cur-
rently 244 IOUs in the United States.
Based on 1998 revenues, the top 5
IOUs in the U.S. are: PG&E Corpora-
tion (San Francisco, CA), Edison Inter-
national (Rosemead, CA), Southern
Corporation (Atlanta, GA), Texas Utility
Corporation (Dallas, TX), and Duke
Energy Corporation (Houston, TX).

On the other hand, Federally-
Owned Utilities (FOUs) include pro-
ducers and wholesalers that do not
generate power for profit. Publicly-
owned utilities, cooperatives, and
other non-profit entities are given pref-
erence in purchasing from them.
Examples of these FOUs are the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Inter-
national Water Boundary Commission.
The Federal Power Marketing Admin-
istration of the Department of Energy
markets the electricity generated by
these agencies. There are currently 10
FOUs in the United States. The largest
of these is the Tennessee Valley
Authority, which markets power at
wholesale and retail levels.

The third type of utilities are
Publicly-Owned Utilities. Some exam-
ples of these include municipalities,
public power districts, state authorities,
and irrigation districts. These utilities
are non-profit state and local govern-
ment agencies. These facilities serve at
cost and return excess funds to the
consumers in the form of community
contributions, economic and efficient
facilities and reduced rates. Most muni-
cipalities only distribute power, al-
though some large entities produce
and transmit power. Public power dis-
tricts and projects have directors or
commissioners chosen by voters to
govern the districts independent of
any municipal governments. In such
cases, a board of directors is appor-
tioned according to the size of the land
holdings. State authorities generally act
as agents of their respective state gov-
ernments. There are currently 2,014
publicly-owned utilities operating in
the United States.

The final type of utility is the
Cooperatively-Owned Utility. These
utilities are owned by members (usu-
ally small rural farms and communi-
ties) providing services to members.

They are incorporated under state law
and directed by an elected board of
directors, which, in turn, select a
manager. There are currently 931
cooperatively-owned utilities operating
in the United States.

Figure 2 represents the change in
power generation for utilities between
1985 and 1995. The market share of
total electricity generated by utilities
experienced little change over the ten
year period. However, the total growth
in energy generated resulted in a 36.4
percent increase over the period.

Non-Utilities
A non-utility is defined as any entity

that owns electric generating capacity
and is not an electrical utility. In order
for a non-utility to become a qualified
facility, the entity must meet certain
ownership, operating, and efficiency
requirements set forth by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC).

The first type of non-utility is co-
generators. These facilities sequentially
produce electric energy and another
form of energy, such as heat or steam,
using the same fuel source. These co-
generators are guaranteed that utilities
will purchase their excess output at a
price based on the utilities �avoidable
cost� and will provide backup service
at non-discriminatory rates.

The second type of non-utility is
small power producers. These produc-
ers use biomass, waste, renewable
resources (water, wind, solar), or geo-
thermal as primary energy. Fossil fuels
can be used, but renewable resources
must provide at least 75 percent of total
energy input. These facilities are also
guaranteed that utilities will purchase
their output at a price based on the
utilities �avoidable cost� and will
provide backup service at non-
discriminatory rates.

Another type of non-utility is an
exempt wholesale generator. These
generators are exempt from PUHCA�s
corporate and geographic restrictions,
are wholesale producers only, and do
not sell power at the retail level. They
do not possess any significant

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000
Billion kWh

Utility

Non-Utility

1985

1995

Figure 1.  Annual Domestic Electricity Generation, 1985 to 1995
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transmission facilities, and utilities are
not required to purchase their elec-
tricity. These generators are regulated
but usually may charge market-based
prices.

Non-qualified co-generators are
another type of non-utility. These
facilities are non-utilities, utilizing a co-
generating technology, which they
themselves consume part or all of the
electricity they co-generate. The final
form of non-utility is non-co-
generators. These facilities provide
electricity; however, they do not utilize
a co-generating technology.

Figure 3 represents the change in
power generation for non-utilities
between 1985 and 1995. The percent-
age of total electricity generated by
utilities has experienced significant
change over the ten year period. Co-
generators gained the most with a 12
percent increase, followed by small
power producers with 6 percent
increase.

Natural Gas Industry
The annual natural gas market is

estimated to be $70 - $90 billion,
depending on the price of gas and the
volume sold. In 1978, Congress began
a process to end control over the price
of natural gas at the wellhead, to stim-

ulate competition and set in motion a
series of public policy changes by
FERC and state public utility commis-
sions.9 The result has been an increase
in the volatility of retail natural gas
prices.

In the past, natural gas had been
sold at the wellhead to pipelines only.
These pipelines were then able to mar-

ket natural gas to local distributors or
to the final consumers. According to
FERC there were approximately 25
major interstate (owned by eighteen
firms) and approximately 20 intrastate
pipelines operating in the early 1980s.
Thus, a producer wishing to sell nat-
ural gas had to deal with either inter-
state or intrastate marketing entities
and had only a handful of gas buyers.
Deregulation in the natural gas
industry meant producers are now
forced to market their gas to hundreds
of marketing entities. As a result of the
pending deregulation, the natural gas
prices in the early 1980s began to fall
with the promise of direct selling to
end consumers.

In October 1985 FERC issued Order
436, allowing pipelines to transport gas
for customers who had purchased the
gas directly from the wellhead pro-
ducers at decontrolled market prices.
As a result of this order local gas com-
panies, electric utilities, and other
customers could now buy natural gas
directly from the lowest-priced pro-
ducer. The deregulation continued to
lower gas prices for the end consumers
into the late 1980s with an annual price
reduction of seven percent for the

76% 74%

6%

11%

9%

5%
9%

10%

Investor Owned Investor Owned

Federal Owned Federal Owned

Other Public Owned Other Public Owned

Cooperative Cooperative

Utility Generation, 1985 Utility Generation, 1995

Figure 2.  Electricity Generation by Ownership, 1985-1995

Cogenerator QF Cogenerator QF

Small Power Producer Small Power Producer

Cogenerator Non-QF Cogenerator Non-QF

Other Non-QF Other Non-QF

Any Combination Any Combination

Non-Utility Generation, 1985 Non-Utility Generation, 1995

1%
12%

25%

7%

55%

5%
6%

9%

13% 67%

Figure 3.  Non-Utility Electricity Generation, 1985 - 1995



6

Kansas Business & Economic Review PRI

Vol. 24, No 1,  Spring 2001

years be-tween 1984 and 1991.10 Fur-
ther deregulation of the industry came
in 1989 in the form of the Wellhead
Act, which eliminated price controls on
wellhead sales entirely. By 1992, FERC
had ended the pipelines� middleman
role, enabling all natural gas suppliers
to compete for buyers. The mandate
also required utility companies to
�unbundle� their gas service, forcing
these companies to price sales,
transportation, and storage separately.

The natural gas industry has fewer
major competitors than the electric
industry due to the limited number of
producers available worldwide. Unlike
electrical producers, natural gas pro-
ducers are not able to build a natural
gas facility to produce the product as
needed. Once the natural gas has been
extracted from the wellhead, the gas
must be stored then transported to the
final consumer. Deregulation gave
consumers the power to determine a
price for the gas once removed from
the wellhead. So, from the wellhead
the interstate and intrastate pipelines
transport gas to the consumers. Many
smaller gas pipelines began to consoli-
date operations and form large con-
glomerates to begin marketing natural
gas. In the mid-1980s the combination
of Northern Natural Gas, Houston
Natural Gas, Florida Gas, and Trans-
western Pipeline came together into
what is now Enron. Enron soon be-
came the industry leader because of its
marketing and financial innovations
and expertise. However, competition
in the industry continued to be fierce.11

Currently there are 25 interstate pipe-
lines with only 13 firms owning all
pipelines. Although at one time pipe-
lines were responsible for selling the
gas to the final consumers, they have
now been reduced to natural gas
transporters.

By the mid-1990s the natural gas
industry began to merge with the
electric industry�this was the strategy
adopted by Western Resources. The
goal was to transform the energy
industry from three or four major in-
dustries into one. The convergence,
from simply selling these commodities

to becoming a full service provider, has
changed the structure of the industry
as a whole. The energy industry has
moved from producing and selling its
products to a more complex environ-
ment in which the successful competi-
tor must deal with strategic planning,
marketing, and financial management
as well as the development of ancillary
services, such as Western Resource�s
home protection subsidiary. The re-
sulting regulatory implications have
contributed to the competitive behav-
ior of the remaining firms.

Regulatory Forces Facing the
Energy Industry

Natural gas deregulation began in
response to natural gas shortages in
the interstate markets when Congress
passed the Natural Gas Policy Act of
1978. The Act called for the phase-out
of wellhead regulation. Total wellhead
deregulation was completed on
January 1, 1993. Pipeline reform began
in 1984, when FERC issued Order 380.
The order allowed local gas companies
to switch gas suppliers without incur-
ring sizeable fees for doing so. Follow-
ing the implementation of Order 380,
Orders 436 and 500 were passed.
Order 436 allowed for voluntary open
pipeline access in return for a blanket
certificate to transport third-party nat-
ural gas. Order 500 required gas pro-
ducers to credit against a pipeline�s
take-or-pay liability for any natural gas
transported for them. Finally, in 1992
FERC issued Order 636, prohibiting
pipelines from providing bundled gas
service, establishing a capacity release
program, redesigning pipeline rates on
the basis of the straight fixed-variable
methodology, and generally giving
transport customers nondiscriminatory
rights to the pipeline network.12

Substantive electric industry deregu-
lation began on April 24, 1996, when
FERC issued Orders 888 and 889 re-
quiring open access transmission by all
public utilities that own, operate, or
control interstate transmission. Utilities
must take transmission service for their
own wholesale transactions under the
terms and conditions of the Orders.

The Orders also allow public utilities
and transmitting utilities to recover
�stranded costs.�13 Stranded costs are
those costs incurred when a utility can
no longer recover its investment in
generating equipment, or other de-
ferred costs. Order 888 also requires
utilities to separate their power trans-
mission and marketing functions.

Order 889 requires public utilities to
implement standards of conduct and
an Open Access Same-time Informa-
tion System (OASIS). Utilities must
obtain information about their trans-
mission the same way their competi-
tors do�though the OASIS system.
The OASIS rule applies to any public
utility that offers open access transmis-
sion services under the open access
final rule pro forma tariff, including
both wholesale transmission customers
and retail transmission customers that
are able to receive unbundled retail
transmission.

The Orders provide a framework for
electric deregulation in the United
States. State governments are now
adopting their own policies to further
regulate utilities in their respective
states based on the Federal laws. In
addition to the deregulation forces
sweeping the industry, there is also
another force acting upon the industry
to increase regulation. While deregula-
tion allows for increased competition in
these markets, there are also the envi-
ronmental impacts caused by the in-
dustry. These environmental concerns
have led to increased monitoring and
regulations of pollutants produced by
the industry.

Social and Cultural Factors
Effecting The Energy Industry

The recent deregulation in the gas
and the electric industry has also
brought several changes in how the
industry interacts with its customers.
The increased competition in the in-
dustry has forced producers to
develop marketing plans that offer
more than just �product� to the final
consumer. Current industry leaders
have began developing bundled ser-
vice packages, while offering these
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packages in simple, easy-to-use form.
However, along with the increased
competition and production also
comes an increased environmental
concern not only from the govern-
ment, but also from environmental
activists.

The energy industry has moved into
a more consolidated industry taking
advantages of synergies of operations
between natural gas, electricity, and
other energy commodities to form an
�energy store� concept.14 This concept
involves modifying, trading, and mar-
keting activities in order to provide a
value-added convenience of delivering
energy commodities to the end user.
This end-user focus has been brought
about as a result of state deregulation
allowing end users to choose their
energy supplier.

Currently, Massachusetts and Rhode
Island permit full competition and cus-
tomer choice, California allows choice
for most consumers. Arizona, Mon-
tana, New York, and Pennsylvania
offer choice to select groups.15 Con-
sumers in 14 other states are awaiting
implementation of already-approved
electricity-market destructing
agreements.

Consumers are reaping the benefits
of the deregulation of the electric in-
dustry. The increased competition has
driven prices downward even with the
increase in demand for these products.
Over the last 20 years, public deregula-
tion policies have resulted in savings
for all natural gas customers. For ex-
ample, the average natural gas retail
prices (after adjusting for inflation)
decreased by 26 percent from 1987 to
1995. In addition, consumers are ex-
pected to realize an 11 percent annual
savings in the electric industry as a re-
sult of the deregulation.16

In addition to the monetary saving
provided by the deregulation, consum-
ers have been able to take advantage
of the increased marketing activities
undertaken by the new �power mar-
keting� companies. With the addition
of competition into the industry, these
companies have been forced to �sell�
their products to consumers instead of

simply providing their products. This
increase in marketing activities has re-
sulted in a focus on simplifying the act
of purchasing all power needs for an
individual or institution. Energy com-
panies have began to place a large
focus on developing e-commerce ap-
plications to provide direct payment
options for individuals and institu-
tions. In addition, power marketers are
able to offer bundled or unbundled
services to consumers depending on
their current needs.

The 1996 FERC Environmental
Impact Study concluded that there
would be no short-term adverse en-
vironmental impact due to wholesale
competition and that long-term im-
pacts could be positive or negative,
depending on the future price of nat-
ural gas. The environmental commu-
nity is concerned that the increased
competition will result in increased
emissions for many reasons. First,
many coal-fire power plants across the
nation are currently not being fully
utilized. As consumers shop around
for electricity, coal-fire and natural-gas-
fire plants could easily meet this de-
mand by increasing the amount of
coal/gas burned, and thereby increas-
ing emissions. Secondly, environmen-
talists believe that the increased com-
petition will eliminate integrated re-
source planning (IRP). The IRP pro-
cess requires utilities to consider how
to meet long-term demand in the most
cost-effective way. This often includes
consideration of how to decrease cus-
tomer demand rather than meeting it
with new generation. Lastly, the com-
petition will reduce the market share
for cleaner, renewable power, which
will not be able to compete with tradi-
tional fuels when market price is the
determining factor in sales. These con-
cerns will continue to impact the in-
dustry in the future as the government
seeks further regulation. Although
there is no way to predict future im-
pacts of these concerns, past trends in
regulation indicate that governments
will continue to reduce the amount of
emission of energy generators.

Competitive Behavior in the
Energy Industry

Should energy customers be given
the choice to purchase power from
sources other than their local utility?
This question has spawned a great
debate to determine what is in the best
interest of all involved. �Retail wheel-
ing,� also called �customer choice,�
refers to open competition for retail
electricity customers in the residential,
commercial, and industrial sectors to
purchase unbundled electric services
from firms other than their local utility.
Currently, in Kansas, almost all retail
customers purchase �bundled sales
service� from a local utility, regardless
of whether it is an investor-owned util-
ity, rural electric cooperative, or muni-
cipality. �Bundled sales service com-
bines different components or sub-
services�electric energy, transmission,
distribution, metering, billing, and so
forth�to retail customers in the form
of �packaged� electric service. Retail
customers pay one price for this ser-
vice.�17 This, in turn, means current
consumers who purchase these
bundled services have no choice other
than to buy all of their sub-services
from the local utility. With the pro-
posed changes, which would provide
for retail competition, consumers
would have the right to buy one or
more of their sub-services from a third
party.18

Effect On Rural Kansas
The Docking Institute of Public

Affairs conducted a study in 1997
sponsored by rural electric coopera-
tives. The report concluded the pro-
posed restructuring of the electric util-
ity industry would negatively impact
rural Kansans. The study reported that
�retail wheeling� would cause an in-
crease in electric prices for farmers,
other residents, and small businesses
located in the rural areas of the state.
The study also reported that �retail
wheeling� would result in many lost
jobs, lower total income, and signifi-
cant reductions in tax revenues for the
rural areas. Even in the rare cases in
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which a modest reduction in residen-
tial electric bills was indicated, due to
the lost jobs and lowered income and
reduced tax revenues, there would
never be a recovery to pre-retail wheel-
ing levels.19

Effect On Non-Rural Kansas
From a long-term perspective, some

propose that retail competition will
produce positive benefits for the ma-
jority of Kansans. They believe that
�retail wheeling� will lead to a more
customer-responsive, efficient electric
power industry in Kansas. Also, sup-
porters suggest Kansas consumers will
experience lower prices along with ad-
ditional availability of additional elec-
tric services, partly due to greater in-
centives provided to Kansas utilities to
restructure their costs and service
offerings in accordance with what con-
sumers will demand.20

Looking at short-term results with
regard to retail competition, efficiency
gains could be made but wealth trans-
fers may fall out. Kansas consumers
could benefit from cost reductions on
utilities along with the added benefits
of utility surpluses that would be allo-
cated to them. The largest decrease in
prices should occur in areas of the state
in which there is the greatest difference
between the current (embedded) price
of the wholesale/generated power and
the market price. Of main concern is
how the resulting uneconomical sunk
costs are treated, since their treatment
could have a high impact on the short-
term effects of increased competition
on consumers and utilities. For exam-
ple, in April 2000 six of the country�s
largest energy marketers formed an
Internet market for the wholesale trade
of natural gas and electricity. Accord-
ing to Ed Mills, President of Kansas-
based Aquila Energy, the electronic
marketplace would �establish a market
with the depth and liquidity to provide
the energy.�21

Conclusion

With the deregulation of other
national industries, two important
lessons have been learned. First, one

size does not always fit the best. Sec-
ond, the benefits of deregulation do
not accrue equally to all classes of con-
sumers. An important thing to remem-
ber is that retail wheeling of electricity
means one thing to a large industrial
user and a much different thing to a
rural consumer living miles from the
nearest neighbor. In some areas cur-
rently served by rural electric coopera-
tives, �consumer choice� may mean
the difference between having or not
having reliable electric service.

In our attempt to view the future of
energy deregulation, it is somewhat
helpful to look at other industries and
the impact deregulation has had on
the American consumer. For instance,
deregulation in the natural gas and
propane industries produced large
price changes during the winter fol-
lowing the restructuring. Also, the
deregulation of bus and airline indus-
tries has resulted in the reduction of
flights and routes available in rural
areas. Finally, the deregulation of the
telecommunications and cable televi-
sion industry has had mixed results
relative to consumer choice and overall
reduction of costs to the consumer.

The energy industry is currently in
turbulent times. The large number of
mergers and acquisitions continues to
change the complexion of the competi-
tion in the industry. By the end of 1998
no fewer than 537 power marketers
had been approved to conduct busi-
ness. Their sales in the totally deregu-
lated wholesale market soared 90 per-
cent in 1998 from a year earlier to 2.3
billion megawatt hours�nearly 60 per-
cent of all wholesale electricity. The
changing market structure can be seen
by examining Table 1, which reports
the top 5 U.S. power marketers from
the first quarter of 1999 and compare
these to the top 5 through the third
quarter of 1999.

The ability to rapidly increase or de-
crease market share in the industry is a
direct result of the deregulation and
consolidation that the market is cur-
rently undergoing. The changing envi-
ronment of the energy industry has
forced these companies to become

more efficient in their operations while,
at the same time, offering a wider array
of products and services at a lower cost
in order to remain competitive. As can
be seen from the change in market
share over 1999, some companies have
excelled at doing so, while others have
not achieved the correct mix.

As more states approve the result of
energy industry deregulation, competi-
tion will continue to increase. In order
to remain competitive in the industry,
firms will be forced to adopt new stra-
tegies to meet consumers� changing
demands. Consolidation will also con-
tinue in the industry as smaller firms
are forced to either achieve economies
of scale or be forced out of the indus-
try.

In addition to the changes of dereg-
ulation, the problems of the past will
continue to plague the industry. Envi-
ronmental concerns over pollution will
continue to call for higher standards to
regulate the industry. In addition, the
alternative sources for power genera-
tion which emit less pollution may
become the standard for the industry
in the future. If the energy industry is
forced in this direction, a tremendous
amount of research and development
costs may be incurred to develop the
least expensive alternatives.

Suggestions for When the
Juicemen Call You

In industries where products or
services compete primarily on price,
the consumer must be aware of two
things: (1) his or her anticipated
demand for the product, and (2)
attributes of the product/service that
are most desirable. In the energy in-
dustry, retail competition will be a
natural extension of the wholesale
competition that is beginning to de-
velop. The savvy consumer will use
the competitive strategies evident in
the wholesale marketplace to his or her
advantage. The following are some
guidelines to benefit retail energy
consumers as they anticipate the time
when the juicemen will be calling or e-
mailing them with offers of energy
savings.
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1. From a macro-perspective, the
policy on trading power should be
viewed in the same light as the pol-
icy on trading wheat. That is, the
exporting of homogeneous eco-
nomic goods benefits in-state
producers and the entire state.22

Retail consumers should consider
that energy production and market-
ing is now a national and global
business.
2. Retail competition in the energy
industry will most likely contribute
toward the efficient pricing of energy
with the unbundling of services
resulting in pricing schemes being
more understood by consumers.
Thus, market prices charged for
services will be more reflective of
their true costs.23

3. Given the likelihood that consum-
ers will better understand the ser-
vices and related prices for un-
bundled power, it will benefit
consumers to assess their demand
for power based on the following:

a. total energy needs,
b. when energy is needed�the
time of day energy is typically
used,
c. alternatives for different energy
sources�the switching costs of
moving between the use of dif-
ferent sources of energy.

4. Retail competition in the energy
industry will become a process of
reallocating the delivery of energy
between industrial, rural, and sub-
urban users. Consumers should
keep in mind that, like the long dis-
tance telephone service industry,
retail energy competition will seek to
maximize the allocation of a valuable
resource among users with varying
levels of urgency for the commodity.
Thus, for suburban retail purchasers
of energy, it may be wise to buy
power and natural gas primarily in
the evening and on weekends when
they are home and when many
businesses are using lower levels of
energy.
5. Despite the concerns that rural
utilities will not be benefitted by the
retail sales of energy, opening retail
markets in an orderly manner would
serve the citizens of Kansas so long
as the Kansas Corporation Commis-
sion provides for a forum that allows
all parties to reach an agreement on
the major issues affecting rural and
urban/suburban energy users under
retail competition.24
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Table 1.  Comparison of Power Marketer Ranking Changes Between 1 st and
3rd Quarters 1999

1st  Quarter 1999

Rank Power Marketer Mkt. Share
1 Enron Power 17.50%
2 Southern Co. Energy 7.98%
3 Dynegy 5.59%
4 Aquila Power Co. 5.60%
5 Entergy Power Mkt. 4.63%

3rd Quarter 1999

Rank 1 st Qtr. Rank Power Marketer Mkt. Share 1 st Qtr. Mkt. Share
1 1 Enron Power 13.38% 17.50%
2 4 Aquila Power Co. 9.00% 5.60%
3 6 PG&E Energy 8.69% 3.29%
4 2 Southern Co. Energy 8.16% 7.98%
5 13 Avista Energy 6.96% 2.28%

Source: Industry Week, January 24, 2000, p. 62.
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Ten Years of Kansas Job
Creation: The 1990s and
Beyond

Prepared by staff of Labor Market
Information Services, Kansas
Department of Human Resources*

Introduction

The Kansas Department of Human
Resources (KDHR) maintains a unique
perspective in the study of job cre-
ation. KDHR routinely measures
employment change through a series
of employer surveys supplemented by
unemployment insurance administra-
tive records. Coupled with additional
data elements available to the Depart-
ment as a result of its unemployment
insurance operations, a rich source of
information accrues. These elements
include the number of Kansans em-
ployed and wages paid to Kansas
workers.

This article reviews the state�s em-
ployment growth over the last 10
years. Employment by industry is
highlighted. Records provided by
employers covered under the unem-
ployment insurance provisions of the
Kansas Employment Security Law are the
source of this information. Covered
employment represents 90-95 percent
of the state�s official workforce
estimates.

Industry codes are assigned to each
of approximately 68,000 employers
currently subject to the statute. This
permits categorization of employers
and workers in 10 specific industry
divisions such as construction, manu-
facturing, and retail trade. Wage
information can similarly be catego-
rized. Collectively, these data
sources�employer surveys, industry
coding, and wages�can be used to
measure job expansion and decline in
both number and quality.

The Kansas Economy

During the 1990s the state�s econ-
omy grew significantly. Covered

Figure 1.  Kansas Employment Change by Industry Division, 1989-99

Table 1.  Kansas Annual Average Wages, 1989 and 1999

Average Annual Wage Absolute Percent
Industry CY 1989 CY 1999 Change Change

 Total $19,468 $28,027 $8,559 44.0
Agriculture 15,892 21,264 5,372 33.8
Mining 24,072 33,528 9,456 39.3
Construction 22,038 30,442 8,404 38.1
Manufacturing 25,570 36,872 11,302 44.2
Transportation and  Public Utilities 26,328 42,108 15,780 59.9
Wholesale Trade 24,752 37,764 13,012 52.6
Retail Trade 10,662 15,419 4,757 44.6
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 22,151 35,957 13,806 62.3
Services 17,113 25,269 8,156 47.7
Government 19,868 26,770 6,902 34.7

Figure 2.  Covered Employment for Selected States, Percent Change 1989-99
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employment rose from an annual
average of 1,037,900 in 1989 to
1,298,900 in 1999, an increase of 25
percent. The trend continues into the
new millennium. By June 2000 covered
employment had risen to 1,310,748.
Employment change by industry
division is seen in Figure 1.

The average wage of a Kansas
worker in covered employment in-
creased substantially over the decade.
The 1999 figure of $28,000 is 44 percent
greater than the $19,500 computed 10
years earlier. Comparable U.S. figures
were $33,300 and $22,600, respectively.
Nationally, the state�s ranking edged
higher from 36 in 1989 to 32 in 1999.
Individual state industries fared well in
this regard (Table 1). Greatest gains
were noted in the finance, insurance,
and real estate sector and the trans-
portation and public utilities sector,
which recorded increases of 62 and 60
percent, respectively. In 1989 the
highest average wage was reported in
the transportation and public utilities
sector, the lowest in retail trade. Similar
rankings were reported in 1999. The
average wage in manufacturing,
second in 1989, fell to third at decade�s
end.

The state�s unemployment rate
averaged 4.5 percent in 1990. For the
next three years unemployment rates
hovered in the range of 4.3-5.0 percent,
then peaked at 5.3 percent in 1994.
Since then rates have trended down-
ward. The 1999 rate was 3.0 percent.
Interestingly, sustained periods of low
employment can introduce a new set
of problems. For one, Kansas has
experienced widespread labor short-
ages in a variety of occupations and
industries. Contributing to this phe-
nomenon has been rapid technological
growth and business expansion.
Employment statistics reveal that job
creation is primarily occurring in and
adjacent to the state�s urban and trade
centers, often coming at the expense of
smaller, rural counties. Many questions
arise. Where has major growth oc-
curred and in which industries? Which
industries recorded the most rapid
growth? Which are the fastest grow-

ing? Which are declining? What job
skills are needed?

Regional Analysis

Kansas fared much like other states
in the region, increasing by 25 percent
over the ten-year period (Figure 2,
Tables 2 and 3). Most states, with the
exception of Colorado, increased by 17-
26 percent. The increase of 44 percent

in Colorado was due mainly to the
influx of the tourist industry and pop-
ulation increases in the Denver-
Colorado Springs area.

Industry Analysis

With the exception of mining, all
industry divisions recorded employ-
ment growth (Figure 3). Services led in
job creation posting gains in excess of

Table 2.  Covered Employment, Industry Level, Annual Averages, 1989

Average Annual Employment

Industry Kansas Missouri* Iowa* Colorado Nebraska Oklahoma*

Total 1,037,860 2,255,797 1,159,412 1,463,727 690,196 1,139,445
Private 840,734 1,918,960 960,438 1,202,472 557,063 886,253

Agriculture 10,368 15,832 9,236 16,676 8,455 8,187
Mining 9,420 5,153 2,019 19,630 D 42,735
Construction 40,329 98,826 40,557 60,138 25,407 35,872
Manufacturing 184,086 440,031 234,197 192,580 97,407 164,305
Transportation
   & Public Util. 57,605 140,489 50,940 87,985 34,710 63,345
Wholesale
   Trade 70,298 145,030 81,098 81,704 52,391 62,501
Retail Trade 196,422 423,428 228,723 283,175 133,268 215,888
F.I.R.E. 57,918 134,436 67,987 95,410 46,861 58,035
Services 214,288 515,735 245,681 364,170 157,079 235,385
Government 197,126 336,837 198,974 261,254 133,132 253,192

* Source: Employment and Wages Annual Averages, 1989.

Table 3. Covered Employment, Industry Level, Annual Averages, 1999

Average Annual Employment

Industry Kansas Missouri Iowa Colorado Nebraska Oklahoma

Total 1,298,926 2,646,276 1,439,041 2,105,286 866,598 1,403,863
Private 1,071,345 2,249,984 1,218,861 1,793,787 722,744 1,329,782

Agriculture 15,602 24,003 18,147 31,367 13,371 14,168
Mining 6,390 5,129 2,085 13,007 1,235 28,285
Construction 65,234 136,527 64,975 146,810 43,132 63,497
Manufacturing 210,042 410,373 260,851 204,120 117,786 184,079
Transportation
   & Public Util. 72,150 165,264 68,349 136,322 45,552 96,471
Wholesale
   Trade 78,573 152,099 85,615 105,954 54,935 70,138
Retail Trade 242,709 490,788 270,704 401,201 161,497 268,649
F.I.R.E. 62,710 160,594 84,944 136,333 58,086 68,843
Services 317,931 705,208 363,191 618,572 227,130 535,652
Government 227,580 396,292 220,180 311,499 143,853 74,081

* Source: Employment and Wages Annual Averages, 1999.
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103,000, 40 percent of the total (Table
4). Retail trade was a distant second at
46,000. The state�s upward surge in the
number of new services jobs is con-
sistent with the experience of other
states.

The 10 industry divisions are sub-
divided into 83 major groups. The top
10 in job growth are presented in
Figure 4. Cumulatively, these groups

accounted for 60 percent of total job
expansion in the state over the decade.
The two largest are business and
health services; together they
accounted for 60,600 new jobs, 23
percent of the state tally. The con-
tracting of support services is a major
factor contributing to increased
employment growth in business ser-
vices. The practice is becoming increas-

ingly commonplace and encompasses
a wide array of functions�personnel,
bookkeeping, data processing, and
printing. Telemarketing and temporary
employment agencies are fast-growing
establishments in this group. Job
growth remains unabated in health
services. Increasing demand and an
aging population ensure continued
expansion. Workers in this major
group include employees of hospitals,
laboratories, medical clinics, and skilled
nursing and intermediate care facilities.

Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing

Employment
Growth or Decline 5,234
Percent Change 50.5

Annual Average Wage
Growth $5,372
Percent Change 33.8

Only those agricultural employers 1)
employing 10 or more workers in any
portion of 20 or more different weeks
in a calendar year or 2) having paid
$20,000 or more in cash wages in any
one calendar quarter are covered
under the unemployment insurance
provisions of the statute. According to
the Local Area Unemployment
Statistics program, it is estimated that
28 percent of Kansas farm employment
is actually covered. For the most part,
family farms and other small opera-
tions involved in crop and livestock
production are excluded. Among busi-
nesses included are large farms,
ranches, and feedlots; soil preparation
services; veterinary services and lawn
and garden services. Notwithstanding,
that portion of agricultural employ-
ment subject to coverage increased
from 10,400 at the start of the decade to
15,600, 10 years later (Figure 5). The
difference, 5,200, reflects employment
gains of 50 percent. The average wage
of a worker in this industry in 1999
approached $21,300, approximately
three-fourths of the statewide average
of $28,000 for all workers. Agricultural
employment comprises one percent of
covered employment.

Figure 3.  Kansas Employment by Industry, Absolute Change, 1989-99

Figure 4.  Kansas Top ten Growth Industries, Absolute Change, 1989-99
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Table 4.  Kansas Annual Average Employment by Two-Digit Industry Code, 1989 - 1999

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

INDUSTRY TOTAL 1,037,860 1,063,286 1,069,026 1,089,319 1,107,016 1,139,538 1,169,066 1,200,877 1,241,079 1,282,774 1,298,926
 PRIVATE 840,734 860,893 864,117 877,871 891,291 919,114 948,046 979,486 1,017,727 1,058,358 1,071,345

AGRICULTURE 10,368 11,011 11,414 11,502 12,190 12,389 12,899 13,383 14,331 15,176 15,602
01 Agri Prod Crop 1,743 1,805 1,873 1,795 1,905 1,892 1,874 1,885 2,090 2,279 2,456
02 Agri Prod-Livestock 3,635 3,804 3,918 4,049 4,267 4,241 4,502 4,647 4,945 5,132 4,910
07 Agri Services 4,977 5,384 5,600 5,630 6,002 6,234 6,444 6,768 7,211 7,682 8,151
08 Forestry D D D D D D D D D D D
09 Fish, Hunt, Trap D D D D D D D D D D D

MINING 9,420 10,065 9,862 9,111 8,764 8,267 8,001 7,966 8,194 7,323 6,390
10 Metal Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 Coal Mining 248 242 173 159 124 114 108 89 121 106 109
13 Oil and Gas Extraction 8,141 8,692 8,477 7,832 7,500.00 6,914.00 6,685.00 6,639.00 6,829.00 5953 4,967
14 Mining and Qry
     Nonmetal 1,031 1,131 1,212 1,119 1,139 1,238 1,234 1,237 1,243 1,263 1,314

CONSTRUCTION 40,329 41,658 41,753 44,843 45,708 49,313 51,555 56,525 58,729 61,452 66,234
15 General Building 9,418 9,608 9,754 10,157 10,718 11,563 11,666 12,406 12,845 14,188 15,639
16 Heavy Const 8,437 8,794 8,737 9,532 9,178 9,540 9,653 10,449 10,794 10,693 11,067
17 Special Trade 22,474 23,256 23,262 25,153 25,811 28,209 30,236 33,669 35,088 36,570 38,528

MANUFACTURING 184,086 185,646 184,595 182,333 182,671 188,405 191,146 196,093 205,877 212,603 210,042
20 Food Products 26,822 26,439 27,404 27,352 29,063 30,443 31,027 31,321 31,999 32,860 31,032
21 Tobacco 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
22 Textiles 490 370 405 459 257 363 495 167 187 268 434
23 Apparel 3,482 3,461 3,890 4,070 4,090 4,171 3,344 3,476 3,404 2,987 3,273
24 Lumber 3,527 3,486 3,416 3,725 4,016 4,729 4,729 4,899 5,212 5,400 5,197
25 Furniture 1,539 1,606 1,592 1,513 1,459 1,841 1,948 1,721 1,773 1,812 1,938
26 Paper 5,021 5,267 4,909 4,834 4,877 5,071 4,781 4,602 4,951 5,202 5,288
27 Print-Publishs 19,900 20,345 20,705 20,371 21,106 21,543 21,903 21,981 23,216 23,001 22,208
28 Chemicals 7,873 7,710 7,303 6,995 6,764 6,669 6,408 6,022 6,478 6,821 7,129
29 Petro-Coal 2,696 2,698 2,696 2,611 2,483 2,394 2,323 2,313 2,145 2,027 1,508
30 Rubber-Misc. Plastic 9,103 9,316 9,226 9,882 10,206 10,889 12,183 12,756 12,080 12,316 12,520
31 Leather 177 177 173 217 276 301 246 240 252 225 D
32 Stone-Clay Glass 6,345 6,613 6,052 5,829 5,977 6,340 6,316 6,226 6,028 6,146 6,304
33 Primary Metal 2,983 2,889 2,700 2,890 3,130 3,485 3,479 3,644 4,073 4,286 3,680
34 Fabricated Metal 10,856 10,466 10,542 9,624 9,409 9,629 9,341 9,936 10,855 11,210 10,789
35 Ind Com Mach &
     Computers 20,152 21,357 20,185 18,831 20,545 22,374 23,495 23,354 23,968 24,286 22,813
36 Elec Eq Ex Cmptr Eq 8,361 8,393 8,626 9,326 9,309 9,665 9,046 8,570 8,606 8,374 8,814
37 Transport Equip 49,275 49,707 49,470 48,675 44,212 42,889 44,187 49,101 55,227 59,588 59,893
38 Instruments 4,112 3,903 3,812 3,548 3,789 3,866 4,260 4,133 4,032 4,511 4,541
39 Misc Mfg 1,372 1,443 1,489 1,572 1,694 1,734 1,627 1,621 1,383 1,274 2,137

TRANSPORTATION &
PUBLIC UTILITIES 57,605 58,663 58,577 58,184 59,378 61,542 61,211 63,201 65,165 67,168 72,150

41 Local-Urban Trans 2,508 2,599 2,829 2,958 3,133 3,315 3,423 3,387 3,360 3,621 3,697
42 Trucking-Warehousing 22,973 22,062 21,959 22,385 23,056 22,836 24,957 21,023 21,657 22,492 22,734
44 Water Transport 47 47 39 40 62 61 66 68 63 64
45 Air Transport 1,582 1,471 1,349 1,397 1,474 1,714 1,670 6,554 6,540 7,034 7,288
46 Pipelines (Ex Nat Gas) 2,032 2,239 2,354 2,425 2,453 2,273 727 650 614 585 575
47 Transport Service 1,949 1,934 2,185 2,235 2,348 2,538 2,664 3,290 3,417 3,088 3,101
48 Communication 13,850 15,909 15,278 14,638 14,788 15,592 16,042 16,927 18,654 20,431 24,589
49 Elect-Gas-San-Ser 12,664 12,402 12,584 12,104 12,061 12,210 11,658 11,300 10,858 9,850 10,091

WHOLESALE  TRADE 70,298 70,844 69,901 70,128 68,158 68,770 73,247 75,103 76,204 77,193 78,573
50 Durable Goods 37,367 36,352 36,364 37,072 36,556 37,217 39,214 39,718 40,667 40,656 40,219
51Nondurable Goods 32,931 34,492 33,537 33,055 31,602 31,553 34,033 35,384 35,537 36,537 38,353

RETAIL TRADE 196,422 197,244 198,408 202,478 205,522 213,861 222,058 228,284 233,180 241,373 242,709
52 Bldg Mat-Garden 8,401 8,418 8,626 9,031 9,039 10,061 10,203 10,357 10,345 10,593 10,735
53 Gen Merchandise 27,438 26,544 28,289 27,419 28,370 28,720 30,356 31,151 31,998 34,171 34,992
54 Food Services 28,330 29,410 30,449 30,916 31,090 32,319 33,555 34,677 35,042 34,970 35,423
55 Auto Dirs-Svc St 24,326 23,774 23,360 22,990 23,648 24,390 25,005 25,686 26,313 26,760 27,028
56 Apparel and Access 11,278 11,102 10,582 10,552 10,707 10,854 10,693 10,955 11,374 11,845 10,688
57 Furn & Home Furn 7,927 8,187 7,755 7,928 7,997 8,605 9,357 9,955 10,271 10,791 11,246
58 Eating & Drinking 65,900 66,978 67,411 69,823 72,482 75,917 78,346 80,546 82,013 85,129 84,896
59 Misc. Retail 22,822 22,831 21,936 23,817 22,186 22,992 24,541 24,954 25,822 27,110 27,699

(con’d)
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Mining

Employment
Growth or Decline -3,030
Percent Change -32.2

Annual Average Wage
Growth $9,456
Percent Change 39.3

Over 77 percent of Kansans em-
ployed in the mining industry are
engaged in the extraction of oil and
gas. The average wage of a worker in
this industry jumped 39 percent to
$33,500 in 1999, $9,500 greater than
that earned in 1989. The average wage
in both years exceeded that of the state
as a whole. Mining of ore and precious
metals has limited presence in the
state; even coal mining, once a thriving
business in the southeastern part of
the state, has ceased to be a factor.
Mining is the only industry to have
lost jobs over the period. It declined

Table 4 (con’d)
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

FINANCE, INSURANCE,
& REAL ESTATE 57,918 58,276 58,234 57,797 58,140 58,630 57,477 58,478 59,925 62,002 62,710

60 Depository Inst 21,359 21,185 20,321 20,148 19,936 19,893 19,385 19,373 20,400 20,832 20,970
61 Non Depository Inst 3,603 3,453 3,381 3,391 3,819 3,846 3,828 3,955 4,047 4,369 4,455
62 Sec-Comm-Brks-Sv 1,556 1,559 1,788 1,833 1,967 2,041 1,979 2,212 2,504 2,684 3,048
63 Insurance Carr 12,818 13,005 12,941 12,789 12,504 12,441 11,924 11,977 11,931 12,003 11,761
64 Ins Agents-Brks 8,516 8,741 8,933 8,624 8,418 8,337 8,282 8,504 8,923 8,976 9,419
65 Real Estate 8,404 8,470 8,744 8,924 9,090 9,455 9,404 9,908 10,376 10,800 10,592
67 Holding & Investments 1,662 1,863 2,126 2,085 2,403 2,615 2,672 2,546 1,742 2,336 2,463

SERVICES 214,288 227,486 231,373 241,492 250,757 257,934 270,449 280,449 296,118 314,063 317,931
70 Hotels & Lodging 9,521 9,757 9,520 9,308 9,243 9,261 9,606 9,687 10,014 10,964 11,001
72 Personal Service 11,119 11,266 11,222 11,510 11,998 11,727 12,068 12,303 12,336 12,338 12,677
73 Business Service 37,684 40,213 41,458 44,477 47,409 51,497 54,901 58,625 64,673 70,111 71,409
75 Auto-Repair Service 7,204 7,627 7,607 7,661 8,308 8,220 8,477 8,944 9,403 9,868 10,462
76 Misc. Repair Service 5,897 6,282 5,527 5,271 5,440 4,669 5,288 5,288 5,277 5,233 4,865
78 Motion Pictures 2,251 2,414 2,633 2,548 2,700 2,819 2,929 3,209 3,345 3,803 3,481
79 Amus & Rec Services 8,222 9,121 9,127 9,443 9,733 10,456 10,893 11,127 11,581 13,498 13,868
80 Health Services 78,278 82,737 85,783 89,292 90,939 93,928 96,619 99,386 102,665 104,967 105,198
81 Legal Services 5,765 5,813 5,856 5,973 5,963 5,913 5,949 5,947 5,995 6,105 6,044
82 Education Services 5,260 5,629 5,487 5,736 5,991 6,356 6,789 7,222 7,520 7,982 8,254
83 Social Services 14,023 14,883 16,111 17,789 19,133 19,827 21,561 22,636 25,146 27,922 29,265
84 Museums, Zoos, etc. 240 272 274 318 351 339 349 423 417 430 467
86 Membership Org 7,290 7,911 7,844 8,330 8,578 8,425 8,668 8,181 8,311 8,630 8,857
87 Eng, Acct, Resch, Mgt 19,237 21,049 20,450 21,142 22,019 21,479 23,290 24,578 26,581 29,129 29,052
88 Private Household 2,006 2,156 2,163 2,382 2,586 2,723 2,763 2,620 2,595 2,813 2,743
89 Services, Nec 288 356 311 304 359 288 292 265 252 263 282

GOVERNMENT 197,126 202,393 204,909 211,447 215,725 220,423 221,019 221,391 223,351 224,415 227,580
Local 123,756 128,804 131,831 137,354 140,478 145,436 147,909 150,934 153,718 156,666 160,790
State 43,908 44,580 44,479 44,869 45,949 46,419 46,973 44,702 43,329 41,948 40,591
Federal 29,462 29,009 28,599 29,223 29,298 28,567 26,136 25,754 26,303 25,800 26,199

Figure 5.  Kansas Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing Employment, 1989-99

3,000 from 9,400 in 1989 to 6,400 at
decade�s end (Figure 6). Employment
in this division is closely related to the
price of oil. Many producers curtailed

operations during the 1990s when
falling oil prices no longer allowed for
profitability. Producers remained reluc-
tant to reenter the market due to the

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Employment in Thousands
17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10
10,368

11,011
11,414

11,502

12,190
12,389 12,899

13,383

14,331

15,176
15,602

15,939*

*Denotes average employment January through June 2000.
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Figure 6.  Kansas Mining Employment, 1989-99

Figure 7.  Kansas Construction Employment, 1989-99

Figure 8.  Kansas Manufacturing Employment, 1989-99

risky nature of the business. Recruit-
ment of qualified workers hampered
growth. Some industry analysts, how-
ever, foresee a recovery in this indus-
try in the next five-ten years.

Construction

Employment
Growth or Decline 24,905
Percent Change 61.8

Annual Average Wage
Growth $8,404
Percent Change 38.1

Kansas contractors generally pros-
pered in the 1990s. Employment rose
from 40,300 in 1989 to 65,200 in 1999
(Figure 7). The difference, 24,900, rep-
resents ten-year gains of 62 percent. In
1999 construction workers earned an
average of $30,400, in 1989 the average
was $22,000. Each exceeded the state-
wide average in both years for all
workers. Significant employment
growth was noted among special trade
contractors over the period. This major
group includes plumbing, heating, and
air-conditioning contractors; electrical
contractors; painters; carpenters; and
roofers. During the mid-to-latter part of
the 1990s, contractors engaged in
heavy construction benefitted from a
major infusion of monies for highway
building projects.

Manufacturing

Employment
Growth or Decline 25,956
Percent Change 14.1

Average Annual Wage
Growth $11,302
Percent Change 44.2

Employment in manufacturing rose
26,000 or 14 percent from 1989-1999
(Figure 8). Although the industry grew,
some components sustained losses.
Chemical manufacturing was one,
petroleum refining another. The reduc-
tion was likely attributable to the de-
cline in oil and gas extraction. Notable
among gainers in this division were

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Employment in Thousands
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39

*Denotes average employment January through June 2000.
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Employment in Thousands
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*Denotes average employment January through June 2000.
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*Denotes average employment January through June 2000.
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Figure 9.  Kansas Transportation and Public Utilities Employment, 1989-99

Figure 10.  Kansas Wholesale Trade Employment, 1989-99

Figure 11.  Kansas Retail Trade Employment, 1989-99

manufacturers of transportation equip-
ment, food, and rubber products.
Respective gains totaling 10,600, 4,200,
and 3,400 were reported. Kansas em-
ployers engaged in the manufacturing
of transportation equipment are pri-
marily linked to aircraft production in
the Wichita area. During the decade,
global demand for aircraft and aircraft
parts, both commercial and military,
seriously strained the city�s ability to
attract qualified workers. Manufactur-
ing employment trended downward
after 1998. Layoffs in the aircraft indus-
try were responsible. Only recently
have new aircraft orders been received
reversing the tide of layoffs. Peripheral
suppliers of aircraft goods and services
are also benefitting. Manufacturing has
consistently offered above-average
wages. In 1989 the wage of an average
factory worker was exceeded only by
that of a worker in the transportation
and public utilities industry. By 1999
the average manufacturing wage,
$36,900, had fallen to third behind
transportation and public utilities and
wholesale trade.

Transportation and
Public Utilities

Employment
Growth or Decline 14,545
Percent Change 25.2

Annual Average Wage
Growth $15,780
Percent Change 59.9

 In 1999, 14,500 more workers were
employed in transportation and public
utilities than 10 years earlier (Figure 9).
The figure reflects job gains of 25 per-
cent. Growth within the division was
mixed. Establishments engaged in
communications�primarily television
broadcasting, cable services, and tele-
communications�experienced signifi-
cant growth. The group added 10,700
new workers over the decade, an in-
crease of 78 percent. In June 2000
employment in this industry totaled
77,300. Conversely, employment in
pipelines, except natural gas, dwindled
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Figure 12.  Kansas Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate Employment, 1989-99

Figure 13.  Kansas Services Employment, 1989-99

Figure 14.  Kansas Government Insurance, 1989-99

by 72 percent. Job loss among
establishments in this group may be
attributable to declines in oil and gas
extraction. In 1989 and again in 1999,
annual average wages were highest in
this division. Wages grew by 60 per-
cent over the period. Having an aver-
age wage of $42,100 in 1999, transpor-
tation and public utilities workers
earned half again as much as the
statewide average for all workers that
year, $28,000.

Wholesale Trade

Employment
Growth or Decline 8,275
Percent Change 11.8

Annual Average Wages
Growth $13,012
Percent Change 52.6

Employment in wholesale trade
remained relatively constant in the
early 1990s. In 1995 the division turned
sharply higher with continuing expan-
sion in later years (Figure 10). By dec-
ade�s end, employment totaled 78,600,
representing 10-year gains of 12 per-
cent. Major employers in this division
are office equipment distributors, grain
elevators, food service equipment dis-
tributors, and petroleum bulk pro-
ducts. At $37,800, wholesale trade was
second highest in average annual
wages in 1999. The division ranked
third in 1989.

Retail Trade

Employment
Growth or Decline 46,287
Percent Change 23.6

Annual Average Wage
Growth $4,757
Percent Change 44.6

Retail trade, second only to services
in employment growth over the dec-
ade, reported 46,300 new jobs. A total
of 242,700 were employed in this divis-
ion in 1999, a figure 24 percent greater
than that of 1989 (Figure 11). Though
the average wage of a retail worker
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grew 45 percent over the period, the
division continued to lag all others in
total remuneration. The 1999 figure
was $15,400, 55 percent of the state-
wide average for all workers. The
industry practice of hiring less than
full-time workers is a contributing
cause. Eating and drinking establish-
ments accounted for the major portion
of growth. In the main, this was attrib-
utable to the continued proliferation of
franchised fast food and other spe-
cialty food restaurants. The phenom-
enon, common to Kansas and the
nation, was prevalent across the state.
Growth can likely be linked to in-
creases in both population and pur-
chasing power.

Finance, Insurance, and Real
Estate

Employment
Growth or Decline 4,792
Percent Change 8.3

Annual Average Wage
Growth $13,80
Percent Change 62.3

Employment held steady in the
finance, insurance, and real estate
sector through the early to mid 1990s.
In 1996 employment displayed up-
ward movement, peaking at 62,700 at
decade�s end (Figure 12). Ten-year
gains of eight percent were recorded,
yielding 4,800 new jobs, despite mas-
sive consolidation among financial
institutions, especially banks, during
the period. Job expansion was greatest
in the real estate division; i.e., real
estate operators, and owners and les-
sors of real property as well as buyers,
sellers, developers, agents and brokers.
Across-the-board growth was noted
among other financial institutions as
well�non-depository institutions, in-
surance agents, security brokers, and
holding and investments. In 1999 the
division ranked fourth among the 10
divisions relative to average wage. The
1999 average of $36,000 was 62 percent
greater than the comparable 1989
figure of $22,200.

Services

Employment
Growth or Decline 103,643
Percent Change 48.4

Annual Average Wage
Growth $8,156
Percent Change 47.7

Services establishments demon-
strated impressive growth during the
1990s. The division is the state�s largest
in employment and also its fastest
growing, mirroring the nation in this
regard. Persons employed surged
103,600 from 214,300 in 1989 to 317,900
in 1999, an increase of 48 percent
(Figure 13). Almost 40 percent of new
job creation in Kansas can be traced to
this division. Employment growth in
services is closely tied to accom-
panying growth in other divisions and
the population in general. Health,
education, and business services are
major players in this sector. The aver-
age wage of a service worker increased
$8,200 over the span to $25,300 in 1999.
That year services ranked eighth
among the divisions. On average, its
workers earned 90 percent of the state-
wide figure for all workers.

Government

Employment
Growth or Decline 30,454
Percent Change 15.4

Annual Average Wage
Growth $6,902
Percent Change 34.7

Government employment in Kansas
grew 30,500 from 1989 to 1999, a
modest gain of 15 percent (Figure 14).
A total of 227,600 individuals were
employed in this division in 1999.
Included in this sector are workers at
all levels of government; i.e., local,
state, and federal. Growth was fairly
rapid in the early part of the decade
but tapered off in the latter half. From
1995 through 1999 expansion was
limited to three percent. The bulk of
these workers were employed in local

government, with the only growth
occurring at this level. Increasing
demand for such basic services as
schools, public utilities, and street
maintenance were contributing factors.
The average wage of a government
worker in 1999 was $26,800, up $6,900
from the 1989 figure of $19,900.

Conclusion

At this writing (December 2000)
Kansas has experienced some of the
most dramatic periods of employment
growth in recent times. Unemploy-
ment stands at 3.5 percent for
November 2000 with nonfarm wage
and salary employment slightly above
1,370,000. The 1990s were an excep-
tional growth period for the State of
Kansas, and the healthy job growth
has supported extremely low levels of
unemployment. In fact, it is common to
consider the current level of
unemployment at three to four percent
as full employment. Much of the
discussion today centers about
persistent labor shortages in Kansas.
The number of unemployed people
statewide continues to hover near
50,000. As is often the case, the job
market skills of those unemployed
frequently fail to match the skill
requirements of the employer.

The outlook is for these trends to
continue in the next few years;
however, at a reduced rate of growth.
Whatever occurs, Kansas has
experienced one of the most
exceptional periods of growth in
employment during the 1990s, and the
immediate outlook appears promising
for continued growth.

*William H, Layes, Chief of Labor Market
Information Services, Lee Boos, Tina Burghart,
Teila Gilchrist, Richard Murray, and Ron Sicka,
Research Analysts, Matilda Michaelis, Office
Specialist, and Lisa Trammel, Office Assistant.
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Figure 1.  The Prairie Band Potawatomi Casino
The Role of the Prairie Band
Casino Business in the Area
Economy: Jackson and
Shawnee Counties in 1999

David L. Darling
Xiaolou Yang
Chatura B. Ariyaratne

David Darling is a professor in the
Department of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, Xiaolou Yang is currently
pursuing a doctorate in Agricultural
Economics, and Chatura B. Ariyaratne
is ABD in his doctoral program in the
Department of Agricultural Econom-
ics, all at Kansas State University.

Introduction

With the advent of four new Native
American Gaming (NAG) properties in
Kansas, new jobs have been created in
Brown, Doniphan, and Jackson coun-
ties. This positive development has
been balanced, to some degree, by the
costs to local governments, who have
to accommodate more visitors, police
more traffic, fight more crime, and deal
with unfortunate families impacted by
a member addicted to gambling. This
report is an estimate of the fiscal and
economic impacts of the gaming pro-
perty on the reservation of the Prairie
Band of the Potawatomi Tribe in
Jackson County, just north of Topeka,
Kansas.

The region being analyzed is the
combined area of Jackson and
Shawnee counties. The time period
chosen is the year 1999, the second
year of operation.The researchers have
used a variety of data sources and
have compared Jackson County to
Pottawatomie, Brown, Nemaha, and
Shawnee counties. Pottawatomie
County acts as a control county. Using
the USDA, ERS system of county codes
that are called the Rural-Urban Con-
tinuum Codes (Butler and Beale, 1993),
the authors found Jackson County to
be similar to Pottawatomie County but
without a NAG property. Thus, read-
ers should compare the two to gain

insight into the relative impact of the
new NAG property on the reservation.
This makes Pottawatomie County the
control county from an experimental
design perspective. The authors were
able to quantify the impacts using this
methodology, and the methodology
suggested in the flow diagram in
Figure 1.

The computer model used to gener-
ate multipliers is IMPLAN. The data
(1997) for the model come from MIG,
Inc., Stillwater, MN. Dr. John Leather-
man, Extension Specialist in the
Department of Agricultural Economics,
manipulated the IMPLAN Model and
provided the authors with detailed
multipliers.

Literature Review

Spears (2000) surveyed a random
sample of household phone numbers
in northeast Kansas in 1999 for his pri-
mary data collection. The telephone
survey tried to contact 1038 house-
holds. Of those contacted, 406 pro-
vided usable data. The respondents
lived in Jackson, Brown, and Doni-
phan counties. The purpose of the
study was to collect the perceptions
and attitudes of residents who live

near the four new NAG properties. He
discov-ered that women rated the
economy more improved as compared
to men.

He also discovered that as the age of
the respondents increased, they were
more likely to judge NAG to have a
negative impact. Employed people felt
that the income benefits were more
positive to the area economy than
those who were retired or self-
employed felt. Higher income people
were less likely to view NAG as benefit-
ing the local cultural and social life. A
majority of those responding were
optimistic that the local economy will
improve with or without NAG. Finally,
a majority (70.9 percent) supports the
idea of more restrictions on NAG
developments.

On the negative side, Spears found
that respondents ranked the following
environmental factors as troubling.
These are presented in rank order
from most problematic to least prob-
lematic: traffic conditions, crime rate,
illegal drug activity, property taxes and
real estate values, litter, overcrowding,
noise pollution, air pollution, and
water pollution, drug use, prices, pro-
perty taxes, and crowding.
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Source: Porter, Michael (1990). New York: Free Press.The Competitive Advantage of Nations.

Figure 2.  Porter’s Determinants of Competitive Advantage

Deller and Chen (1997) studied the
impact of NAG on a rural area in
Wisconsin, choosing a methodology
similar to the one used in this Kansas
case study. They compared two similar
regional economies, one with NAG
and the other without it. Deller and
Chen used more variables than the
Kansas study. They conclude that the
�bulk of the economic windfall from
these casinos is remaining on the reser-
vation and is not rippling through the
regional economy� (Page 252). They
also found that a majority of those
coming to casinos are older and do not
cause the criminal indicators to in-
crease measurably.

Wallace, Gnushke, and Ciscel (1999)
discovered that the casino industry in
Tunica County, Mississippi was suc-
cessful as a stimulant. They used
Porter�s model of competitive nations
(Porter 1990) to explain the success of
the non-NAG industry in this rural and
poor county. The Porter model sug-
gests that four factors contribute to
economic success of an industry in a
county. These are (1) factor conditions
(the cost and availability of key factors
of production), (2) demand conditions
(for the product being produced), (3)
related and supporting industries, and

(4) firm strategy structure and rivalry
(Figure 2). The casinos in Tunica
County draw from the greater Mem-
phis regional population.

Simonson and Goebel (1999) looked
at gaming as recreation and recrea-
tional expenditures among Americans.
They find the future prospects of the
industry to be very good in the U.S.
They conclude with the following
statements: �We expect gaming to be
one of the fastest-growing segments of
consumer spending over the next 5 to
10 years. We base this favorable
conclusion on:

� A long-term acceleration in the
growth of consumer spending on
recreation as an aging U.S. popula-
tion shifts from goods to services;
� An increasing share of recreation
expenditures shifting to gaming, a
subset that will benefit from an aging
population;
� Strong growth in the casino indus-
try revenue due to the expansion,
over time, of legal gaming jurisdic-
tions and rising individual participa-
tion rates;
� Highly-predictable, above-average
earnings potential;

� An ability to participate in the
growth of new markets as well as
continue to grow aggressively in the
Las Vegas market; and
� Strong balance sheets and below-
average costs of capital.�

Income Impacts

The income impact on the two coun-
ties and to a lesser extent all of Kansas
is estimated to be around $39,000,000.
Over half of this income, $25 million,
goes to households as payroll. Most of
this payroll ($21,325 million) is paid to
employees living in two counties,
Jackson and Shawnee. Citizens of
Kansas then spend about 43 percent of
their income on taxable items bought
in Kansas. To give these numbers
some perspective, the total personal
income in Jackson County in 1998
amounts to $259,372,000. The Bureau
of Economic Analysis posted this data
on the Internet on June 15, 2000.

Living Patterns

In a recent count, 62 employees live
on the reservation, 382 live in the rest
of Jackson County, 487 live in Shawnee
County, 21 live in Brown County, and
the rest live elsewhere in Kansas. The
gender breakdown is about 47 percent
male and 53 percent female.

These employees earned about 25
million dollars in 1999. These dollars
have helped stimulate the economies
of Jackson and Shawnee counties.

Employment Linkages

Based on a two county input-output
computer model that estimates the im-
pact of new economic activity, the em-
ployment multiplier for the combined
counties of Jackson and Shawnee is
1.5. Thus, on top of the 1,042 full and
part time employees working on the
casino property, an additional 521
more people will be employed to meet
the additional demand. Also, the in-
come multiplier for hotels and amuse-
ment services is 1.5. Thus, the second-
ary income impact from the new
payroll is about 12.5 million dollars.
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Production Linkages

Besides the employment and payroll
stimulus, the new Native American
Gaming facility buys goods and ser-
vices from local, regional, and national
vendors. Harrah�s reports that it
bought $890,353 worth of products
from Jackson County-based businesses
and another $3,042,204 worth from
Shawnee County-based businesses.
This buying pattern also stimulates
more job creation and more payroll
payout. Using a ratio of one job per
$100,000 in retail activity, this suggests
40 jobs being created.

Fiscal Linkages

Tribal, city, county, state, and federal
taxes are deducted from or collected
from the casino employees� salaries
either from the paycheck or when the
employees buy retail purchases.
Harrah�s reports that they collected
and remitted $21,215 in tribal sales tax
on purchases made on the NAG pro-
perty. They report that they collected
$521,346 and sent that to the State of
Kansas as income tax deducted from
the earnings of employees. They re-
port that they collected $3,538,558 for
the federal government for both fed-
eral income taxes and payments to
social insurance.

Employees purchase real estate and
pay property taxes. They buy motor
vehicles and pay sales and real estate
taxes on these products. They buy
other taxable items such as groceries
and general merchandise. We devel-
oped and administered a survey of
employees to learn more about their
living and spending patterns. Almost
five hundred employees (493) filled out
the survey on the 8th July, 2000. Assum-
ing that those who filled out the sur-
vey represent the total population of
the workforce at the casino and the
hotel, we can make a number of con-
clusions. Twenty eight percent (27.8)
have moved into the area to work at
the casino since 1997. Twenty eight
percent (28.4) have children going to
schools in the area. The average com-
mute in minutes is 25.57. Twelve per-

cent (12.4) have bought a home in the
last three years. Forty-six percent (45.7)
have bought one or more cars in the
last three years. The employees spend
their money the following ways: six
percent (6.1) is spent on the
reservation, sixteen percent (15.9) is
spent in the Holton area, four percent
(3.72) is spent elsewhere in Jackson
County, forty-eight percent (48) is

spent in the Topeka area, 9 percent
(8.8) is spent elsewhere in Shawnee
County, and the rest (17.48) is spent
elsewhere in the world.

Summary of a Statistical Analysis

1. By all measures, the employment
numbers in Jackson County have
increased dramatically, mainly due to
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the jobs created at the NAG casino
development on the Pottawatomie
Reservation near Mayetta in southern
Jackson County. Non-farm, civilian
employment increased from 2,999 in
1996 to 4,525 as of September 1999
according to the latest data from the
Kansas Department of Human
Resources, Labor Market Information
Services. The September count of
people employed on the casino
property was 1,113. Thus, all but 413
jobs can be attributed to NAG activity.

Based on our analysis, Jackson County
employment gains as a percentage
over the base year (1996) have been
superior to the nearby counties of
Pottawatomie, Brown, and Shawnee
(Figure 3).

2. Total personal income and per
capita income also have increased, but
not as dramatically. The estimated 1999
total personal income is $279,186,000,
according to the January 2001 Gover-
nor�s Economic and Demographic
Report.1 This number is up only eight-

percent (8.2) from the 1996-revised
estimate of $251,736,000. If we compare
the Jackson County�s total personal
income growth with Pottawatomie
(21.2 percent), Brown (14.0 percent),
Nemaha (9.6 percent), and Shawnee
(17.1 percent) counties, Jackson
County�s income growth appears to be
growing at a slower rate. Per capita
income rose to $22,300 from $21,013.
This is an increase of only 6.1 percent.
Pottawatomie County�s number went
up at a rate of 15.7 percent. Brown
County�s number went up by 14.4 per-
cent, Nemeha County�s per capita per-
sonal income increased 12.3 percent,
and Shawnee County�s percent
increase is 17.3 (Figures 4 and 5).

3. Sales tax revenues reflect retail
trade activity. Jackson County�s sales
tax revenues have increased in 1997,
1998, and 1999. Revenues rose from
$739,000 to $902,000. The city of Holton
actually did even better than Jackson
County when one compares the per-
centage increase in local sales tax
revenues. To create a standard meas-
ure we convert state sales tax collec-
tions attributed to each county to Pull
Factors and then into the Trade Area
Capture (TAC) numbers. Between the
fiscal years of 1997, which began on
July 1, 1996, and fiscal year 1999,
Jackson County�s TAC increased by 2.8
percent. This compares to Pottawa-
tomie County�s -8.5 percent, Brown
County�s -4.3 percent, and Shawnee
County�s 1.9 percent. This is another
good indicator that Jackson County�s
progress is excellent (Figure 6).

4. Assessed valuations are also grow-
ing and inflating in most every county
in Kansas. We compared Jackson to its
neighbors. Jackson County�s total ap-
praised valuation growth was up 22.6
percent from 1996 to 1999. Jackson
County�s total appraised valuation
growth rate was higher compared to
Brown (18.1 percent), Shawnee (16.3
percent), Nemaha (13.5 percent) and
Pottawatomie (11.6 percent). The same
trend was observed for the 1996-98
period (Figure 7).

5. Next, we looked at population
changes. We started with the 1996

Brown Jackson Nemaha Pottawatomie Shawnee

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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revised county estimates as reported in
the Kansas Statistical Abstract. Then we
compared the 1996 data with the re-
vised estimates of the year 2000. Again,
Jackson County out- performed neigh-
boring counties. Population went up
an estimated 9.88 percent in Jackson
County, faster than the 7.84 percent for
Pottawatomie County and faster than
the 5.20 percent for Shawnee County.
Brown County held steady with a de-
cline of 0.66 percent, a loss of only 44
residents (Figure 8).

Conclusion

The new NAG property has had a
measurable positive impact on the local
economy, according to this analysis.
New people have moved into the area;
they have bought homes and cars;
they are spending their income locally,
an estimated $10.75 million on taxable
items. This business activity has stimu-
lated new business investment, which
is leading to an expanded property tax
base. Finally, more sales tax revenues
are going to city, county, and state
governments.
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Sources of Data

IMPLAN Model data come from MIG, Inc. of
Stillwell, MN and reflect the industrial activity of

the combined economies of Jackson and
Shawnee counties.

David and Carol Darling conducted the survey
of employees on the 8th of July 2000 on the NAG
property.

Income data come from the 1999 and 2001
Governor�s Economic and Demographic Report,
Kansas Dept. of Administration, Division of the
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Appendix A

SURVEY OF EMPLOYEES OF THE CASINO AND HOTEL

The purpose of this survey is to estimate the economic and fiscal impact of the casino and hotel on the local economy

and state and local governments. This surveyis being conducted under contract with The Tribal Gaming Commission

by The Kansas State University Agricultural Experiment Station and Cooperative Extension Service.

Please circle the appropriate answer whenever possible.
1. Please tell us where you live: On the Potawatomi Reservation, 1 _________ 7.5%

Elsewhere in Jackson County, 2 _________ 31.05%

In Shawnee County, 3 _________ 46.05%

Elsewhere:name of the county: 4 _________ 15.4%

2. Have you moved due to your current job at the hotel or casino? Yes No 27.8%, 72.2%

If yes, from where? ______________

If yes, to where? ______________

If yes, when? month _______ year ___________

3. Do you have children who attend public schools? Yes No 28.4%, 71.7%

If yes, how many children? _____________

If yes, where do they go to school (USD # or Name)? 1.___________________________________

2.___________________________________

3.___________________________________

4. Currently, how longdoes it typically take to drive to work from your home? 25.57 (average) minutes

5. Did you buy or build your current home since starting work at the casino? Yes No 12.4%, 87.6%

If yes, what year? _____________

If yes, approximately what are your annual property taxes? $ _____________

6. Did you buy a vehicle since coming to work at the hotel or casino? Yes No 45.7%, 54.3%

If yes, what year? Year __________

If yes, what was the approximate sales tax on this vehicle? $ __________

If yes, what was the approximate annual property tax bill? $ __________

7. Finally, please estimate what percentage of your income you spend in different places.

On the Potawatomi Tribal Reservation 6.10 %

The Holton area 15.90 %

Elsewhere in Jackson County 3.72 %

The Topeka area 48.00 %

Elsewhere in Shawnee County 8.80 %

Elsewhere 17.48 %

100 %

Thank you for your cooperation. Usable data from 493 surveys

____________________________________________________
Drafted by David L. Darling on June, 2000

Prairie Band of Potawatomi Gaming Commission Analyst.

Appendix A

SURVEY OF EMPLOYEES OF THE CASINO AND HOTEL

Employment numbers come from Harrah�s of
Kansas, Inc. and the Kansas Dept. of Human
Services.

Sales tax and property valuation data come from
the Kansas Department of Revenue.

Population estimates are from the US Bureau of
the Census web site.

Notes

1. Total Personal Income is inclusive of social
insurance, rather than excluded as it is in the
Governor�s Report.
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Introduction

Economic Development organiza-
tions (EDOs) are groups of business
leaders who seek to improve the cli-
mate for business in their domains
through such activities as the protec-
tion of existing industries, the attrac-
tion of new industries and companies,
and the management of local infras-
tructures. EDO memberships are
dominated by the CEOs and owners of
companies. As major government lob-
byists, EDOs constitute an important
component of the interorganizational
environment within which public or-
ganizations operate (Wise 1990), and
they are among the most elite business
networks in a region. Whereas many
studies have investigated the extent of
women�s participation in positions of
influence in the business community,
including representation in the ranks
of managers (United States Equal
Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion 1985; Wellington 1998), member-
ships on corporate boards of directors
(Kesner 1988; Sweetman 1996), status
as officers of large corporations
(Catalyst 1998), and leadership of small
businesses (Daily and Dalton 1999;
Leavitt 1988), studies on women in the
important executive networks known
as EDOs are comparatively rare.

Understanding women�s roles in
EDOs is important for several reasons
(André 1995). First, EDOs represent a
form of meta-organization and thus
reflect the degree of advancement
among women through the business
hierarchy. However, acceptance of

women into powerful, voluntary or-
ganizations such as EDOs, which are
akin to private clubs (Driscoll &
Goldberg 1993), has not yet been dem-
onstrated. Second, just as women�s
careers and styles for networking differ
from those of men so their values with
respect to priorities for economic devel-
opment may differ (Aldrich 1989); Ely
1994, Ibarra 1993; Powell & Mainiero
1992). For example, in the public sector
the increased representation of women
in politics has led to more legislation
affecting children, the elderly, health
care, and the environment (Boxer
1993). Further anecdotal evidence sug-
gests that women�s economic develop-
ment agenda may differ from that of
men (Driscoll & Goldberg 1993), and
differ so significantly that women
establish their own organizations in
parallel to existing EDOs (Montminy
1992). Women may also influence their
economic agendas through philan-
thropy, and it has been suggested that
the ways in which women give differ
considerably from those of men
(Basinger 1993). Thus, an examination
of the role of women in economic de-
velopment organizations is both timely
and instructive.

This research analyzes women�s and
men�s representation and networking
in the East North Central and West
North Central regions at the state level.
These Mid-America regions are inter-
esting due to the findings of a national
report of women�s representation in
EDOs (André 1995). In that study,
where regional differences were signif-
icant, the East North Central and West
North Central regions were below
average in women�s representation in
state level EDOs.1 Thus, further exami-
nation was warranted. This study
investigates two research questions.
First, it examines the hypothesis that as
women�s presence in business in-
creases, so will their representation
(membership) in EDOs. Second, this
study examines the extent to which
women formally network among Mid-
American EDOs. In the process of in-
vestigating these questions the study
also identifies the major EDOs in this

region and the companies that have
established the widest representation
in these EDOs.

Methodology

The major private sector EDOs in-
volved with state economic develop-
ment in the East North Central and
West North Central regions, as defined
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, were
targeted for this study. Because public
sector versus private sector influence is
a central concern in economic develop-
ment, this study focused solely on
those EDOs with memberships pre-
dominantly from the private sector;
e.g., those in which more than fifty
percent of the membership was
corporate.

Nominations for inclusion in the
study were collected in 1988 and again
in 1998. In Phase One (1988), a three-
tiered nomination process was em-
ployed. A master list of Chambers of
Commerce for the 16 states was ob-
tained (United States Chamber of
Commerce 1987) and a public relations
officer, president, or an officer of a
similar level in each of these Chambers
of Commerce was interviewed by tele-
phone. These people were asked to
identify the most influential organiza-
tions doing economic development in
their state which are run primarily by
the private sector or have boards com-
prised of at least fifty percent private
sector members. Subsequently, an
officer in each of the nominated organ-
izations was interviewed using the
same standardized format to deter-
mine what additional EDOs they
would nominate. Finally, these addi-
tional EDOs were also contacted and
the same procedures followed. The
final listing of EDOs included the state
Chambers of Commerce themselves
and all of the EDOs they and their
nominees nominated. In Phase Two
(1998) a new master list of the state
Chambers of Commerce was obtained
(United States Chamber of Commerce
1998), and an officer was presented
with the list of organizations nom-
inated in the first phase and asked 1)
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whether these continued to be the
most influential, and 2) whether any
newly-influential organizations had
emerged in the ensuing decade. In
each phase, a mission statement, the
names of the EDO members, their po-
sitions, and their companies were ob-
tained for each EDO. Almost all of the
board members were the CEOs, presi-
dents, or chairpersons of their com-
panies. Using standard gender usage
for first names, membership lists were
coded. Where names could not be
identified clearly with a particular gen-
der, individuals were coded as not
identifiable and were not included in
the analysis.

Results

In the 1988 Phase One study of the
12 states in the East and West North
Central Regions, a total of 20 state-level
EDOs were identified, of which all pro-
vided the requested data except two�
the Indiana Chamber of Commerce
and Iowa�s National Federation of
Independent Business (Table 1).

In 1998 (Phase Two) a total of 17
state-level EDOs were identified and 15
provided data: the Ohio Economic
Development Council and the
Minnesota High Tech Council declined
to provide the requested information.
Further, since neither of the EDOs par-
ticipated in both phases of the study,
Ohio is not represented in Phase Two
analysis. This phase identified a total of
885 memberships across both regions,
with 23 (2.6 percent) unidentifiable as
to gender. Of the 862 members identi-
fiable by gender, 88 (10.2 percent) were
women. In the East North Central
region, 37, or 10.5 percent of members
identifiable by gender were women
(excluding Ohio, for which no data
were available). In the West North
Central region, 51 (10.0 percent) were
women. The profile of EDO member-
ships by gender in each state is pre-
sented in Table 2.

In Mid-America overall from 1988 to
1998 women�s participation increased
3.6 percent. In the East North Central
region women�s EDO membership

increased from 6.7 percent to 10.5 per-
cent, a gain of 3.8 percent. In the West
North Central Region women�s partici-
pation increased from 6.6 percent to 10
percent, for a gain of 3.4 percent.
Women�s EDO participation in Mid-
America increased in all states except
Indiana and North Dakota. South

Dakota had a nearly imperceptible
change (+0.8 percent). Illinois had the
highest increase in women�s represen-
tation in EDOs across Mid-America
(+11.7 percent), while both Indiana
and North Dakota had the most signif-
icant, and the only, decline in member-
ship (both at -5.5 percent). The

Table 1.  Important Economic Development Organizations
in Mid-America at the State Level, 1988-1998

East North Central 1988 1998

Illinois
Illinois State Chamber of Commerce x x

Indiana
Indiana Chamber of Commerce x1

Indianapolis Economic Development Corporation x x
Michigan

Michigan Chamber of Commerce x x
Michigan Industrial Developers Association x x

Ohio
Ohio Chamber of Commerce x
Ohio Economic Development Council x x1

Wisconsin
Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce x x

West North Central

Kansas
Kansas Chamber of Commerce and Industry x x
Kansas Technology Enterprise Corporation x

Iowa
Iowa Association of Business and Industry x
Iowa Business Council x
Iowa Chamber of Commerce x
National Federation of Independent Business x1

Minnesota
Advanced Minnesota x
Minnesota Business Partnership x x
Minnesota Chamber of Commerce x x
Greater Minnesota Corporation x
Minnesota High Tech Council x x1

Missouri
Missouri Chamber of Commerce x x

Nebraska
Nebraska Chamber of Commerce and Industry x x

North Dakota
Greater North Dakota Association x x

South Dakota
Industry and Commerce Association of South Dakota x x

Total Number of Participating EDOs in the East and West
North Central Regions 18 15

1 Nominated as an influential EDO but no information available.



27

PRI

Vol. 24, No 1,  Spring 2001

Kansas Business & Economic Review

remaining Mid-American states in-
creased women�s EDO membership
between 1.7 percent and 5.8 percent.

One potential reason for these find-
ings, particularly in the case of Illinois,
was highlighted in the previous study
referenced earlier (André 1995), which
showed that women�s EDO represen-
tation tended to be higher in regions
that included large cities. It might also
be proposed that significant increases
in EDO representation among women
would occur in U.S. regions that are
experiencing rapid growth in emerging
economies in which women are
increasingly participating, such as high
technology or information-based
industries and, conversely, not ex-
pected to grow significantly in areas
absent these economies. Accordingly,
the East North Central and West North
Central regions might be expected to
have lower rates of increase in wom-
en�s representation. Furthermore, the
state of Ohio is not represented in this
analysis (as indicated earlier). Its omis-
sion may potentially skew the result
for the East North Central Region, as
Ohio is a Mid-American state with
three significant metropolitan areas.
These are empirical issues worthy of
future investigation.

Table 3 lists the companies that by
1998 had the widest regional network;
e.g., those that had the largest number
of EDO memberships. In Mid-America
in 1998 there were only two women
representatives in the 20 most-widely
networked companies, which repre-
sent a total of 50 EDO memberships.
These data may be compared with
1988 national data, which showed that
among large companies nationwide
not one of 89 women members sat on
more than one EDO (André 1995).

Discussion

In the East North Central and West
North Central regions of Mid-America
during the last decade, women�s repre-
sentation in EDOs moved from 6.6
percent to 10.2 percent, a 3.6 percent
increase. Women�s representation in
Mid-American EDOs appears to lag
slightly behind that of women at the
board of directors level in private sec-
tor organizations. In the United States
the pool of women in senior manage-
ment is growing. At this time approxi-
mately 49 percent of the professional,
managerial, and administrative work
force consists of women (Wellington
1998). A recent study of 1,000

managers of American Management
Association companies found that, on
average, 20.2 percent of senior manag-
ers were women (Greenberg 1998).
Catalyst has projected that based on
the average rate of change since 1995,
when corporate officer data were first
collected by them, women would
occupy 13 percent of Fortune 500 cor-
porate officer positions by the year
2000 and 17 percent in the year 2005
(Catalyst 1998). Regional differences
found in the early 1998 phase of the
study revealed that the northeastern
and southeastern areas of the United
States had lower rates of women�s
representation than did the west and
southwest. While the East North
Central and West North Central States
have made some major gains, overall
they still lag behind other growth re-
gions. For example, in the Pacific re-
gion, women�s EDO representation is
now 14 percent, while in the Mountain
region it is 22 percent.

According to the Catalyst (1999) cen-
sus, nationally women hold 5.1 percent
(114 of 2,248) of the highest officer po-
sitions, such as chairman, vice chair-
man, CEO, president, COO, SEVP, and
EVP in the Fortune 500, up from the
reported 3.8 percent (83 of 2,184) in the

Table 2.  Gender Representation in Economic Development Organizations in Mid-America, 1988-1998

1998 Membership N as a % of Known, 1998 Change in % of Total, 1988-98
Men Women Unknown Total Known Men Women Women

East North Central
Illinois 60 13 1 73 82.2 17.8 11.7
Indiana 135 8 6 143 94.4 5.6 –5.5
Michigan 80 11 3 91 87.9 12.1 5.8
Ohio NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Wisconsin 40 5 2 45 88.9 11.1 4.0

West North Central
Kansas 126 17 4 143 88.1 11.9 5.1
Iowa 54 5 3 59 91.5 8.5 3.4
Minnesota 138 15 2 153 90.2 9.8 1.7
Missouri 43 4 0 47 91.5 8.5 4.0
Nebraska 47 3 0 50 94.0 6.0 4.6
North Dakota 20 4 0 24 83.3 16.7 –5.5
South Dakota 31 3 2 34 91.2 8.8 .8

Total 774 88 23 862 89.8 10.2 3.4



28

Kansas Business & Economic Review PRI

Vol. 24, No 1,  Spring 2001

previous year (Catalyst 1998). Cur-
rently, however, 11.9 percent of
Fortune 500 corporate officers are
women, versus 11.2 percent in 1998,
and up from 8.7 percent in 1995, a 37
percent increase over the past five
years (Catalyst 1999). Moreover, execu-
tive women continue to advance onto
corporate boards. For example, from
1994 to 1998 the number of Fortune
500 board seats held nationally by
women was up by 23 percent: women
held 11.1 percent of the board seats
(671 of 6,064). This figure has remained
relatively constant, currently at 11.2
percent (Catalyst 1999). These gains in
women�s board membership were
most closely paralleled only in Illinois,
where women�s EDO representation
increased by 11.7 percent from 1988-
1998, but still significantly less than the
board membership increase for women
nationally. However, while the gains in
Illinois are the greatest among these
states, several states enjoy higher-than-
average levels of women�s EDO mem-
berships: Illinois has 17.8 percent of its

state-level EDO memberships belong-
ing to women; North Dakota has 16.7
percent, Michigan has 12.1 percent,
Kansas 11.9 percent, and Wisconsin
has 11.1 percent.

Women who sit on corporate boards
tend to sit on more than one. In 1996
84 percent of all female directors serv-
ing on Fortune 500 boards held two
Fortune 500 board seats, while 12 per-
cent of these women held three seats,
and four percent of them held more
than three seats (Daily and Dalton
1999). However, the profile of women
in EDOs is different, with multiple
memberships being the exception
rather than the rule. Nationally, hold-
ing multiple EDO memberships has
been rare for either men or women.
Such networking has been most preva-
lent in New England, where business
meetings tend to be centralized in
Boston (André 1994). An interesting
extension of this study would examine
the combined number of boards and
EDOs on which women and men
participate, yielding a profile of the full

extent of their influence and
networking.

In sum, it appears that while wom-
en�s representation in private sector
state EDOs in Mid- America parallels to
some degree their representation at the
top levels of corporate management
nationally, it does not follow recent
trends in women�s board membership.
Further study might more closely
examine these trends.

This study has several limitations.
For one thing, representation does not
translate directly into influence. Future
research should determine whether
contextual factors, such as the number
of women in an EDO or the social
identity of women (Ely 1994) in these
organizations, will attenuate the influ-
ence of even high level women.
Typically, it is not until under-
represented groups achieve a critical
mass that their own agendas, should
they have them, can be expected to
influence the agendas of the EDOs and
their communities. It also remains to be
seen whether high-level women will
assert different agendas for economic
development than do high-level men.
Such factors as the size of their com-
panies and the industries that they
represent will be central in shaping
their agendas, and the contribution of
gender remains to be established. Our
study is also limited by its methodol-
ogy, which may disproportionately
discard some women who cannot be
identified as such and which cannot
account for presence and influence of
such important subgroups as racial
minorities. Also, it is unfortunate that
one state, Ohio, could not be included
in the final analysis.

In summary, this study identifies a
key group of powerful women in bus-
iness in the Mid-America region and
theorizes about their effect on the eco-
nomic development agenda of the
region. Compared to other regions,
women�s gains in EDO memberships
in these regions in the last decade have
been low, but noteworthy. Further, in
the most highly-networked companies
in Mid-America, only two women were
represented. Thus opportunities for

Table 3.  Companies with the Highest Regional Representation

EDO Men Women
Company Memberships N % of Total N % of Total

3 M 4 4 100 0 0
Cargill 3 2 67 1 33
Ford 3 3 100 0 0
General Mills 3 3 100 0 0
General Motors 3 3 100 0 0
Norwest 3 3 100 0 0
Pricewaterhouse Cooper 3 3 100 0 0
Raytheon 3 3 100 0 33
US West 3 2 67 1 0
AT&T 2 2 100 0 0
Blue Cross/Blue Shield 2 2 100 0 0
Boeing 2 2 100 0 0
Cessna Aircraft 2 2 100 0 0
Eli Lilly 2 2 100 0 0
Hormel Foods 2 2 100 0 0
IBM 2 2 100 0 0
Southwestern Bell 2 2 100 0 0
Sprint 2 2 100 0 0
Union Pacific 2 2 100 0 0
US Bank 2 2 100 0 0

Summary 50 48 96 2 4
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formal networking and influence
among these elite businesswomen are
limited. Ongoing longitudinal analyses
should be performed to track the ad-
vancement of women into EDOs, and
more research should follow as to their
networks, agendas, and influence.

Notes

1. In this national study, EDO memberships
included city-level EDOs. The current study
focuses on state-level EDOs across the regions.
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Introduction

This annual report provides new
retail market data on all 105 Kansas
counties for fiscal year 2000: July 1,
1999 to June 30, 2000. Retail market
data are presented in three ways. The
first is a location quotient of retail trade,
a County Trade Pull Factor (CTPF),
which is a measure of the relative retail
trade strength of the business commu-
nity. The reader should interpret a
CTPF of 1.00 as a perfect balance of
trade. The purchases of county resi-
dents who shop in a county other than
the one they live in are offset by the
purchases of out-of-county customers.
CTPF values greater than 1.00 indicate
that the local businesses are capturing
or pulling in trade from beyond their
county borders; therefore, the balance
of trade is favorable. CTPF values of
less than 1.00 indicate that the balance
of trade is unfavorable, because more
trade is being lost than captured.

Two other measures are included in
Table 1: the Trade Area Capture and the
percent Market Share that the communi-
ties of businesses control from the total
state customer base. The Trade Area
Capture (TAC) of a county is the mea-
sure of the customer base served by a
business community. It is calculated by
multiplying the CTPF times the
population base of the same county.
The Market Share (MS) of a county is
calculated by dividing the county�s
TAC by the sum of all 105 county TAC
numbers.

In this report, the authors used the
population certified by the Kansas
Division of the Budget, as of July 1,
2000. These numbers have been
adjusted downward to remove the

institutionalized populations in the
various state prisons and hospitals, as
well as the Army Prison Barracks in
Fort Leavenworth and the United
States Penitentiary in Leavenworth.
Jailed populations in county jails were
not considered.

These adjusted populations are held
constant; therefore, any change in a
county�s Pull Factor is due to changes
in state sales tax collections, at the 4.9
percent rate, as reported by the Kansas
State Department of Revenue (Map 1).

Discussion

In FY 2000 the CTPF values range
from a low of 0.26 in Wabaunsee
County to a high of 1.61 in Johnson
County (Table 1, Map 2). All counties
with a population less than 6,000 have
a CTPF value below 1.00. Sherman
County, with a population of 6,511 has
a CTPF of 1.16, and Pratt County, with
a population of 9,700, has a CTPF of
1.01. Sherman County is the smallest
county to have a high CTPF, 1.00 or
above.

The 105 counties in Kansas have
been divided into six regions: north-
west, southwest, south central, north
central, northeast, and southeast. The
northwest region has three counties
with high FY 2000 CTPF values: Ellis,
Sherman, and Thomas (Map 2). The
southwest region also has three coun-
ties with high CTPF values: Finney,
Ford, and Seward. Barton, Pratt, Reno,
and Sedgwick counties have high
CTPF values in the south central
region, while the north central region
just has two counties: Pottawatomie
and Saline. The northeast region has
just two: Johnson and Shawnee
counties, but the southeast region has
no counties with high CTPF values,
Neosho County being the only one
close to 1.0, with 0.90.

Kansans living in the southeast
region shop in the malls and specialty
shops in Johnson and Sedgwick
counties, or travel into Missouri and
Oklahoma and shop in Joplin,
Bartlesville, or Tulsa.

The data in Table 1 also show the FY
2000 Trade Area Capture (TAC) of bus-
inesses in all 105 counties. The TAC is
calculated by multiplying the most

recently-adjusted population figure by
the corresponding CTPF. The TAC
value of each county is an absolute
value and can be used to estimate the
size of the local market. The CTPF
should be used to estimate the relative
strength of the business community,
not the absolute strength; therefore,
Allen County has a TAC of 9,761 cus-
tomers, which is calculated by multi-
plying the county population of 14,556
by the CTPF for Allen County, 0.66
(Table 1). Johnson County�s TAC is
669,037, which ranks it first in the state,
followed by Sedgwick County with an
estimated customer base of 548,762
(Table 1).

This year�s report again includes the
percent Market Share (MS), which
measures the percent of the total
customer base in Kansas captured by
the community of businesses in any
given county. The total customer base
is calculated by summing all of the
TAC values. The MS is a county�s TAC
divided by the sum of 105 TAC values.
These values are then presented as
percentages. Johnson County has a FY
2000 MS value of 25.48, capturing one
quarter of the Kansas retail market, the
largest market share. Over time, trade
tends to concentrate in the largest
trade centers, which means that small
businesses located in rural places such
as Russell, in Russell County, lose
trade to larger businesses in trade
centers such as Hays and Salina.

The CTPF value is one of three
values that can be used to compare
counties. Cloud County�s TAC is
significantly larger than Mitchell
County�s: 8,277 compared to 5,706.
Their respective Market Share values
also reflect the difference in TAC size:
0.32 percent versus 0.22 percent. A
new Wal-Mart Super Store is being
built in Cloud County, which will affect
all these numbers. Based on past ob-
servations, area households will spend
more of their income in Concordia and
less in the smaller towns surrounding
Concordia.

Research at Kansas State University
has uncovered three factors that cause
retail trade to change. These are popu-
lation, income changes, and invest-
ments by companies that improve the
retail environment.
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Table 1. County Trade Pull Factors for FY 2000

Rural/ Adjusted FY 2000 County Pull Trade Area % MKT
Name of Urban Sales Tax $ County Per Capita Factor for Capture for Share
Kansas County Code July 99-June 00 Pop. 2000 Sales Tax FY 2000 2000 2000

Allen 7 $5,366,778 14,556 $368.70 0.66 9,671 0.37
Anderson 7 $2,418,125 8,060 $300.02 0.54 4,358 0.17
Atchison 6 $5,123,253 16,908 $303.01 0.55 9,233 0.35
Barber 10 $1,918,901 5,342 $359.21 0.65 3,458 0.13
Barton 7 $16,423,288 28,944 $567.42 1.02 29,596 1.13
Bourbon 7 $5,525,179 15,260 $362.07 0.65 9,957 0.38
Brown 7 $3,255,629 11,070 $294.09 0.53 5,867 0.22
Butler 2 $22,638,271 60,910 $371.67 0.67 40,796 1.55
Chase 8 $635,908 2,950 $215.56 0.39 1,146 0.04
Chautauqua 9 $628,734 4,360 $144.21 0.26 1,133 0.04
Cherokee 6 $5,001,129 22,552 $221.76 0.40 9,012 0.34
Cheyenne 10 $898,683 3,174 $283.14 0.51 1,620 0.06
Clark 9 $415,139 2,361 $175.83 0.32 748 0.03
Clay 7 $3,205,239 9,148 $350.38 0.63 5,776 0.22
Cloud 7 $4,593,193 10,027 $458.08 0.83 8,277 0.32
Coffey 7 $2,983,080 8,696 $343.04 0.62 5,376 0.20
Comanche 10 $531,232 2,012 $264.03 0.48 957 0.04
Cowley 4 $13,436,470 35,850 $374.80 0.68 24,214 0.92
Crawford 4 $16,690,326 36,360 $459.03 0.83 30,077 1.15
Decatur 10 $774,517 3,456 $224.11 0.40 1,396 0.05
Dickinson 7 $6,988,489 19,742 $353.99 0.64 12,594 0.48
Doniphan 8 $1,713,884 7,856 $218.16 0.39 3,089 0.12
Douglas 3 $49,870,351 96,381 $517.43 0.93 89,861 3.42
Edwards 9 $648,054 3,312 $195.67 0.35 1,168 0.04
Elk 8 $717,430 3,351 $214.09 0.39 1,293 0.05
Ellis 7 $18,804,893 26,550 $708.28 1.28 33,888 1.29
Ellsworth 9 $1,700,812 5,031 $338.07 0.61 3,065 0.12
Finney 5 $23,464,969 36,514 $642.63 1.16 42,286 1.61
Ford 5 $17,767,468 29,382 $604.71 1.09 32,019 1.22
Franklin 6 $10,442,025 24,768 $421.59 0.76 18,817 0.72
Geary 5 $11,073,291 25,370 $436.47 0.79 19,955 0.76
Gove 10 $1,205,543 3,054 $394.74 0.71 2,172 0.08
Graham 10 $1,156,035 3,204 $360.81 0.65 2,083 0.08
Grant 7 $3,876,262 8,012 $483.81 0.87 6,985 0.27
Gray 9 $1,638,465 5,595 $292.84 0.53 2,953 0.11
Greeley 10 $443,848 1,704 $260.47 0.47 800 0.03
Greenwood 6 $1,747,045 8,139 $214.65 0.39 3,148 0.12
Hamilton 10 $787,719 2,343 $336.20 0.61 1,420 0.05
Harper 9 $2,320,391 6,430 $360.87 0.65 4,182 0.16
Harvey 5 $14,443,446 34,361 $420.34 0.76 26,028 0.99
Haskell 9 $829,188 3,976 $208.55 0.38 1,494 0.06
Hodgeman 9 $494,446 2,209 $223.83 0.40 891 0.03
Jackson 6 $4,091,366 12,130 $337.29 0.61 7,373 0.28
Jefferson 8 $3,059,247 18,243 $167.69 0.30 5,513 0.21
Jewell 10 $610,923 3,867 $157.98 0.28 1,101 0.04
Johnson 0 $371,256,015 429,563 $864.26 1.61 669,037 25.48
Kearny 9 $723,479 4,177 $173.21 0.31 1,304 0.05
Kingman 6 $2,084,424 8,543 $243.99 0.44 3,756 0.14
Kiowa 9 $968,647 3,470 $279.15 0.50 1,746 0.07
Labette 8 $8,892,210 22,841 $389.31 0.70 16,025 0.61
Lane 9 $477,507 2,264 $210.91 0.38 861 0.03
Leavenworth 1 $18,983,776 65,418 $290.19 0.52 34,210 1.30

(con’d.)
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Table 1. (con’d)
Rural/ Adjusted FY 2000 County Pull Trade Area % MKT

Name of Urban Sales Tax $ County Per Capita Factor for Capture for Share
Kansas County Code July 99-June 00 Pop. 2000 Sales Tax FY 2000 2000 2000

Lincoln 9 $774,947 3,338 $232.16 0.42 1,397 0.05
Linn 8 $2,308,330 9,158 $252.06 0.45 4,160 0.16
Logan 10 $1,337,051 2,987 $447.62 0.81 2,409 0.09
Lyon 5 $17,665,940 33,920 $520.81 0.94 31,836 1.21
Marion 6 $3,483,371 13,605 $256.04 0.46 6,277 0.24
Marshall 7 $4,063,648 11,006 $369.22 0.67 7,323 0.28
Mcpherson 5 $13,912,796 28,630 $485.95 0.88 25,072 0.95
Meade 9 $1,003,698 4,424 $226.88 0.41 1,809 0.07
Miami 1 $9,706,079 26,353 $368.31 0.66 17,491 0.67
Mitchell 7 $3,166,369 6,936 $456.51 0.82 5,706 0.22
Montgomery 5 $16,175,449 37,089 $436.13 0.79 29,150 1.11
Morris 9 $1,925,434 6,169 $312.11 0.56 3,470 0.13
Morton 10 $1,144,483 3,440 $332.70 0.60 2,062 0.08
Nemaha 10 $3,696,708 10,536 $350.86 0.63 6,662 0.25
Meosho 7 $8,395,777 16,760 $500.94 0.90 15,130 0.58
Ness 10 $1,469,896 3,607 $407.51 0.73 2,649 0.10
Norton 7 $2,053,278 5,055 $406.19 0.73 3,700 0.14
Osage 6 $3,893,307 17,139 $227.16 0.41 7,016 0.27
Osborne 10 $1,376,609 4,712 $292.15 0.53 2,481 0.09
Ottawa 9 $1,087,504 5,905 $184.17 0.33 1,960 0.07
Pawnee 7 $2,216,439 6,774 $327.20 0.59 3,994 0.15
Philips 7 “$2,101,224 6,080 $345.60 0.62 3,787 0.14
Pottawatomie 6 $12,408,285 18,691 $663.86 1.20 22,361 0.85
Pratt 7 $5,436,939 9,700 $560.51 1.01 9,798 0.37
Rawlins 10 $655,752 3,125 $209.84 0.38 1,182 0.05
Reno 4 $36,285,810 61,435 $590.64 1.06 65,390 2.49
Republic 100 $1,720,050 6,102 $281.88 0.51 3,100 0.12
Rice 7 $2,600,403 10,360 $251.00 0.45 4,686 0.18
Riley 5 $23,169,104 63,615 $364.21 0.66 41,753 1.59
Rooks 9 $1,867,376 5,554 $336.22 0.61 3,365 0.13
Rush 9 $623,226 3,413 $182.60 0.33 1,123 0.04
Russell 7 $2,728,476 7,558 $361.00 0.65 4,917 0.19
Saline 5 $40,086,277 51,617 $776.61 1.40 72,239 2.75
Scott 7 $2,267,280 5,018 $451.83 0.81 4,086 0.16
Sedgwick 2 $304,514,232 448,050 $679.64 1.22 548,762 20.90
Seward 7 $14,384,869 19,984 $719.82 1.30 25,923 0.99
Shawnee 3 $119,208,427 169,392 $703.74 1.27 214,824 8.18
Sheridan 10 $875,653 2,741 $319.46 0.58 1,578 0.06
Sherman 7 $4,185,030 6,511 $642.76 1.16 7,542 0.29
Smith 10 $1,285,691 4,588 $280.23 0.50 2,317 0.09
Stafford 9 $925,856 5,000 $185.17 0.33 1,668 0.06
Stanton 10 $536,069 2,265 $236.67 0.43 966 0.04
Stevens 7 $1,669,432 5,371 $310.82 0.56 3,008 0.11
Sumner 6 $6,542,749 27,043 $241.94 0.44 11,791 0.45
Thomas 7 $5,061,524 8,037 $629.78 1.13 9,121 0.35
Trego 9 $1,015,657 3,283 $309.37 0.56 1,830 0.07
Wabaunsee 8 $938,573 6,651 $141.12 0.25 1,691 0.06
Wallace 10 $546,058 1,802 $303.03 0.55 984 0.04
Washington 9 $1,449,379 6,490 $223.32 0.40 2,612 0.10
Wichita 10 $712,588 2,643 $269.61 0.49 1,284 0.05
Wilson 7 $2,436,447 10,218 $238.45 0.43 4,391 0.17
Woodson 10 $728,102 3,917 $185.88 0.33 1,312 0.05
Wyandotte 0 $61,583,146 152,325 $404.29 0.73 110,978 4.23
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Map1.  Percent Change in Sales Tax Collections, FY 1999 Compared to FY 2000
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Map 2.  FY 2000 County Trade Pull Factors and Rank Order , July 1999 - June 2000


