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Overview of Nevada
Nevada was admitted to the United
States on October 31, 1864 becoming
the 36th state. American Community
Survey’s population estimate for
Nevada in 2016 was 2,839,1721.
Nevada encompasses 110,567 square
miles, making it the seventh largest
state by area. Nevada is roughly 492
miles long and 322 miles wide and
consists of mostly mountainous and
desert terrain.
Altitudes vary widely from 500 feet to
over 13,000 feet. Approximately 86
percent of the state's land is owned by
the U.S. federal government under
various jurisdictions both civilian and
military. Much of this land mass is found in the 15 rural counties of Nevada. These counties
comprise the Rural Nevada Continuum of Care (RNCoC). Nevada has 17 counties with two
(Clark and Washoe) housing most of the state’s population.
As of 2015, there were about 2.8 million residents, with 88 percent of the population residing in
the metropolitan areas of Washoe and Clark County. The remaining 12 percent of Nevada’s
population reside in the 15 rural counties and are part of the RNCoC. Their population
compared to square miles varies dramatically by county:
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County

2016 Demographic
Profile Data2

Total Area
(sq. mi.)

Carson City
Churchill
Douglas
Elko

54,412
24,148
47,426
52,029

157
5,024
738
17,203

U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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2016 Demographic Total Area
Profile Data2
(sq. mi.)
Esmeralda
1,069
3,589
Eureka
1,730
4,180
Humboldt
17,091
9,658
Lander
5,907
5,519
Lincoln
5,155
10,637
Lyon
51,897
2,024
Mineral
4,519
3,813
Nye
43,198
18,199
Pershing
6,690
6,067
Storey
3,941
264
White Pine
9,893
8,897
Mining and tourism are Nevada's two most important industries. Nevada’s current
unemployment rate stands at 4.9 percent as of April 2018, the fifth highest in the nation.
Unemployment in four of Nevada’s rural counties exceeds the overall state rate. In 2018, the
seasonal unemployment rate3 for the 15 rural counties were as follows (with the lowest and
highest rates in bold and underlined):
County

Unemployment rates by county (March 2018)
Carson City
5.6
Lincoln
4.2
Churchill
4.3
Lyon
6.3
Douglas
4.5
Mineral
5.1
Elko
3.6
Nye
5.9
Esmeralda
3.6
Pershing
4.6
Eureka
2.6
Storey
4.7
Humboldt
3.8
White Pine
4.3
Lander
4.4
As is the case with unemployment, Nevada’s foreclosure rates continue to be higher than many
other states in the nation. The county with the highest number of foreclosures is Lander,
followed by Nye, Mineral, Clark and Lyon.4 When examining these economic factors, it becomes
clear that Nevada has been slow to recover from the economic crisis, which leads to greater risk
of homelessness.

3

Bureau of Labor Statistics. http://data.bls.gov

4

RealtyTrac. Nevada Real Estate Trends and Market Info.
http://www.realtytrac.com/statsandtrends/foreclosuretrends/nv
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Introduction to the Continuum of Care
The Continuum of Care (CoC) is a set of three competitively-awarded programs created to address
the problems of homelessness in a comprehensive manner with federal and local agencies.
Since the first Continuum of Care (CoC) competition in 1995, the number of grants awarded to rural
areas has grown from 52 projects in 1995 to 565 projects in 2006. About seven percent of the
homeless population in the United States is located in rural areas and since 1999, the US Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has awarded 10 percent of annual CoC funding to rural
area projects.
Rural continua are typically organized into a regional, state, or balance of state CoC system. Nevada
has three CoCs: Northern Nevada, Southern Nevada and the Balance of State. The Balance of State
CoC is referred to as the Rural Nevada Continuum of Care (RNCoC). CoCs are most commonly
organized around two main goals – planning for a homeless housing and service system in a
community and applying for funding from HUD’s competitive McKinney-Vento Act programs.
Additionally, the CoCs must plan and be responsive to new regulations issued as part of the HEARTH
Act.
To receive HUD McKinney-Vento funding, organizations must work through a local CoC. All RNCoC
partners should be invested in planning and determining how funding should be used; but depending
on the partner, their roles can and should vary. Rural continua, which often have a broad and very
diverse partnership base, must handle the complicated task of organizing and building capacity
among their partners while still being strategic and clear about the varying roles and responsibilities
of each partner.
The underlying factors that cause homelessness in rural areas are no different than those in urban
areas. However, strategies for addressing homelessness that work well in urban areas may not be
effective in rural areas. Rural continua address specific programmatic, funding, communication, and
geographic constraints that more urban communities do not need to consider when providing
services to the homeless or organizing a CoC.
Rural homeless populations often are “unseen” and spread out in remote locations. Although rural
communities often pride themselves on “taking care of their own,” the hidden nature of rural
homelessness means that the issue is most often viewed as an urban problem and overlooked in a
rural context. Moreover, resources and infrastructure for providing emergency services for the
homeless and addressing underlying issues that cause homelessness are often scarce.
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Conducting a Point in Time Count
To receive Continuum of Care (CoC) funding, continua
must conduct counts of the homeless population to help
demonstrate and quantify need.
A Point-in-Time (PIT) Count must be completed at least
once every other year. A PIT Count is a one-day,
statistically reliable, unduplicated count of sheltered and
unsheltered persons who are homeless in a defined
geographic area.
Conducting the PIT Count can be particularly challenging
in rural areas because few staff members are qualified
and trained to complete it and homeless individuals are dispersed over wide geographic areas. Due to
a scarcity of emergency shelters in rural areas, those who are homeless often live in areas that are
difficult to find and/or access.
The PIT Count is therefore especially important for rural counties because it quantifies a “hidden”
problem that many believe only exists in urban areas. Nothing can more effectively dispel the myth
that homelessness is a non-issue in rural areas than hard data to the contrary.
The PIT Count is an opportunity to increase awareness and collective knowledge about the problem
of rural homelessness and helps the Rural Nevada CoC and its member counties better understand
and address homelessness. Since 2005, the RNCoC has conducted an annual PIT Count in the
geographic region comprised of the 15 rural counties known as the Rural Nevada CoC.
Other housing and homeless planning initiatives routinely use the RNCoC PIT data and goals,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Nevada Rural Housing Authority
Nevada Housing Division
Nevada Governor’s Interagency Council on Homelessness
Cooperative Agreement to Benefit Homeless Individuals – States (CABHI-States)
Provisional Assistance Through Housing (PATH)
Community Service Block Grant (CSBG) Participants
Local Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) efforts
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The RNCoC conducts the following counts as part of the PIT:
➢ An unsheltered or street count of homeless individuals and families, including youth
➢ A sheltered count of Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing providers in the CoC
➢ An interview of individuals and families who are at-risk of homelessness
➢ A motel count in which motel owners/operators are asked to count the number of individuals
and families living at the motel
➢ A school count of children experiencing homelessness in Nevada’s school districts
The Motel Count and interview are not required by HUD, as people living in motels and those who do
not meet the definition of homeless should not be included in the count. However, it is deemed
important data to collect as it provides information on people who are possibly under-housed or atrisk of becoming homeless. Additionally, the count of children attending school is not required by
HUD. But because the number of families experiencing homelessness is a growing issue, Nevada’s
Rural CoC has deemed it important to capture the number of affected children.
Each rural county participates in the PIT Count at the level they are able, based on the resources
available in that county. Some complete all types of counts and some complete one type of count.
All counties with HUD grants provide a sheltered count and street counts. Street counts are
mandatory during odd numbered years. Because each county is different from the next and they are
aware of their unique demographics, they are best equipped to determine which of the optional
counts yield the best results for them to plan a coordinated response to homelessness.
A lead participant is identified in each county. This lead is charged with identifying what resources
they can utilize to complete the count, given that it is solely a volunteer effort that does not include
funding to complete the collection or reporting of data. The spirit and contributions of rural
participants reflects their commitment to their communities, and their desire to do what they can
with few resources. To further demonstrate the coordinated and collaborative nature of this year’s
PIT:
• The Street Count was conducted with law enforcement, code enforcement, and social service
agencies to count the number of homeless individuals and families sleeping in parks, on the
streets, by rivers, or in camps. For the 2018 PIT count, the RNCoC invested resources to utilize
a mobile application called “Counting Us” to collect the unsheltered (street) count data.
Counties were provided online training to download, set-up, and use the mobile application
on the day of the count.
• The Motel Count was conducted in conjunction with motel owners/operators. Motel
owners/operators counted the number of individuals and families living at the motel.
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•

•

Volunteers visited each motel to collect the data sheet or assist the motel owner/operator in
completing the count in their motel.
The Interview survey was conducted with individuals and families who were at-risk of
homelessness but did not meet HUD’s definition of homeless on the same day as the PIT
Count.
The School Count was conducted by each school district’s homeless liaison on the day of the
PIT Count. Although schools use a different definition of homelessness, the liaisons captured
the number of children according to whether they slept “doubled-up,”5 in a hotel or motel, in
a shelter, in transitional housing or waiting for foster care, or were unsheltered.

All data was then collected and either entered directly into online surveys developed by Social
Entrepreneurs, Inc. (SEI) or submitted to SEI for data entry. SEI validated the data, compiled it by
county, and synthesized it for this report.
There are many barriers to addressing homelessness in rural counties. Understanding the unique
needs of these communities, through the PIT Count, helps the RNCoC plan and implement strategies
to address them. Barriers to addressing homelessness include:
•
•

•

Transportation: Large distances must be traversed to reach services that are few and far
between and there are usually limited or no public transportation options available.
Isolation: Rural areas can be isolating due to their expansiveness and/or sparse populations.
People who are homeless often feel cut off, geographically and, for recently arrived immigrant
populations, linguistically and culturally, from the services that are available in the area.
Shortage of Services: Few homeless-specific providers are available in most rural areas and
mainstream services can be difficult to access, spread over large areas, and often not
structured to accommodate the homeless population.

These problems overlap. For example, the shortage of services nearby may mean that homeless
individuals must travel to a neighboring community to get the services they need, which can be
difficult due to a lack of public transportation options. Similarly, geographic and linguistic/cultural
isolation of homeless individuals in a community may exacerbate the invisibility of the population.

5

According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), d oubled-up households are defined as
having one or more adults in addition to the head of household and spouse or partner, such as an adult child living at home, two
related or unrelated families residing together, or a parent living with an adult child.
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Results for the 15 Rural Counties
The Rural Nevada Continuum of Care (RNCoC) partners and participants conducted a Point in Time
(PIT) Count of homeless persons in rural Nevada on January 25, 2018.
Limitations
Because some of the data reported from the counties was marked as unknown, a HUD-developed
extrapolation tool was utilized to determine age, gender, race, and ethnicity for those individuals that
were missing those data fields. The tool required use of the aggregate total counted in both the
sheltered and unsheltered counts. Because of this, the extrapolated data (i.e., gender, age, race, and
ethnicity) cannot be tied back to a specific county.
Sheltered and Unsheltered Count

In the RNCoC on January 25, 2018, there were 224 individuals counted living on the street with
gender information captured for 100 individuals. The majority of which were adult males over the age
24 (56 individuals). There were no transgender individuals counted and 49 individuals were
considered chronically homeless while 9 individuals were veterans. Homeless individuals in the Street
Count were almost all adults over the age of 24 (85 individuals).
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The number of homeless camps were also counted as part of the Street Count. A total of 11 camps
were counted in Churchill, Lyon, and Nye counties.

In terms of race and ethnicity, the majority of these individuals were of non-Hispanic ethnicity (167 of
180 or 93%) and were White (173 of 199 or 87%).
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Many of the individuals served in the Provider Count were adults over the age 24 as demonstrated in
the graph below. Many of the homeless were victims of domestic violence (25 individuals) while
some were in chronically homeless families (11 individuals).

Demographics
27

Number of households

4.1%
4

Chronically Homeless individuals

11.2%

Chronically homeless families

11

0.0%
0
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6.1% 6
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0
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Motel Count
Three counties in the RNCoC reported persons living in motels in their county. There was a total of 56
individuals counted in the Motel Count, with Douglas having the highest at 21.

School Count
Although the Department of Education and HUD have differing definitions of homelessness, the
RNCoC has captured the data to reflect those differences. As a result of these collaborative and
innovative efforts, the Continuum of Care has recognized 1,045 children in four counties who are
experiencing homelessness in 2018. Lyon County had the most homeless children with 452 counted
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in 2018. The largest group of children, those doubled up (808 of 1,045 or 77%), are most likely living
in areas that do not have enough emergency shelters, transitional housing, or other resources to
keep them housed.

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

Homeless Situation
1000
800
600
400
200
0

808
9.8%

102

Living in a shelter,
transitional housing or
waiting for foster care

9.1%

95

Children living in a
hotel/motel

77.3%
Children doubled up

3.8%

40

Unsheltered children

Homeless Interviews
Homeless interviews are intended to provide a snapshot of the circumstances and needs of the those
who are at-risk of homelessness in rural counties. Surveys were conducted with 50 individuals who
were homeless or at risk of being homeless on January 25, 2018. The interviews were conducted in
three of the 15 rural counties.
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The top three reasons for homelessness were due to unemployment (12 responses or 30%) and
alcohol/substance abuse (6 or 15%).
Top reasons for homeless?
Unemployed / No Income
Substance Abuse
Evicted
Relocated
Can’t Afford Rent

# of Responses
12
6
4
3
3
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%
30%
15%
10%
8%
8%

The top services received by homeless individuals were food/hot meals (44 responses), health care
(34 responses), and showers (29 responses). The top services still needed were affordable permanent
housing (32 responses), dental care (22 responses), and job help (20 responses).
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Comparisons to Previous Counts
The graph below shows an overall decrease in the unsheltered count (persons living on the street)
until 2018. The number of individuals counted on the street in 2018 increased by 79 persons which
may reflect the impact of low- to no-availability of affordable housing in many of the counties.

The number of homeless encampments has fluctuated over the past 12 years. 2010 had the highest
number of camps counted at 293, whereas 2011 only had 51 counted. This decrease is attributed to
the difficulty of accessing encampments including, the low number of resources available to devote
to the count as well as increased security measures required for volunteers entering encampments.
The number of encampments started to decline after 2015 with a count of 11 in 2018.

In 2013, the Motel Count was unusually high. Prior years indicated that when the numbers from this
count were combined with the unsheltered count, the trend of homeless without shelter in Rural
Nevada appeared to be stabilizing. Numbers in 2013 depict a different scenario. The massive increase
in motel resident numbers was attributed to the improving mining economy that many of the rural
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counties were experiencing. Because of this boom, more people were moving into areas where the
permanent housing stock was almost completely unavailable. Because of this, they were living in
motels and might otherwise be unsheltered. Residents living in motels increased into the multiple
hundreds again in 2017, with a count of 355 residents due to increased efforts to capture this
population. In 2018, the number decreased to 56 due to a lower participation rate of motels. Many
motels reported that individuals who were living there on the day of the count were not actually
homeless but were residing in motels due to the lack of affordable housing in their areas.

The number of homeless interviews conducted has fluctuated over the last 12 years. Less emphasis
was placed on the interview this year as the focus was on individuals and families who were at-risk of
homelessness. Actual homeless interviews were instead captured in the street count.
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Carson City
Carson City - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals
Provider Count

• 55

Street Count

• 48

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• 332
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Error! Reference source not found.

Carson City

Provider Count
Number Counted: 55 homeless individuals were served by housing providers.

Street Count
Number Counted: 48 homeless individuals
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Error! Reference source not found.

Carson City

Homeless Interviews
Carson City did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Carson City did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Carson City did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Churchill
Churchill County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider
Count
Street Count

• 12

Homeless
Interviews

• 22

Motel Count

• 15

School Count

• 99
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Error! Reference source not found.
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Churchill

Provider Count
Number Counted: 5 homeless individuals served by housing providers
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Error! Reference source not found.

Churchill
Street Count
Number Counted: 12 homeless individuals

Homeless Interviews
Of the 22 homeless individuals, 6 were homeless for the first time and two were chronically
homeless.
Number Counted: 19 homeless individuals
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Churchill

Top reasons for homeless?
Substance Abuse
Unemployed / No Income

# of Responses
6
3
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Error! Reference source not found.

%
30%
15%

Churchill

Top Sources of Income
Food Stamps
Other source of income
Social Security

Frequency
9
7
5

Relatives/partner/friends

Top Barriers to Housing
No job/no income
Can't afford rent
No money for deposit of
first/last month rent
Alcohol/Drug Abuse

3

Motel Count
Number Counted: 15 homeless individuals

22
Error! Reference source not found.

Frequency
17
15
10
9

Churchill
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Douglas
Douglas County - Results for 2018
Results for 2018

Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider
Count

•6

Street Count

• 12

Homeless
Interviews

• 11

Motel Count

• 21

School Count

• 153
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Douglas

Provider Count
Number Counted: 6 homeless individuals reported to HUD, but demographic information was
captured for 0 of them within surveys for the Provider Count.

Street Count
Number Counted: 12 homeless individuals
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Douglas

Homeless Interviews
Number Counted: 11 homeless individuals
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Douglas

Top reasons for homeless?
Unemployed / No income
Can’t afford rent
Evicted

27
Error! Reference source not found. County

# of Responses
4
3
2

%
36%
27%
18%

Douglas
Top Sources of Income
Food Stamps
Panhandling
Vouchers

Frequency
11
11
3

Top Barriers to Housing
Can't afford rent
No money for deposit of
first/last month rent
No job/no income
Bad Credit

Motel Count
Number Counted: 21 homeless individuals
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Frequency
11
11
11
11

Elko
Elko County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:
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Elko County

Provider Count

• 20

Street Count

• 13

Homeless
Interviews

• 17

Motel Count

• 20

School Count

• 84

Elko

Provider Count
Number Counted: 20 homeless individuals reported to HUD, but demographic information was
captured for 0 of them within surveys for the Provider Count.

Street Count
Number Counted: 13 homeless individuals reported to HUD, but demographic information was
captured for every individual.
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Elko

Homeless Interviews
Number Counted: 17 homeless individuals
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Elko County

Elko

Top reasons for homeless?
Unemployed / No income

# of Responses
5
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Elko County

%
42%

Elko
Top Sources of Income
Social Security
Day laborer
Food Stamps

Frequency
6
6
3

Top Barriers to Housing
No job/no income
Can't afford rent
No money for deposit of
first/last month rent
No Transportation

Motel Count
Number Counted: 20 homeless individuals
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Frequency
7
5
4
4

Esmeralda
Esmeralda County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider Count

• No Data

Street Count

• No Data

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Esmeralda County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Esmeralda County did not conduct a street count in 2018.

Homeless Interviews
Esmeralda County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Esmeralda County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Esmeralda County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Eureka
Eureka County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider
Count

• No Data

Street Count

• No Data

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Eureka County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Eureka County did not conduct a street count in 2018.

Homeless Interviews
Eureka County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Eureka County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Eureka County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Humboldt
Humboldt County - Results for 2018
Results for 2018

Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider
Count
Street Count

• 32

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data
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Humboldt

Provider Count
Number Counted: 7 homeless individuals reported to HUD, but demographic information was
captured for 0 of them within surveys for the Provider Count.

Street Count
Number Counted: 32 homeless individuals
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Humboldt

Homeless Interviews
Humboldt County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Humboldt County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Humboldt County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Lander
Lander County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:
Provider
Count
Street Count

•7

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Lander County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Number Counted: 7 homeless individuals

Homeless Interviews
Lander County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.
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• No Data

Lander

Motel Count
Lander County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Lander County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Lincoln
Lincoln County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider Count

• No Data

Street Count

• No Data

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Lincoln County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Lincoln County did not conduct a street count in 2018.

Homeless Interviews
Lincoln County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Lincoln County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Lincoln County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Lyon
Lyon County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider
Count
Street Count

• 50

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• 530
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Lyon

Provider Count
Number Counted: 5 homeless individuals reported to HUD.

Street Count
Number Counted: 50 homeless individuals reported to HUD, but demographic information was
not captured for all of them.
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Lyon

Homeless Interviews
Lyon County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Lyon County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.
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Mineral
Mineral County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:
Provider
Count

• No Data

Street Count

• No Data

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

•0

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Mineral County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Mineral County did not conduct a street count in 2018.

Homeless Interviews
Mineral County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.
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Mineral
Motel Count
Number Counted: 0 homeless individuals

School Count
Mineral County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Mineral County

Nye
Nye County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:
Provider Count
Street Count

• 44

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Nye County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Number Counted: 44 homeless individuals
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Nye County

• No Data

Nye

Homeless Interviews
Nye County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Nye County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Nye County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Pershing
Pershing County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:
Provider
Count

• No Data

Street Count

• No Data

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Pershing County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Pershing County did not conduct a street count in 2018.

Homeless Interviews
Pershing County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Pershing County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Pershing County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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Storey
Storey County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:

Provider Count
Street Count

•6

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
Storey County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
Number Counted: 6 homeless individuals
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Storey County

• No Data

Storey

Homeless Interviews
Storey County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
Storey County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
Storey County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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White Pine
White Pine County - Results for 2018
Number of Homeless Individuals:
Provider Count

• No Data

Street Count

• No Data

Homeless
Interviews

• No Data

Motel Count

• No Data

School Count

• No Data

Provider Count
White Pine County did not conduct a provider count in 2018.

Street Count
White Pine County did not conduct a street count in 2018.

Homeless Interviews
White Pine County did not conduct homeless interviews in 2018.

Motel Count
White Pine County did not conduct a motel count in 2018.

School Count
White Pine County did not conduct a school count in 2018.
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