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I. INTRODUCTION

How much more does it cost to live in Boston .than Atlanta?

This ¢ estion, and those asked about other 1locations, arise
becau : prices differ from one community to another and employees
feel that salaries should be adjusted so that everyone on the
same job, no matter where he lives, earns the same purchasing
power. Older citizens also are interested in 1living costs in
planning their retirement. Concern arises when comparisons are
sought and the information is not available.

Workers also recognize that differences in the quality of
life are involved, and some additional adjustment in salary
should be made to account for advantages in climate, work and
recreation opportunities, and other living conditions. Again no
measures of amenities are available. Yet together, cost of
living and quality of life can identify significant geographical
wage differences deemed fair by both management and labor.

The question of prices and location equity also’ arises in
government expenditures. Does a hundred dollars spent for public
schools in Houston buy as much as in Dallas? Since the costs
involved vary from city to city, equal public services cannot be
provided unless expenditures are proportionally adjusted.

The public is not as familiar with the problem of
geographical equity in wages and government expenditures as the
differences involved warrant. This is due in part to our being
accustomed to exclusively measuring value or worth in nominal
(face-value) dollars. However, consistent inflation has taught
most consumers toc recognize the ercding value of their real
income over time as measured by the Consumer Frice Index (CPI).
More public attention would be given to geographical differences
in the real value of wages if this information were also
available.

This study seeks to advance our thinking on this subject by
presenting indexes estimating the cost of living, value of

Author's Note: In large measure the success of this study is due
to the consul and statistical assistance provided by Nabeel
Absalam and Martin E. Orland of the Office of Economic Resesarch
and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education. Stephen M. Barro,
SMB Economic Research, Inc., read and provided valuable comments
on an initial approach attempted. While these individuals should
receive credit, deficiencies in the study remain the sole
responsibility of the author.

Special thanks is due C. A. Kasdorf, Co-Chairman, ACCRA Cost
Living Index, for permission to publish the ACCRA price data, and
P. E.. Pereira, Chief Editor, Dodge Cost System, for permission
to publish the Dodg.. Unit Cost data.




amenities, and equilibrium wages in 579 cities and averages for
the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Derived from these
data is an additional index of the cost of providing government
public services. Together the indexes provide tools useful to
employees, unions, citizens, and government officers for
incorporating geographical price differences into analyzing and
establishing salaries and county, city, and state budgets.

The Indexes and Their Use

The index estimates! for cost of 1living, value of
amenities, equilibrium wages, and cost of public services are
presented for cities and urban areas in Table 1 with index
component details in Tables 2-4. State indexes are presented in
Tabie 1 and summarized in text Table A. All indexes are based on
a city and state population weighted U.S. average equal to 100.
The U.S. index of 100 thus represents the actual national average
value or dollar amount involved.

The indexes are reported for neighborhoods within the city
limits but cowtside the city core and in adjacent suburbs, for
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and other cities and urban
areas. The time frame for the data inputs is 1985-87 (HUD,
1985; ACCRA, 1986; Dodge Construction, 1987). The indexes
measure geographical differences at a point in time, and are
fairly stable compared to a time series such as the Consumer
Price Index (CPI). Consequently, at most, yearly updating is
required.

Users are cautioned that the indexes developed in this study
are estimates based on the best available but limited data, and
dependent on certain assumptions. Care must be exercised in
index use to convey this understanding. The indexes are briefly
described below and treated in detail in subsequent chapters.

Cost of Tiving Index Geographical price differences in the
goods and services purchased by families are primarily due to
differences in production and distribution costs and in local
supply and demand. The price differences are reported in
relative terms as a "cost of living index." The Cost of Living
Index (CLI) presented here reports the 1985-87 relative budget in
579 cities and metropolitan areas and state averages required to
purchased a fixed market basket of goods and services typical of
a 3-person (2 wage earners) family living in their own home at a

1 The city indexes are estimated on one of four accuracy
levels: #1--index compilation based on complete consumption price
data (152 cities); #2--one proxy substitution with a standard
deviation of 1.85 index points (61 cities); #3 and #4--regression
estimates with standard deviations of 3.9 (90 cities) and 5.4
index points (276 cities) raspectively.
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Table A. State

State

Alabana
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Dist of Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Misouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Cost of
Living Index

90
128
96
90
108
98
103
97
105
93
93
121
98
101
95
95
92
92
91
94
100
107
106
101
88
93
96
91
100
97
106
93
114
90
93
97
93
106
104
103
91
91
89
94
96
96
93
99
95
101
96

Equilibrium
Wages

95
116
97
93
101
98
103
99
102
94
97
1c?
100
102
99
97
95
95
92
97
101
109
110
103
92
96
97
93
98
99
106
94
113
94
94
100
95
106
106
105
95
94
93
96
97
99
96
99
S8
lo02
96

Indexes of Cost of Living, Equilibrium Wages,
and Cost of Public Services, 1985-87.

Cost of
Public Services

94
117
97
93
102
97
105
99
102
95
98
110
98
102
98
97
95
95
93
96
100
110
109
103
92
96
97
93
98
101
108
93
115
94
95
100
96
104
107
106
95
95
93
96
96
100
95
o8
98
101
96




1987 "middle ircome" ($40,000) level. Values range from a low of
81 in Batesville, Arkansas, to a high of 128 in Anchorage,
Alaska, and 124 in New York City metropolitan area. The state
with the highest average cost of 1living is &alaska, 128.
Mississippi has the lowest average, 88.

Value of Amenities Geographical price differences are also
due to the relative attractiveness of areas. Prices are usually
bid up in areas with job opportunities and high wages, a good
climate, quality schools, and recreational and cultural
advantages. Prices reported by the Cost of Living Index reflect
these differences in quality of 1live. However, there are
obviously direct benefits to be gained by 1living in certain
cities and urban areas--benefits for which the consumer is
generally willing to pay if given a choice of residence. It is
important that such benefits be measured so that their value can
be subtracted from real wages to provide equal worker
satisfaction in each instance.

The relative value of 1living in different locations is
reflected in the price difference consumers are willing to pay to
reside in each. The best evidence of this willingness to pay for
location is residential site (lot) prices. For purposes of this
study, the value of 1location-specific (non-transportable)
amenities is estimated by the unit prices of residential sites
($/square foot) for single family homes reported by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

These values are reported as an Amenity Index (AI) in Tables
1l and 2 based on a U.S. population weighted average equal to 100.
An index of 60 means that the value of amenities (as measured by
residential property site prices) is 60 percent of the U.S.
average; an index of 120 means that amenities are valued 20
percent greater than the U.S. average. The range in AI values is
from the low 20's for cities such as Anniston, Alabama and
Columbus, Georgia, to highs of 361 for San Jose, California and
334 for Honolulu.

Equilibrium Wage Index Consumers who freely choose their
residence are obviously willing to pay for the benefits derived
from their 1location. Accordingly, wages need not include
compensation for the added costs of location-specific
advantages. Workers, given free choice, are equally satisfied
when they receive equal real wages (wages adjusted for cost of
living) less the value of relative differences in amenities. The
Equilibrium Wage Index (EWI) reports this equivalency by
measuring cost of 1living less the value of ncn~-transportable
amenities. It represents the estimated geographical diftferences
in wages or compensation required for typical familie:, with free
choice of residence, to be equally satisfied with alternative
iocations. It is the EWI not the CLI which should be used in
wage contract negotiations.




Employees in the same occupation and skill 1level at
different locations may compare their salaries directly with the
EWI. For example if two cities have EWIs of 118 and 92, salary
differences between the two locations should be ir the same
proportion 118/92 or 1.28 to 1. Application of the EWI by firms
to adjust wages requires computation. To illustrate, consider a
firm with 100 employees in a given occupation located in three
cities with equilibrium wages as follows: city A, 30 employees,
EWI 85; city B, 25 employees, EWI 110; and city C, 45 employees,
EWI 128. The firm's average salary for the occupation is
$25,000. The formula to be used states that the firm's total
salary for all employees equals the sum of the salary sub-totals
for each city, with city salaries ratios of 85:110:128.

30 (.85 ¥) + 25 (1.10 Y) + 45 (1.28 Y) = 100 x $25,000

where Y = salary for EWI == 100 Y = $22,604
Salary city A EWI adjusted .85 x 22,604 = $19,213
Salary city B EWI adjusted 1.10 x 22,604 = $24,864
Salary city C EWI adjusted 1.28 x 22,604 = $28,933

Cost of Public Services The Cost of Public Services Index
(CPS) reports market prices and equilibrium wages that state and
local governments would negotiate for a fixed basket of goods and
services purchased annually for the current operation of their
collective public human services. The CPS ranges from a high of
117 for Alaska to a low of 92 for Mississippi. The index may be
used to adjust state and 1local government revenues and
expenditures for the designated public human services to
establish equivalent purchasing power. Federal funds to states
may be similarly adjusted. Application of the CPS at the state
level to state tax revenues, school expenditures per pupil, and
state appropriations for higher education per student, is
illustrated in Chapter IV, Table C of this study.

Index Comparison and Moderating Influences

Shown below for 16 cities are indexes for consumption (all
family expenditures except taxes) for the Cost of Living Index
(accuracy level #1) of this study, the "all-item" index of the
American Chamber of Commerce Research Association (footnote 4),
and the Bureau of Labor Statistics Intermediate Family Budget
(footnote 3).

The earlier 1981 BLS indexes are 1least similar to the
current 1986 data due to substantial differences in methodology,
particularly the treatment of housing costs, and due to some
shifts in city position over time. The CLI, compiled with the
inclusion of ACCRA prices for food, utilities, transportation,
health, and miscellaneous goods and services, naturally parallels

5




the ACCRA all-item index. However, substantially different price
data were used for the most determinant factor in cost of living,
namely, housing costs. Also contributing to differences between
the two series are the weighting schemes. The ACCRA indexes are
based on a city average equal to 100, whereas the CLI's ar2 based
on a city population weighted U.S. average equal to 100. This
later distinction permits comparison of the ratios of the two
indexes but not their absolute values.

Comparison of Indexes for Consumption Only

CLI ACCRA 3rd & BLS intermediate
city 1985-87 4th Otr 1986 = family budget 1981
Buffalo 102 98 101
New York 130 140 109
Philadelphia 116 121 10?2
Cincinnati 96 2.00 100
Cleveland 101 99 102
Mpls, St. Paul 103 105 97
St. Louis 94 99 98
Atlanta 95 111 93
Baltimore 103 106 97
Dallas 101 109 95
Houston 101 100 98
Denver 100 104 99
Los Angeles 111 115 100
San Diego 116 120 99
Seattle 107 108 106
Anchorage 138 139 127

In reviewing the CLI's in Table 1, the values for some
cities may seem lower than expected, e.g., Boston (110) and
Washington, D.C. (105). There are two explanations. First, the
CLI's report average prices representative of the entire
metropolitan areas involved. Land prices are reported for the
surrounding communities only. Thus the usually higher prices in
the city core, although often the focus of living cost citations,
are only a partial factor in establishing the CLI.

Secondly, consumers are well aware of the generally lower
living costs in rural areas, fostering the belief that cities are
comparatively expensive. Relative to adjacent rural areas this
is true, but among cities, the prices are not "higher" but
"typical" for urban consumers. Thus CLI's of 101 for Buffalo and
Cleveland, and 98 for Dallas are common urban costs, reflecting
prices numerically average but inherently higher than rural
areas. The urban areas of Boston have costs 10 percent higher
than for other cities, not in comparison to adjacent rural
living.




The range in Cost of Living reported in this study (81-128)
may be less than expected. There are a number of causes.
Foremost is the use of intermediate family income housing cost
data (HUD) which has a significantly smaller variance than the
higher priced housing costs of middle management buyers reported
by ACCRA. Secondly, the 1987 Federal and state personal income
tax rate is essentially fixed for middle income families
irrespective of 1location. Inclusion of these taxes tends to
reduce the relatjve cost of 1living in higher priced areas as
opposed to a substantial increase in index values if the tax
were progressive.? Third, the CLIs of this study include items
such as payments %to pension funds and contributions, which are
not priced or whose price is location independent. Inclusion of
these items moderates the range of index values. Finally,
consumers may be more knowledgeable of alternatives than in the
past, which improves market action lowering price differentials.

Adjusting for the value of amenities results in equivalent
wages being lower than cost of living in attractive areas, higher
in unattractive 1locations. The reduced EWI range affects the
Cost of Public Services Index which has a high of 114 for Alaska
and a low of 93 for Mississippi. While this range may be
slightly understated, the evidence of th/; study suggests that
geographical cost cifferentials in general are less taan advanced
by previous studies and according to public perception.

2 fThe 1981 BLS cost of living indexes in high priced areas
are substantially higher than the consumption component alone,

due to a large upward adjustment to account for the progressive
tax rates at that time.

11
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II. COST OF LIVINC

Because prices vary substantially across the country.
consumers are generally aware of differences in the cost of
living although this has not been federally documented since the
Department of Labor last published the "Urban Family Budget" in
1981.3 currently available, and in popular use, is the 59-item
price series for 224 cities published by the American Chamber of
Commerce Researchers Association.% The ACCRA data will be
discussed later.

The BLS effort is ground breaking and provides considerable
insight into the nature and complexities of cost of iiving index
construction. However, because of the small number of
observatioi.s {only 40 cities), obsolescence of the component
weights (1967) and price data (1981), and other deficiencies, S

3 U.s. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Autumn 1981. "Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexes for
Selected Urban Areas," News, April 16, 1982, Washington, D.C.
For further details see U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four

Persons, Spring 19€7, Bulletin No. 1570-5, Washington, D.C., and

other reports in the series.

4 see American Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association,
Inter-City Cost of Living Index, Louisville Chamber of Commerce,
Lov ' sville, Kentucky. Inquiries should be directed to either C.
A. Kasdorf III, Houston Chamber of Commerce, 1100 Milam Bldg.,
25th Floor, Houston, TX 77002, or Edward Sturgeon, Lexington Area
Chamber of Comr rce, 421 North Broadway, Lexington, Kentucky 40508.

5 BLS employed as great care and sophistication in
constructing and updating the Urban Family Budget as allotted
resources would permit. The resources were simply too
restrictive. As a result, BLS was ak.e to collect price data for
only 25 cities, far less than required for the wide usage of a
naticnal price series. Also, the adequacy of the price sampling
for individval cities has been questioned. While some
supplemental pricing was introduced for bench-pmark cities,
primary reliance was placed on the existing Consumer Price Index
field pricing structure. This system was design teo establish
national price changes over time, a measurement allowing a much
smaller intra-city sample size than required to establish ¢’ ty-
to-city differences at any point in time. And, despite the need
for a larger sample, in some instances a smaller sample had to be
used because of more severe quality restraints. For example, for
rent prices the CPI requires that the sample for any given city
over time consistently represent typical apartments of say, two
to five rooms. The Urban Family Budget requires that the sample
in each city be limited to a fixed number of rooms. Thus only a

8
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the BLS intermediate family budget is of very limited value in
developing a current index series. ({Note: A regression model to
predict the BLS budget was developed as an early part of this
investigation and is presented in Appendix C.)

s v ned

The argument favoring development and use of a cost of
living index is based on the need for equity. Members of society
have essentially equal need for and derive similar satisfaccion
from the basic goods and services requlred for typical 1living,
and therefore such goods and services should be equally
accessible. The CLI _-eflects the relative prices of such a
market basket in different geographical locations and thus can
be used to equalize accessibility by incorporation in wage
levels.

The Cost of Living Index (CLI) developed in this study6 is
reported for 579 metropolitan areas and cities and state averages
in Table 1 and its subcomponents in Table 2. The CLI is an
estimate of the relative budget in different urban? locations in
1985-87 required to purchase a fixed market basket of goods and
services typical of a family living in their own existing home at
a "middle income" (approximately $40,000 in 1987) 1level. The
quality of the goods and services purcnased must be hald
constant if the index is to only report price differences.

The CLI is based on the budget of the "urban family
homeowner," defined by BLS as a family 1living in their own
existing home located in a neighborhood witchin the city 1limits

subset of the CPI sauple could be employed. No technical
critique of the BLS sampllng has been made, so the degree of
possible error involved is not known.

o

6 The sources of price data for the CLI are the American
Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association and the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. See 1later
discussion pp. 13 and 19.

7 The CLI and other indexes of this study apply to
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and other city and urban
areas and to places of 2,500 or more residents outside urbanized
areas. Almost three-fourths of the U.S. population is urban as
opposed to rural. Based on county population, +the 579
metropolitan areas and city CLIs of this study represent a
population of approximately 182 million or roughly 80 percent of
the U.S. total.

13




but outside the city core (42% of respondents), or in an adjacent
suburb (53%). The budget is based on the consumption pattern of
two employed adults earning a total of approximately $40,000 in
1987, and one child under 18 years old. The principle respondent
is college (46%) or high school (54%) educated. The family owns
two automobiles. Mortgage and interest payments are assumed in
this study to be based on a mortgage amount equal to 80 percent
of the property value, held at 8 percent interest.

The "typical goods and services" purchased by family
homeowners and priced by the CLI, and their budget proportions
which are used as index component weights, are shown in Table B.
Extravagant and unusual items are not considered "typical" or
"required" for 1living and are excluded. All goods and services
in each location are of intended fixed quality. No account is
made of individual preferences which vary purchases from this
average. Also, the composition of the basket may be different
for large segments of the population ir different locations due
to variations in 1life style, 1living' requirements, and buying
opportunities. Thus consumers eat different foods, enjoy
different recreational opportunities, and buy different clothes,
depending on their environment. It is assumed in each instance
that the consumer will substitute one good or service for another
to take advantage of lccal price opportunities or meet living
requirements while maintaining the same 1level of overall
satisfaction. If these adjustments in«"living style" are small,
involve small price advantages, and lead to similar levels of
consumer satisfaction, their effect on cost of living is minimal.
No adjustments of this type have been made.

Property Site Prices Two aspects of cost of 1living--
property site prices and personal income taxes--require special
commentary. The quality of recidential property sites varies
from one location to another, creating a problem with regard to
the index compilation rule for fixed quality in the goods and
services being priced. The ground itself, assuming it is
permanently zoned residential without potential commercial use,
has no distinctive value to the homeowner. It is the location of
the lot in terms of proximity to initial and future job
opportunities, attractiveness of topography, schools, safety,
climate, etc., that establishes relative value. Thus residential
site price differences exclusively reflect the value homeowner's
with free choice place on 1living in one lccation compared to
another. This valuation occurs within cities and between cities
in the national market. Since the consumer receives benefits
consistent with the site price he is willing to pay, site price
differences should be excluded from cost of living if the quality
of this factor (site) is to be held constant.

In an effort tc minimize property quality differences, BLS
and ACCRA have defined, for pricing purposes, a “standard" site.
However, this restraint only prevents pricing extreme site

10
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Table B. Average Annual Expenditures of Urbain Homeowners with
Incomes $30,000 to $40,000 by Item, BLS Consumer
Expenditure Interview Survey, 1984.

Consumer unit consists of 2 earners, 1 child under 18, reference
person's education level is 40% nigh school and 60% college, 2.5
vehicles. Property ownership and utilities data adjusted to
reflect only homeowners with mortgage.

Item Amount Percent

Income before taxes $34,441
Wages and salaries before taxes 29,689
Total expenditures and taxes 34,205 100.0%
Price locatjon independent

Personal insurance & pensions $3,384

Contributions 872

Other lodging 398 4,654 13.6%

Price location dependent

TAXES 5,839 17.1%
Federal incomel 4,900
- State & local income 863
Other 96
CONSUMPTION2 23,712 69.3% 100.0%
1. Food 3,709 15.6%
2. Property ownership 5,366 22.6%

Mortgage interest $3,381
principle 756

Property taxes 661

Maint & insurance 568
3. Utilities3 2,451 10.3%
4. Transportation4 5,109 21.5%
5. Health 950 4.0%
6. Other 6,127 25.8%

House furnishings

& opn, lodging 1,603
Apparel 1,398
Entertainment 1,441
Personal & misc® 1,685

Source: "Consumer Expenditure Survey Results From 1984," News,
Bureau of Iabor Statistics, United States Department of
Education, June 22, 1986. A special computer printout
was used for certain details.
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Table B footnotes

1 With an income level of $34,441, the BLS CE survey amount of
$3,081 for Federal income taxes is low in comparison with IRS
data. For this income level a U.S. Department of the Treasury
tax liability of $4,900 for a married couple with dependents
was substituted.

2  YIncludes reduction in home mortgage principle ($756). No
other investments are included. Excludes contributions
($872), insurance and pension payments ($3,384), and other
lodging ($398).

3 ytilities include heating gas and oil, $592; electricity,
$985; telephone, $651; and other, $223.

4

Because of the sizeable change in gasoline prices, this
component of transportation has been reduced by the 1987/1984
CPI gasoline price ratio equal to .575. The resulting
expenditures are: vehicle purchase and finance, $2,787; gas
and oil, $828; and maintenance and insurance, $1,057.

5 1Includes personal care, reading, education, tobacco, alcoholic
beverages, and other miscellaneous personal items.

conditions; remaining price variations for the "standard" site
continue to fully reflect location value preferences.

Traditional inclusion of site prices in cost of 1living
indexes is based on the intent to report costs independent of
differences in location satisfaction. The minimal satisfaction
or indifference workers may experience, who are forced to locate
in a given city or in proximity to work, may be similar for a
wide range of 1locations. As the reaction approaches
indifference, the need for amenity adjustment is lessened.8 In

8 1f employees are denied free choice and required to live
in a given 1location, their satisfaction will 1likely not be
proportional to the site price and they should be compensated
according to the degree of variance involved. Inclusion of total
site price in a cost of living compilation assumes that a forced
location has no affect on the consumer's satisfaction, and the
buyer should accordingly be fully compensated for site price in
the absence of exercising his own location preference. Actually,
when the worker is forced to locate he sustains some differences
in satisfaction at each site, and the appropriate price
adjustment to achieve a utility level equal to others with free
choice is somewhere betweecn the cost of living and equilibrium
wages.
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any event, there is value in reporting unadjusted costs in this
traditional manner since they represent the total actual costs
involved. This traditional approach has been used in developing
the CLI of this study. (Note: Housing site prices are excluded
in the equilibrium wage indexes which are designed to reflect
both constant purchasing power and location satisfaction for a
consumer exercising free choice. Equilibrium wages are
presented in the third chapter of this study.)

Personal JIncome Taxes Personal income taxes also represent
a problem in measuring cost of living. Taxes, it may be argued,
return proportional benefits to the resident and therefore should
not be included in the CLI as a fixed service purchase of equal
unit pricing. However, the degree to which 1local and state
government services are proportional to taxes paid varies greatly
among jurisdictions. For example, in states with no individual
income taxes, public services may largely be supported by non-
resident payment of sales and severance taxes. Also citizens do
not equally value or use the various public services. Finally,
tax payment is not optional; most citizens view {he charge as a
necessary cost of location. For these reasons the benefit/price
ratio for most taxes cannot be held constant, or, for that
matter, systematically measured. The consequence for index
construction is that taxes are viewed here as a living expense
without measurable direct returns, and hence a purchase of
assumed equivalent quality. Federal and state personal income
taxes and residential property taxes have therefore been

: included in the cost of living estimates of this study.

ACCRA Price Data

Selected components of the American Chamber of Commerce
Researchers Asscociation data have been used to construct the Cost
of Living Indexes of this study. These data are described here.

The ACCRA quarterly reports inter-city cost of 1living
differences for 224 cities (see footnote 4 for citation). The 59
items forming the basis of the all-item index have been
carefully chosen to reflect the different categories of consumer
expenditures. Weights assigned to relative costs are based on
the latest government survey data on a mid-management executive
family's pattern of expenditures. All items are priced at the
local 1level by Chamber of Commerce research personnel at a
specified time and by standard specifications. A careful three
stage review is made to eliminate errors or non-compliance with
specifications.




A summary of the items priced is as follows:

Grocery Items (17%) Transportation (13%)
5 meats, fish, fowl Bus fare
4 dairy products Auto maintenance
3 produce Gasoline
1 bakery .
1 tobacco Health Care (7%)
13 miscellaneous (coffee, Hospital room
sugar, shortening, soft Office visit, doctor
drink, peas, flakes, etc.) Office visit, dentist
Aspirin
Housing (22%)

Apartment monthly rent
Home purchase price and
mortgage payment

Misc. Goods & Services (30%)
Hamburger, pizza, fried
chicken, haircut, tooth-
paste, dry cleaning, under-

Utilities (11%) wear, dress shirt, jeans,
Electric power appliance repair, movie,
Natural gas, oil newspaper, bowling, liquor,
Telephone beer, wine, etc.

The ACCRA data is based on very 1limited city sampling.
However, instructions to the field sources regarding sampling
time, location, and type of retailers promote equivalent pricing
conditions. Further, the items priced are often national brands
which provides the desired constant quality. Overall, the ACCRA
price data for food, utilities, transportation, health, and
miscellaneous are acceptably accurate for purposes of the
estimates of this study, and are used in step # 3 to compute
costs of consumption.

The ACCRA data excludes Federal, state, and local income
taxes and residential property taxes, and hence reports relative
costs of consumption as opposed to total cost of living. The
ACCRA all-item price series also is too restrictive as a cost of
living index becau=ze of the limited applicability of its housing
costs component. Pricing only newly constructed houses suitable
for middle management income levels, the index includes property
prices of 1little relevance to a majority of homeowners. The
ACCRA geographical housing price differentials were found to have
a substantially greater standard deviation than the substituted
Department of Housing FHA data, resulting in a greater wvariance
in the consumption cost differences than those developed in this
study. This fourth concern is discussed in detail in step #2.
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Derjivation of the Cil

The Cost of Living Indexes (CLI) of this study are based on
a model intended to:

(1) measure urban family cost of living for middle income
home owners, with sufficient validity to serve as a reasonable
geographical wage adjustment factor.

(2) use secondary data sources exclusively to avoid
prohibitively costly data collection.

(3) provide the necessary regression data to predict cost of
living for a larger universe of cities and urban areas to be
aggregated as reasonable state averages.

(4) allow yearly updating of prices.

(5) allow reweighting of budget items in response to
changing consumer buying patterns.

Development of the model is facilitated by organization of
family 1living costs into three components: (1) consumptjon,
consisting of family expenditures for food, housing, clothing,
etc.; (2) Federal, state, and local personal income taxes; and
(3) independent jtems which are not priced such as contributions,
or whose price is not specific to residential location such as
payments to pension plans and purchase of hotel lodging and food
while vacationing and traveling away from home.

In developing the consumption cost estimates, the approach
taken was first, recognition of the dominant role of housing in
establishing overall consumption costs; second, development of
appropriate housing cost data; and third, inclusion of this

housing data together with ACCRA price information in a budget .

weighted formula to compute consumption costs for 213 cities.

A regression analysis was subsequently made of this data to
predict costs of censumption for an additional 366 cities based
on property ownership and house construction costs. The validity
of this estimating procedure is determined by the high predictive
capacity of housing costs which "explain® a high percent of the
consumption budget. The regression analysis which established
this relationship is presented in Appendix a.

The derived costs of consumption (Table 3) were next
combined with fax rates and the price-independent items to
establish urban Cest of Living Indexes for 579 cities (Table 2).

The research involved many variant stages, both conceptual
and statistical, many conducted concurrently, all involving

considerable trail and error. For systematic presentation, the
work is summarized in five steps.
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STEP #l: §Study of the ACCRA price data and identification

S e redictive component of the costs of

S on.

Fourth quarter 1986 ACCRA prices for 106 randomly selected
cities were analyzed to determine the relative importance of the
six major components in determining the all-item index.

The tables on the next page present the following
statistical analyses of the data: (1) distribution statistics for
the dependent variable (all-items) and six component independent
variables, (2) a correlation matrix of variables, and (3) a

regression of the dependent (all-items) variable and the housing
independent variable.

The correlation matrix can be used to determine the degree
to which each of the components independently contribute to the
all-item cost total. Utility costs have the lowest cross-
correlations indicating that this variable makes a unique
contribution to total costs. Health costs are highly correlated
with housing and miscellaneous costs indicating that this
variable makes the least independent contribution.

Regression of the all-item cost as dependent variable with
housing as the independent variable results in a R-square of .870
and a standard deviation of 3.8 index units. Thus consumption
costs as measured by ACCRA data are primarily dependent on the
housing costs component. The validity of any measure of
consumption costs is therefore highly dependent on the definition
of housing costs and its accurate measurement.

STEP # 2: Definition of housing cogts and selection of data.

The importance of carefully defining housing costs
immediately follows from its identification as the principle
determinant of cost of iiving. To accurately reflect comparable
urban housing costs for cost of living purposes the housing units
for which price data i: reported must:

(1) consist of existing house sites rather than sites of
newly constructed housesi. (75 to 85 percent of residential sales
are for existing property.9)

(2) reflect site lccations typical of residential sales for
the total urban area being reported. Site values vary greatly
from one residential location to another within the same city or

9 chicago Title Insurance Company, Chicago, IL, The
Guarantor, bimonthly. The proportion of long-term mortgage loans
for new 1-4 unit family homes in 1985 was 78% existing units, 22%
new units, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, monthly

and quzrterly press releases based on the Survey of Mortgage
Lending Activity.
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Statistical Analysis of ACCRA Price Data, Fall 1986.

summarize all

food housing utility trans health misc

varnanme| Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
________ e o o e e e e e e e e S - -
all] 106 101.293396 10.5407623 88.5 163.800003
food| 106 100.081132 5.9607304 84.4000015 114.800003
housing| 106 103.248113 30.8317134 76.8000031 332,100006
utility! 106 101.560377 19.,9329864 56.0999985 192.300003
trans| 106 100.781132 8.50888742 79.1999969 129.5
health| 106 100.464151 16.7101744 76.1999969 160.399994
misc| 106 100.7C3774 5.47205745 90.3000031 119.199997
corr all food housing utility trans health misc
(obs=106)
| all food housing utility trins health misc
________ e e . e e e e e e e i e e e e R e e e e o o = S e e = e S e e ot o o o S e e e == o e
allj 1.0000
food| 0.4955 1.0000
housing]| 0.9328 0.3015 1.0000
utility| 0.4673 0.2147 0.3011 1.0000
trans| 0.5236 0.2714 0.3991 -0.0434 1.0000
health| 0.7536 0.4697 0.6344 0.1299 0.5539 1.0000
misc]| 0.7342 0.5110 0.5445 0.2305 0.5414 0.6757 1.0000
regress all housing
{obs=106)
Source| Ss df Ms Number of obs = 106
B e ety F( 1, 104) = 696.63
Model| 10150.8886 1 10150.8886 Prob > F = 0,0000
Residual| 1515.41688 104 14.5713162 R-square = 0.8701
--------- e - Adj R~sgquare = 0.8689
Total|] 11666.3054 105 111.107671 Root MSE = 3.8172
Variable| Coefficient Std. Error t Prob > |t| Mean
--------- e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e i e e e 0 e e e e e e e 8 e e o e e s G0 s e . 0m O 0m
ail) 101.2934
_________ o e e e e e e s e e e e e s o et e e e 1t e S e e e S S e S s e 20 i B B e om e o e d0m
housing| .3189038 .0120825 26.394 0.000 103.2481
_cons| 68.36718 1.301427 52,532 0.000 1.
_________ oo e e e e e e s e s e e e e o e . e e e o e o e e e o 2 e . e o 0 8 & e e e
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county. Substantial block-to-block differences are not unusual.
Reliance on only a few site observations can result in tremendous
error. Representative sites prices can be approximated only by
median valuer for a statistically large sample of all area sales.

(3) exhibit & price range affordable by a family at an
intermediate income lavel. The average family income for a home
buyer taking an FHA loan in 1986 was $38,000. An estimated 60
percent of all families had income less than this amount.

(4) be of consistent quality in terms of construction
specifications and materials, living area, workmanship, age, lot
size, etc. These facors generally cannot be adequately
controlled for existing houses. The cost of constructing a new
house of fixed design and material specifications essentially
achieves the objectives of fixed quality.

On the basis of these criteria, housing property costs are
defined 2s annual mortgage principle and interest payments and
real estate taxes paid on residential property purchasable by
middle inccme families consisting of a representative site for
existing houses plus the cost of new construction for a standard
one-family house of fixed size. The data are presented in Table
4.

Best meeting this definition and these criterial® are the

-

$he ACCRA housing cost data do not meet the above four
criteria for a number of reasons: (1) The mortgage and interest
payments reported are for a very small sample of newly
constructed homes suitable for high (middle management income
level) budget families. The new houses are primarily located in
suburban development areas and therefore do not reflect site
prices of existing homes typical for the entire urban area.

(2) The houses priced for middle management wage earners are
substantially beyond the average family income and therefore
represent a "cost of living" for a specialized high income group.
Geographical price differences may vary with the price level of
the houses involved. It is likely, for example, that high priced
houses are proportionately more expensive in large cities than in
small cities compared to the ratio for more modestly priced
houses. Cost of living based on high priced houses would thus
overstate cost differentials compared to an index based on
intermediate priced housing.

(3) ACCRA's effort to control quallty is necessarily limited
by the few units priced. Although a physical descriptions of the
"standard" house to be priced provides field ager ., some guidance
in selecting a "typical®" structure, site choice "with access to
schools, shopping centers, etc." remains wide open. The
attendant range of prices is considerable with no assurance that
high or low values are not reported.
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house price data reported by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development for FHA loans and the Dodge new construction cost
data published by McGraw Hill. The data are presented in Table
4. '

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development yearly
publishes extensive housing data derived from the Federal
Housing Administration operations under Section 203. FHA
publishes city (MSAs) prices for purchases or refinances by the
occupant of one-family existing homes. Specific MSA data used in
this study are median price of site per square foot and average
effective real estate tax rates (derived). National averages for
mean size of site and size of improved living area were used as
weighting factors. For use in this study, gross site price was
established equal to the FHA reported unit price ($/square foot)
multiplied by a standard 7,700 square foot 1lot.

The FHA cases are a cross section of buyers with a cap on
the maximum mortgage amount that may be insured of $90,000
($101,250 in Alaska and Hawaii). The universe thus excludes high
cost housing, strictly 1limiting the derived cost of 1living
indexes to "middle income" families. Condominiums are also
excluded. The average house sale price for FHA loans in the
summer of 1987 equaled $70,600 as reported by the National
Association of Realtors; for conventional fixed rate 15 year
mortgages, $110,000; and for 30 year mortgages, $138,800. The
data thus represents typical middle income buyer costs for
existigg homes located in the residential areas of the specified
MSA's,

The variability of house prices in the game county can be
illustrated by this example. In 3¢ neighborhoods in Montgomery
County, Maryland in 1986, single family house prices ranged from
$84,000 to $240,000. Based on nearly 19,000 sales, the average
sale price of 1,689 houses sold in the Germantown neighborhood
was $91,476. At the other extreme, 875 lLiomes in the Potomac
neighborhood sold for an average price of $223,180. Hany of
these neighborhoods may have included houses meeting the ACCRA
standards. Source: Rufus S. Lusk & Son, Inc.

(4) Finally, ACCRA housing costs do not include property
taxes. And the inclusion of apartment monthly rental rates
prevent unambiguous use of the data for homeowners exclusively.

11 yup reports only about 10 percent of the 400,000 or
more single family cases contracted each year. The average
number of cases per city for the 344 cities reported in 1980 was
120, ranging from a low of 1 to a high of 2,023. The small
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The cost of new construction is used as a proxy for pricing
essentially the same house in different cities. House structure
price is set equal to unit construction cost times a standard
1,500 square foot improved area. The Dodge Construction Indexl2
is employed to represent the relative geographical differences in
the price of a new house of fixed design and specifications. A
major assumption made here is that in the local common housing
market the price of existing houses are proportional to the
prices of new houses since they may generally be substituted. 1In
other words, replacement costs, i.e., the costs of new
construction, drive the prices of existing homes. ILocal housing
realtors provide excellent market information with potential
buyers exercising exceptional care in making 1life's major
purchase. Most buyers are knowledgeable of the alternatives
including the value in purchasing a new versus old house. an
informed consumer coupled with the large number of property
sellers results in near perfect market action and extremely

number of cases reported for some cities in a given year is
obviously not representative. A three year time adjusted average
of FHA data was used when possible to minimize the effects of
individual year variability. As additional year data is
introduced into this model, errors due to a small number of FHA
cases will be reduced.

See U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, FHA
onmes Data for States an Selec eas

Characteristics of FHA oOperations under Section 203, Washington,

a
D.C. 20410.

12 The podge Building Cost Indexes are published semi-
annually (September and March) for approximately 600 cities. The
index reports wage scales prevailing locally for 20 building
tradesman and prices paid by builders for 10 basic materials
available from local retail suppliers. These data are weighted
to reflect the impact of the basic item components on the overall
cost of a "typical" composite residential/non-residential
building.

' Trades represented include brick 1layer, carpenter, sheet
metal worker, electrician, plumber, glazer, 1lather, plaster,
painter, roofer, teamster, laborer, etc. Material items are
ready mix concrete, reinforcement rods, concrete block,
structural steel, plywood, 1lumber, gypsum board, asbestos
shingles, electrical conduit, copper pipe, etc. Definitions for
occupations and materials are specified. Reporting sources
include general and specialty contractors in each city, building
product distributors, construction 1labor consultants, and
Chambers of Commerce.

See Dodge Unit Cost Data for U.S. and cCanadian_cities,
Volume 2, P. E. Pereira, Chief Editor, McGraw-Hill Cost
Information Systems, P.0. Box 28, Princeton, New Jersey 08543.
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competitive house prices. However, evidence to support this
assumption is particularly difficult to obtain because of the
inability to establish equal quality housing for pricing at
different locations.

Home mortgage interest and principle rates are set at 8
percent applied to a mortgage equal to an estimated 80 percent of
property value. Residential property taxes are estimated from
HUD FHA effective property tax rates (taxes paid/propert' value)
for 1985 and time adjusted previous years, multiplied by property
values equal to site plus house value as determined above.

The above data are presented in Table 4. The data and
computations are illustrated by the all-city average shown below:

FHA unit site price $2.08/sq ft
X FHA mean lot size x 7,760 sq ft
= SITE PRICE $16,016
Dodge unit construction cost $41.53/sq ft
X FHA mean house size x 1,500 sq ft
= CONSTRUCTION COST $62,295
Property Value $£79,625%
Loan on property equal to
80% of property value $63,700
X 8% mort int & principle x .08
= YRLY MORTGAGE PAYMEMNTS $5,096
Property value $79,625
X FHA effective property
tax rate X .0131
; = PROPERTY TAXES $1,043

Total annual property costs $6,139
*population weighted U.S. average

STEP #3: Development of budget weights and calculation of

costs of consumption using ACCRA price and FHA property ownership
¢ost data.

The weights for the CLI components to be priced are based on
the mix of consumption expenditures in Table B with one
modification. There is no price data for house furnishings and
operations so the expenditure amount of $1,603 has been excluded.
The resulting weighting system has been used:
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Food, ACCRA $3,709 16.8%
Property ownership $5,366 24.3%
(or Dodge construction alone)
Utilities, ACCRA $2,451 11.1%
Transportation, ACCRA $5,109 23.1%
Health, ACCRA $950 4.3%
Miscellaneous, ACCRA _$4,.524 20.5%
CONSUMPTION $22,109 100.0%

The costs of consumption presented in table 3 are calculated
in two ways depending on the availability of data. For 1i52
cities, consumption costs equal the ACCRA prices for food,
utilities, etc., and the annual costs of property ownership (from
Table 4). This is the principle measure of consumptio:: of this
study, indicated by the 1level #1 accuracy label. Dodge
construction costs alone arc substituted for property ownership
costs and combined with ACCRA data to establish the costs of
consumption for 61 cities where FHA data are not available.

Substitution of this one proxy is identified as level #2
accuracy.

The correlation between property costs and Dodge new
construction costs is .924. Consumption costs based on ACCRA
data and property costs (level #1 accuracy) =ud ACCRA data and
new construction costs (level #2) has an R-r ¢ of .9623 and a
standard deviation of 1.85 inde:t points.

STEP #4: Development of predictive equaticons.

Predictive equavions were used to estimate consumption costs
for an additional 356 cities for which ACCR” data are not
available. Two equations are used to match +he available data.
Both are based on a regression of consumption costs (level #1
accuracy) as the dependent variable. For S0 cities, property
costs are the independent variable and the derived consumption
costs are identified as level #3 accuracy. For 276 cities, Dodge
construction costs are the independent variable (level #4
accuracy). The regression tables and charts are presented in
Appendix A.

The prediction model is based on a coefficient of regression
for the independent variable and a constant:

90 cities in Table 1:

Predicted ccst of consumption := .396 x property costs + 61.3
R™square = .830 Standard rleviation = 3.9 index points (level
#3 accuracy)

276 cities i Table 1:

Predicted cost of consumption = .603 x Dodge const costs + 40.5

R™square = .678 Standard deviation = 5.4 index points (level
#4 accuracy)

22

26




£

The standard deviation (root mean square) of the predicted
values for level #4 accuracy is 5.4 index points. This means
that there is a 68 percent likelihood that the predicted values
of consumption costs at 1level #4 accuracy (if normally
distributed) are within + or - 5.4 index units of the consumption
costs if empirically measured at 1level #1 accuracy. An
additional 17 percent of the predicted consumption indexes will
have values which vary from level #1 accuracy between + or - 5.4
and 10.8 index points. Five percent of the level #4 predicted
values will vary from the empirical data by more than + or-
10.8 units.

The standard deviation of 5.4 percent or index points for
consumption costs estimated at level #4 accuracy will likely not
generate sufficient confidence in the results to warrant use in
wage negotiations. Inclusion of other predictor independent
variables will likely improve the goodness of fit and remains a
future task. '

Home heating cooling costs were developed as an additional
independent predictor variable (see Appendix D). However, home
heating and ccoling is a small component of total consumption
with a low correlation. 1Inclusion did not appreciably improve
the prediction and it was therefore excluded. The heat-cool
costs developed are believed valid and may be of use in future
development of cost of living models. «

STEP #5: Inclusion of taxes and price independent
expenditures.

Families whose real income is affected by the cost of living
in their area have to pay personal and other taxes at a rate
pased on their nominal income level, i.e., on the cost of living
adjusted amount. Thus families pay droportionally more (less)
taxes relative to their real income in high (low) cost areas.
The cost of living measurement, must, in turn be adjusted to
account for these tax payment differences if after tax real wages
are to be equal. In the past Federal and most state individual
income taxes were progressive, requiring a substantial upward
adjustment in cost of living in high cost areas to account for
the additional tax burden imposed on their higher adjusted
incomes. BLS made this adjustment in their reported budgets
through a complicated adjustment procedure involving computations
of state tax amounts on various income levels.

In 1987, Federal income taxes will uniformly tax incomes at
the intermediate level at basically a single rate. State and
local income taxes set proportional to Federal taxes will also
follow this single rate. Since the tax is no longer progressive
at intermediate family income levels, the required adjustment to
cost of living will be more uniform than in the past. In fact,
in some high cost areas, Federal and state income taxes are now
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"priced" lower than other purchases and their inclusion results
in a cost of living index less than that for consumption alone.
Similarly, in low cost areas, a fixed tax rate may result in a
higher "priced" "tax expenditure" than other purchased itenms,
raising cost of living above cost of consumption.

Price independent items are purchases whith are either not
priced, such as payments into a retirement fund, or are priced at
locations other than the family's residence, such as out-of-town
hotel and food purchases. In constructing the cost of living
index, these price independent components which amount to 13.6
percent of the family budget are priced at a neutral 100 value.

To include Federal and state personal income taxes and price
independent expenditures in cost of 1living, and to adjust city
CLI values to account for differences in the amount of income
taxes paid in High and low cost areas, the following formula
(see derivation in Appendix B) is employed:

CLI = (Percent consumption x CI) + (Percent independent exp x 100
1 - Federal and state tax rate

CI = city cost of consumption index.

Percent consumption equals the national average percent of
total family expenditures used for consumption = .693 (see text
Table B for percentages). -

Percent price independent expenditures equals the national
average percent of total family expenditures used for purchased
of price location independent items = .136.

CLI = .693 X Consumption Index + 13.6
l - (.142 + state tax rate)

For Federal taxes a fixed rate of 14.2 percent has been
assumed based on a 1984 tax liability of $4,900 on income of
$34,441 for a married couple with two dependents reported by the
U.S5. Department of the Treasury. The source of state personal
income tax burdens by family income level used in this study is
data collected by the District of Columbia government,l3 and is
reported in Table 3.

13 Government of the District of Columbia, Tax Rates and
Tax Burdens jn the District of Columbia: A National Comparison,
D.C. Govt., Washington, D.C., June 1986.
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I NILATE, LT FRS 3 4n how W e
ey

Local government individual income tax gayments equal one-
tenth the amount of state income taxes.l Yet, for an
i, individual city they can be a factor in cost of 1living. The
L resources available for this study did not permit the extensive
- search required to identify individual city tax rates.

14 y.s. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
Governmental Finances in 1984-85, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C., October 1986.
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IITX. EQUILIBRIUM WAGES AND THE VALUE OF AMENITIES

The fairness of wages is in constant contention. Workers
and management continually bargain wage rates for each occupation
and skill level. Also bargained are adjustments for inflation to
equalize yearly purchasing power. The Consumer Price Index,
prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, is used by
management and labor in these negotiations as an accepted measure
of inflation affecting the general consumer.

Recognized but seldom practiced in salary negotiations is
the need to preserve geographical purchasing power. The
principle is that employees performing the same job at different
locations under similar working conditions should receive the
same real wage (equal purchasing power). While this objective
is appreciated, it is not practiced because no index for
geographical price differentiation exists on a par with the CPI.

Cost of living_ indexes have had limited usz in management
labor negotiations,1® however, such indexes are deficient for
negotiation purposes because of their inclusion of amenities
associated with location for which compensation is not normally
required. This section identifies equilibrium wages as long run
competitive wages of equal real value in each location, suitable
for negotiation of geographic wage differentials. Equilibrium
wages report cost of living less an estimated economic value of
location specific quality of life factors.

Before proceeding, a short discussion of the widely
recognized concept of ‘"prevailing wages" is warranted to
establish its unacceptability for purposes of measuring
geographic nominal wages of equal purchasing power.

Rejection of Prevailing Wages

"Prevailing wages" are average or typical wages in a given
community. They represent the price of labor set by supply and
demand in ‘“he 1labor market. The problem in using prevailing
wages to identify geographical wage differentials is the fact
that market wages is more a concept than a unique measurable
reality.

15 1n 1967 a salary contract formula was signed between the
650,000 members of the Communications Workers of America, AFL-
CIO, and the American Telephone and Telegraph Company using cost
of living exclusively to establish wage differences between labor
markets. See Robert R. Nathan Associates, Inc., Geographical
Wage Standards for Reclassification of Work ILocations in the
Telephone Industry, Communication Workers of America, AFL-CIO,
Washington, D.C., 1965.
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Factors which vary by location influence salaries in many
ways including the 1local supply and demand for labor,
unionization, urkanization, local cost of living, and the quality
of life. It is the effects on salaries of these factors alone
that must be measured; all other factors must be held constant.
Obviously the nature and quality of the worker service
(occupation, training, experience, age, sex, physical attributes,
etc.) must be held constant. Also the demand factors of the
buyer (employer) must be constant including the industry, firm
size and profitability, and working conditions. To identify only
the effects of geography on salaries, requires measurement of a
negotiated salary level at each location for a given quality
worker in the same occupation and industry, established in a
competitive informed market independent of the employer's wealth,
size, bargaining skills, or working conditions.

These factors cannot, of course, be held constant in data
collection. However, certain statistical treatment may be
employed to reduce the influence of unwanted variables. The
exceptional complexities and the vast amcunt of data involved
precluded this approach here. Further, knowledge of the data
variance provides little initial confidence that such an analysis
would be productive.

Preliminary study of the available datal® suggests that a
hierarchical wage structure by occupation, by industry, and
location, in fact exists. For example, in most areas, banks and
department stores pay switchboard operators more than they pay
clerks. Banks generally pay more to both occupations than do
department stores. Finally, banks and department stores in high
cost cities such as New York pay higher salaries for both
occupations than are paid in low cost cities such as Atlanta.
However, the wage data, limited to a few occupations within
selected industries by metropolitan area, is extremely erratic
without corsistent patterns.

For example, for any location there is great variance in
wages for a given occupation. This variance makes the term
"prevailing wage," if defined as a median value, relatively
meaningless, since the mean represents a near single case with
little predictive value for much of the salary range. Secondly,

16 the principal and perhaps exclusive source of salary
data by occupation, industry, and geographical location is the
Industrial Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S.
Department of ILabor. Surveys are conducted periodically for 27
manufacturing and 18 non-manufacturing industries, reporting
salary data for primary occupations by selected metropolitan
areas. Levels within occupations are defined by ijob
descriptions.
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the hierarchy of occupation wages is not always consistent, even
within the same industry. Thus banks pay secretaries more than
computer operators in some cities, less in cthers. Third, within
industries, geography plays and erratis role. For example, bank
clerks are paid 20 percent more in Boston than in Atlanta, while
department store clerks receive 7 percent less. In summary, use
of existing wage data for the purpose of this study was found
unprofitable and further unnecessary in view of the superiority
of "equilibrium real wages."

Equiljbrijum wages

Equal real wages can be soundly defended as the basis for
establishing geographical wage differentials. Without becoming
too technical, under conditions of pure competition equilibrium,
the efficiency of use (marginal productivityl’) of additicnal
workers hired by each firm is equal, and all workers are placed
in their highest paying and most productive employments. 1In this
equilibrium, wage rates for a given occupation are_the same for
all firms and thus workers have little incentive to move. Since
the equilibrium wage rate is a real wage (equal purchasing
power) , geographical differences are simply measured by the cost
of 1living. But equilibrium wages encompass more than the
equivalency secured by equal real wages. Equilibrium wages
(including standard fringe benefits and working conditions)
establish equal worker satisfaction with the nominal compensation
received considering thes{community 1living conditions of the
employment 1location. Thus geographical differences in
equilibrium wages is a hedonic measure reflecting cost of living
plus compensation or' adjustment to account for the value workers
place on the quality of 1life in one location as opposed to
another.

The equilibrium concept 1is important, not because
equilibrium is ever in fact attainable, but because it shows us
the direction which economic changes proceed toward greater
economic efficiency. Equilibrium results in a " _orrect"
allocation of any given labor resource which maximizes net
national product. This allocation also results in minimal worker
transfers. Both objectives are desirable from the standpoint of
the worker, firms, and society.

This study identifies ."geographical differences in
equilibrium wages" as the percent or relative difference in wages
between locations necessary to establish equal purchasing power

17 Equal marginal productivity is when the amount of
receipts added by the employment of additional workers equals the
wages paid. In order words, the salary paid in a given
occupation is exactly equal to the contribution to the value of
the firm of additional employees.
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plus compensation for amenities such that workers are indifferent
to moving. The differentials are primarily an adjustment for
cost of living, and, since the family market basket for most
workers are similar, the differentials are assumed equal for all
occupations.

Before proceeding it is necessary to recognize that firms
may attempt to maximize immediate profits by taking advantage of
any temporary local conditions in the market that allow workers
to be hired at "prevailing wages" less than the equilibrium real
wages presented here. These short term advantages result from
worker ignorance of wage and employment opportunities and other
restrictionsl® which prevent free competition and market action
from establishing equilibrium conditions. Identification of
these community wage rates was found unfeasible as discussed in
the previous section. Such wage differentials, however are not
the objective of this study, since prevailing wages are
inequitable from the worker's standpoint and temporary in nature,
shifting the advantages of firms from one labor market to
another, and therefore do not represent the economic justifiable
and stable differences of equilibrium wages--characteristics
required of any index to be broadly accepted.

It is also possible for firms to pay more than the
equilibrium wage level. To illustrate, in attractive high cost
areas, profitable expanding firms may temporarily set salaries at
or above the cost of living to attract workers. Unless this
condition becomes prevalent in the area, eventually establishing
competitive high salaries and accompanying price increases, firms
need not continue to pay workers more than current equilibrium

18 Note that educational 1level and other job related
factors affect the values workers place on the varicus aspects of
living conditions. This means that adjustment for amenities
should possibly be distinctly defined by occupational groupings.
This variation however, is likely to be slight and is a detail
beyond the scope of this study. Thus a single set of geographic
wage differentials represents all occupations and industries.

19  pactors which prevent obtainment of equilibrium and
correct allocation of resources are the presence of monopoly in
product markets, monopsony in resource markets, and certain non-
price impediments in worker movements. Lack of knowledge on the
part of workers may prevent them from moving from lower paying to
higher paying positions. Ties to particular communities, to
friends, and to family may restrict mobility regardless of the
monetary incentives to move. Workers may accumulate pension and
seniority rights which they are reluctant to give up. These
factors among many suggest the scope and complexity of the
economic system which prevents cbtainment of equilibrium.
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wages. In theory, firms need only pay workers for cost of living
less adjustment for location related benefits in order to be
competitive. salaries may vary and switch above and below the
equilibrium level but these are temporary market conditions.

The Value of Amenjties

The amenities of concern here are the non-pecuniary, non-
transportable conditions of living or quality of life associated
with a particular geographical location. These living conditions
include both economic and employment factors such as job
opportunities, salary levels, stability of employment, and in-
plant working conditions, and also demographic and social factors
such as climate, quality cf schools, proximity to cultural and
recreational opportunities, absence of crime, required commuting
distance, and so on.

Equilibrium wage differentials are equitable in reflecting

only cost of 1living differences for the same national average

. Thus costs associated with above average

amenities must be subtracted from cost of living in attractive

areas to derive ,equilibrium wages. Conversely, cost of 1living

must be adjusted upward as compensation for less than average
quality of living in unattractive areas.

The economics involved state that workers will continue to
move from one location to another until*all are equally satisfied
by a combination of wages and living conditions. These movements
direct workers toward an wultimate distribution which under
conditions of pure competition equilibrium maximize and equalize
their marginal productivity and wages. What is sought in this
study is the adjustment to real wages necessary for equilibrium,
i.e., the a&adjustment of real wages which make new workers
entering the 1labor force and unaffiliated with the 1locations
involved, indifferent to the location of their employment.

A number of studies identified in the bibliography approach
this problem through multiple regression analysis. Some attempt
to ascertain the value of amenities as a component of wage
differentials attributable or best explained by factors
associated with quality of life.

Use of Site Price The approach taken here recognizes the
creditability of assessing the value of amenities through actual
market pricing. sStated differently, the real relative value of
living in two locations is the price difference buyers are
willing to pay to reside in each. The best evidence of this
willingness to pay for location is site price, i.e., the relative
attractiveness of various locations is indicated by the price
buyers are willing to pay for property sites to locate there.
The buyer normally takes into account all aspects of the location
including the fact that the cost of 1living in the area may be
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higher. Workers chose that combination of real wage and
residential property price such that their monetary and non-
pecuniary satisfactions are maximized.

The fact that residential property prices are determined by
many factors (including local firm productivity) other than the
individual's aesthetic and other preferences is irrelevant to the
evaluation of location. The high price of residential property
in New York city, for example, is due, in part, to the high
productivity of the industries located there and the diverse and
well-paying Jjob opportunities present. However the worker's
decision to pay this hiqh property price v..sus lower prices in a
rearby suburb or to counsider relocating to a distant city,
exclusively reflects his personal evaluation of amenities
including job opportunities and proximity to work versus a long
commute.

Property site price is the exclusive measure of detailed
location preference. Other factors associated with property
ownership such as structure cost and property taxes are taken
into accourt by the buyer in appraising site value but such
factors generally do not reflect variations in location detail,
e.g., block to block differences. Recognize that we are
considering here only permanently zoned residential lots which
are not subject to commercial speculation including the fact that
they are usually too small for subdivision or division is
prohibited by 1local ordnance. Without the possibility of
commercial speculation the price of the lot reflects only the
buyer's preference for the location.

What is sought in site pricing for estimating the value of
residential location is the relative fixed cost differences
between parcels typical for each location independent of the
variable costs associated with lot size. That is, what would be
the price of equal sized typical lots in various cities assuming
the size chosen is equally available at each location. (It must
be assumed that lot size and location guality in the same city
are independent.) 1In reality, the average size of lots varies
considerably from one city to another indicating that what is
"typical? in one city is not in another. Also, neither the
available data on total lot price or unit price per square foot
equals fixed costs.

Two extiemes illustrate the problem. In large cities, with
expensive 1lots of fairly restricted but uniform size, the
variable costs associated with the relatively limited range of
available lot sizes are small relative to the high fixed costs.
In these instances, the city mean value of site total price are
only slightly higher than, and may be used to represent, fixed
costs. Thus total rather than unit price is the better indicator
of the buyer's evaluation of location where 1lot sizes are
restricted. 1In these instances the size of the lot is location
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specific and should be considered a non-transportable amenity,
i.e., the buyer takes into account the lot size restrictions of a
location in establishing the market price.

In opposite fashion in rural areas where expansion is
feasible and relatively inexpensive, tnere is a great range of
residential 1lot sizes and consequently the total lot price
depends or the buyer's preference. In these instances site price
on a unit bases per square foot best reflects the relative value
of land location.

It is judged that in most cities and urban areas, the buyer
has considerable choice in lot size so that unit pricing of site
is the more realistic measure nf location value. Unit pricing
is, of course, the way in which commercial and farm land is sold
as are all goods with a productive capacity related to size or
anount.,

House prices and real estate taxes are not included in the
value placed on location. The same house has a different price
in different locations due primarily to variations in
construction costs. The buyer's willingness to pay this
difference and associated real estate taxes are reflected in the
price negotiated for the site. These costs as with all other
items purchased are components of cost of 1living, are not
detailed 1location specific, and do not exclusively reflect
location value.

The value of non-transportable location specific amenities
described above is estimated here by the unit prices of
residential sites ($/square feet) for single family homes
reported by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
relative value of amenities (site price) is expressed as a
population weighted Amenity Index (AI) with the U.S. average
equal to 100.

The indexes for 242 cities for which HUD data are available
are reported in Tables 1 and 2. An index value of 60 means that
the value of amenities (as evident in residential site prices) is
60 percent of the national population weighted average of 100.
An index of 130 means that amenities in that location are valued
30 percent greater tchan the national average.

Amenity Weighting To obtain equilibrium wages the relative
value of amenities must be deleted from cost of living. The

budget weight to be attached to location specific amenities for
this purpose is difficult to determined. Direct evidence of the
dollar amounts involved are yearly mortgage payments and real
estate taxes paid on site costs. In Table B, mortgage interest
and principle and property taxes equal $4,798. The site
component is roughly 20 percent of this amount or $960, which is
2.8 percent of the family's total expenditure budget.
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It is believed however, that imperfections in the housing
market restrict the range of site prices. The principle
imperfection is the immobility of workers caused by a large
rumber of reasons including desire to retain job seniority and
pension accrual, adaptation to location including presence of
relatives and friends, need to preserve children's educational
continuity, the disruption of moving and associated costs, lack
of information on distant job opportunities, and general
unfamiliarity with the relative attractiveness of other
locations. If workers were informed and mobile, site prices
would likely be bid up in attractive areas, lowered in less
attractive areas. However, adjustment of site prices to account
for such market imperfections is not possible. As an
alternative, the greater range (not relative differences) in site
prices can be approximated by increasing the weight attached to
amenities in deriving equilibrium wages. This tactic has been
adopted here.

To account for imperfections in the housing market cited
above, the relatijve jimportance of amenities in family consumption
is estimated at 6 percent of the budget, approximately twice the
share devoted to site payments. The U.S. average yearly
hypothetical payment for location specific amenities in the 1984
family budget of $34,441 is then $2,066.

The formula to exclude variations in amenity value from cost
of living to derive equilibrium wages is:

Equilibrium wages = cost of living wages - net value of amenities
net amenities = local amenities - national ave amenities
amenity budget weight = 6 percent
W = the national average wage

Al = city amenity index
EWI X W= CLI x W -~ (AT X .06 x W - 100 X .06 X W)
EWI/CLI = 1 - .06(AI-100)/CLI

The following text table illustrates extreme high and low amenity
adjustments using the above formula.

Local Net
amenity amenity

CLI CLI wage AI value value EWI wage EWI

U.s. 100 $34,441 100 $2,066 0 $34,441 100

San Diego 112 $38,574 283 $5,847 +33,781 $34,793 101

Augusta, Ga 92 $31,686 30 $620 ~-$1,446 $33,132 96
EWI/CLI

U.S. 1.000

San Diego .902

Augusta, Ga 1.043
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For attractive areas such as San Diego, amenities then have
a net monetary value of $3,781, with the CLI of 112 being reduced
by this amount to an Equilibrium Wage of 101. A negative net
amenity value of $1,446 in Augusta Georgia raises the CLI of 92
to 96. With family total expenditures of $34,441 (Table B), the
-$1,446 to +$3,781 range in net amenities is approximately +/-
7.6 percent of the budget. It is estimated that this level of
monetary adjustment would make new workers relatively indifferent
to alternative employment locations.

Note that values for the EWI/CLI ratio are estimated for 337
cities without Amenity Indexes based primarily on state average
values.
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IV. COST OF PUBLIC SERVICES

Because of keen interest in the fair distribution of funds
to schools, the principal work in developing geographic cost
adjustment factors has focused on district 1level school
finarce.20 Despite the soundness of this research, only a few
stateg--Florida ard Alaska among them--are using the findings and
only in a limited way. Both states distribute state aid to local
school districts by adjusting for differences in consumer prices.
Such a cost-of-living adjustment reflects differences in salaries
paid to teachers to maintain their equal purchasing power, but it
does not accurately reflect differences in the cost of the total
education package purchased by district govermments.2l Needed is

a cost of providing gover: ment services, the final objective of
this study.

There has been useful exploratory work at the state level to
develop government geographic cost adjustment factors.2¢ This
work has clearly substantiated the presence of inter-state cost
variations. However these indexes have been used primarily to
illustrate procedure and data deficiencies, and are not suitable
for practical application. The works at both the district and
state levels make it clear that federal grant monies and state
and local government revenues should be adjusted for geographical
price differsnces. However, there are some objections centering

20 gee, for example, Alvin S. Rosenthal, Jay H. Moskowitz,
and Stephen M. Barro, Developing a Maryland Cost of Education
Index, AUI Policy Research, Washington, D.C., 1981.

For an excellent summary of the state of the art and
bibliography, see Jay G. Chambers, Cos v
Adjustments to State Aid for Education: A Theoretical and
Empirical Review, Stanford Education Policy Institute, School of
Education, Stanford University, Stanford, California, 1981.

21 see Jay G. Chambers, William T. Hartman, and Phillip E.
Vincent, ' i wivi dex a atj ost of

e o n
Educatjon Adjustments: A Framework and Evaluation, Report No. 2,

SRI International, Florida Dcpartment of Education, 1980.

22 Most: noteworthy is the work done at the Center for
Governmental Research, Inc., under the directiorn of Friedrich J.
Grasberger. Using data recognized as severely limited (salary
data without holding occupation mix and quality constant), the
study never-the-less ably illustrates the feasibility of the
market basket approach to index construction, and, more
important, "...demonstrates the potential effects of adjusting
Federal grants-in-aid for the geographic variations in the cost

of government." See Melinda G. Meyer, Cost of State and lLocal
ov Indexes Workin aper, Center for Governmental

Research, Inc., Rochester, New York, 1978.
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more on political sensitivity than the desire for equitable
funding. The issues of equity and cost adjustment are discussed
briefly in a later section.

Index Parameters

In general, a geographical cost index measures the relative
price that a given type of jurisdiction in various locations
would negotiate or be required to pay for a standard "market
basket™ of goods and services of fixed quality, purchased for a
specific function or set of activities. oOnly the component of
price variation that is beyond local control is measured. The
index itself is -the ratio of local prices and wages to national
average values.

The jurisdictions in this instance are the city and other
local governments associated with the 579 MSA and urban areas
reported, and the 50 state combined state-~local governments and
the District of Columbia. The activities, whose purchased goods
and services are {o be priced, are the current operations of the
principal public human services of state and local governments,
i.e., education, health, police and fire proteation, welfar~
administration, and related state and city-county level support
functions. It is believed that the geographic cost differentials
developed, uniformly apply to these labor intensive government
activities. The aspecial material and energy requirements of
capitol intvensive public services, however, such as highways,
utilities, and sewerage and sanitation, prevent thei:r inclusion.

The standard "market basket" is an estimated national
average budget of the goods and services purchased by state and
local governments to operate public services; excluding direct
assistance and subsidies to individuals. (The relative
purchasing power of subsidies to individuals is established by
the Cost of Living Index.) The budget is simplified to four
markets for which prices in the geographic detail required are
available-~labor, consumer, energy, and national. These items
are representative of all the items purchased. Development of
the budget is presented in Appendix E.

The equilibrium wages used are real wages equal to the
marginal productivity of all workers in a given occupation that
would exist under th: theoretical conditions of pure competition
equilibrium. Equilibrium wages equal the cost -~f 1living
adjusted for quality of life such that each worker 's equally
satisfied. This concept and derivation of equilibrium wages is
discussed in the previous section.

These parameters establish the Cost of Public Services Index
(CPS) which reports the relative minimum negotiated market prices
and equilibrium wages that state and local governments would have
to pay for a standard market basket of goods and services of
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fixed quality specifications purchased annually for the current
operations of their collective public human services, excluding
Jdirect assistance and subsidy outlays. Use of the CPS must be
limited to revenues or expenditures directly related to the
current operations of labor intensive public services, excluding
funds for interest, capital investment, equipment expenditures,
and direct aid or subsidies to the public. The type of budget
for which the CPS is applicable is illustrated in Table E-2.

The CPS city indexes are based on a city population weighted
U.S. average equal to 100. The state CPS indexes equal a
population weighted average of the cities within the state. The
state indexes are then automatically based on a state population
weighted U.S. average equal to 100. Note that the relative
values of city and state indexes remains the same regardless of
the weighting scheme employed.

Government jurisdictions differ in the importance they
attach to various public services and in their capacity to
support such services. Thus the quality of worker services
purchased varies, e.g., one jurisdiction may require that
secondary school teachers have a masters degree and 5 years
experience, another a bachelor degree and no experience. Fcr
this reason alone, actual wages paid cannot be used for index
construction.

Assuming quality is held constant, other factors controlled
by the jurisdiction also influence wage levels. Wealthy states
are susceptible to paying more than necessary for a given quality
because of their affluence and expectations of better quality.
Poor states may be forced to pay less than a reasonable minimum
wage and still be able to secure employees in a depressed market.
Governments may also temporarily influence prices if they are the
sole purchaser (monopsony) of a certain good or service such as
public schcol teachers and law enforcement officers. Finally,
although more a factor in the purchase of goods than labor, large
states may receive discounts by buying in quantity (economies of
scale). Variation among jurisdictions in these factors,
particularly wealth, also prevent use of actual wages paid as
price inputs.

Prices Used for the Cost of Public Services Index

State and local governments purchase goods and services in
five markets (derived in Appendix E) which are believed
sufficiently distinctive to warrant separate price series: labor,
79 percent; contracted services, 5 percent; energy, 5 percent;
consumer goods, 9 percent; and national goods and services, 2
percent. Because of present data limitations these f3ve must be
narrowed to four--labor, 84 percent; consumer, 9 percent; energy,
5 perzent; and national, 2 percent. Fortunately because of its
importance and variability the labor market is the primary
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determinant of the overall price differences facing Jovernments.

The Jlabor market establishes the geographical wage
differentials for government employees. The price series used
is the equilibrium wage developed earlier. These differentials
establish equal real wages for all occupations adjusted for non-
transportable amenities. While equilibrium is only a concept,
the conditions involved are approached when governments and
workers negotiate salary 1levels generally informed of market
conditions, and additional employees are hired until the marginal
worker's productivity nears the salary level.

The contracted services market prices professional,

technical, and skilled services such as consultants, engineers,
data processing personnel, repair persons, security, maintenance
and. yard personnel, craftsmen, laborers, etc., contracted--not
permanently employed--by state and local governments. Telephone,
rent, insurance, water and sewerage, personnel training, medical
services, loc. . transportation, are the types of services
governments ma contract. No specialized price series is
available. Siuce the services involved are labor intensive, it
is assumed that equilibrium wages are applicable.

The consumer market prices the goods purchased locally by
state and 1local governments. The items consist mostly of
consumakle supplies and materials for the office, classroom,
laboratory, health units, and building and ground maintenance;
food; and small, inexpensive equipment items not carried or
depreciated as property. Recall that the CPS prices only human
service operations so that supplies for buildings and roads are
excluded. These items are 1likely to be purchased by
jurisdictions in large gquantities at wholesale prices. Also,
some locations may have offsetting price advantage and
disadvantages. However, other than these generalities 1little
information is available on the quantities and prices of the
specific goods involved. It is assumed here that the price
differentials involved parallel that of the family consumption
items priced for the CLI. These prices are used for pricing the
consumer market component of the Cost of Public Services Index.
To the extent that the actual price differences paid by
governments are less than for family consumption, use of this
component of the CLI to estimate prices in this market results in
slight over-pricing in high cost areas, and under-pricing in low
cost areas.

The patjonal market includes the goods and services having
no significant price differentials. This rarity occurs because
there is a single or only a few supplies for certain high cost
items or because patents and copyrights have created a mocropoly
or oligopoly product market. Fairly uniform prices also occur in
highly competitive industries with 1low product transportation
costs. Items and services which exhibit some uniformity in
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pricing include telephone service, computer software and
hardware, text and library books, camera film, etc.

The enerqy market is more complex than simple comparison of
prices. Both prices and the type of fuel used locally, heating
and cooling needs, and efficiency of conversion, all need to be
taken into account. Thus the "price" involved is actually a
yearly expenditure amount. Although pricing energy for
government expenditure should employ commercial rates and perhaps
other revision, ACCRA data for heating and cooling yearly costs
for residences (including other electrical usage, telephone, and
sewerage) has been used as the only available approximation.
These ACCRA utility prices have previously been discussed in
Chapter 1II. A separate development of alternative heating-
cooling cost data is presented in Appendix D.

st o Services Index Application

The Cost of Public Services Index (CPS) reports geographical
relative prices for major items representative of a fixed basket
of goods and services state and local governments typically
purchase for current operations of human service programs. The
CPS indexes by city and state are presented in Table 1. The CPS
is based on the 579 MSA and county population weighted U.S.
average equal to 100.

The CPS may be used to adjust state and/or local government
fiscal data to obtain equivalent purchasing power if two
conditions are met. First, the governments involved must
rigorously compete in the market for goods and services, paying
minimal negotiated rates. In other words, the CPS will not
establish equivalency involving excess payment or "over-pricing"
for items of a given quality. Second, the finances involved must
pertain to the current operating budget for public human
services--education, health, police and fire protection,
welfare, and related administration, exclusive of direct
assistance and subsidies to individuals. Capital investment,
equipment expenditures, and interest payments are excluded.

Since the CPS is based on a composite state and local
government total budget, it is most applicable to state level
agdregate current revenue and expenditure data. The CPS may be
applied to specific broad pubic services such as elementary-
secondary schools, colleges and universities, police and fire
protection, etc., if the budget mix for these services does not
vary significantly from the average distribution of government
expenditures in the five markets. Because the price series for
the markets over time are similar, small budget weight
variations, have, in fact, almost no appreciable effect on index
values. However, the CPS is not applicable to most detailed
budgets, such as "instruction" in elementary-secondary schools,
where expenditures do not follow the weighting pattern employed.
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The technique for applying the CPS index is illustrated in
the following application: The task is to allocate $100 million
in federal aid among three states so that each receives equal
purchasing power per unit of need. The data are:

Amount received

State Needy unjts - CPS per needy unit total
y-\

100,000 100 $161.29 $16,129,032

B 200,000 80 $129.03 $25,806,452

c 300,000 120 $193.55 $58,064,516
Total 600,000 $100, 000,000

The formula to be used to derive the amounts received states that
the total federal funding equals the sum of the amounts allocated
to each state with amounts per needy unit (person) ratios of
100:80:120.

100,000(1.00 Y) + 200,000(.80 Y) + 300,000(1.20 Y) = $100,000,000
where Y = amount of aid per needy Y = $161.29/needy unit
unit for CP5 = 100

Three examples presented in Table C show the effects of
applying the CPS to state fiscal data. The first application is
to state and local government tax revenues per capita, which
represents ccllected tax wealth relative to resident count as a
rough measure of available reswsurces per unit of public service
need. The second application is to current expenditures per
pupil in average daily attendance which measures the resources
made available by state and local governments to support public
instruction and administration of public elementary-secondary
schools. The third application is to education appropriations
per annual FTE student which reports state and local government
funding for current operations of public colleges and
universities less support for research, agriculture, and
hospitals and medical schools.

Because some states with a high CPS also have very large
populations, only 10 states have CPS values equal to or greater
than 104. For these states, adjustment by the CPS results in
lower dollar amounts of equivalent purchasing power. Twenty
states have CPS's between 97 and 103 with adjustment resulting in
relatively minor change in dollar amounts. For the 21 states
vith low CPS indexes (96 and lower), adjustment results in higher
jollar amounts. Notice that when states are closely grouped
small changes in amounts can result in substantial but relatively
meaningless changes in rankings. Rankings thus often convey less
meaning of relative position than does indexing.

The Politics of Cost Adijustment

The range in purchasing power among states in providing
public services estimated in this study is from 92 to 117. Cost

40

44




144

Q

g

.
bacs 1 e

*
-

Table L.
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Application of tha Cost of Public Services Index to State Tax Revenuss, School Expeniliturss
Per Pupil, and Appropriations for Public Higher Education per FTE Student.

Cost of

Public

Services
State
ALABAMA 94
ALASKA 117
ARIZONA 97
ARKANSAS 93
CALIFORNIA 102
COLORADO 97
CONNECTICUT 105
DELARARE 99
DIST COLUMBIA 102
FLORIDA 95
GEORGIA 98
HAWAI T 11C
10AHO 98
ILLINOIS 102
INDIANA 98
10HA 97
KANSAS 95
KENTUCKY 95
LOUISIANA 93
MAINE 96
MARYLAND 100
MASSACHUSETTS 110
MICHIGAN 109
MINNESOTA 103
MISSISSIPPI 92
MISSOURI 96
MONTANA 97
NEBRASKA 93
NEVADA 98
NEW HAMPSHIRE 101
NEW JERSEY 108
NEW MEXICO 93
NEW YORK 115
NORTH CAROLINA 94
NORTH CAIOTA 95
OHIO 100
OKLAHOMA 96
OREGON 104

PENNSYLVANIA 107
RHODE ISLAND 106
SOUTH CAROLINA 95

SOUTH DAKOTA 95
TENNESSEE 93
TEXAS 96
UTAH 96
VERMONT 100
VIRGINIA 95
WASHINGTON 98

WEST VIRGINIA 98

.
. EMC
. T

R . e

NISCONSIN
WYOMING

M. 51 Se——

Sources: Tax Revenues—Governmencal Finances in 1983-84, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
School Expenditures—Estimates of School Statistics, 1985-86, National Education Association.
Appropriati: Profiles:. Pinancing Public Higher Bducation, 1985-86, Research Associatea of Washington.

Tax Revenues per Capita, 1983-84

Index CPS  Amount

$916
$4,704
$1,246

$866
$1,503
$1,339
$1,656
$1,400
$2,300
$1,073
$1,073
$1,543

$953
$1,405
$1,093
$1,273
$1,260

$955
$1.114
$1,229
$1,503
$1,549
$1,575
$1.706

$871
$1,012
$1,275
$1,232
$1.353
$1,092
$1,637
$2,130
$1,027
$1,334
$1,246
$1,159
$1.321
$1,308
$1,403

$981

$978

$878
$1.115
$1,133
$1.2N1
$1,210
$1,416
$1,113
$1,556
$2,504

Index

A8
347

Rank

(48)

1
(27)
(51
(13)
(19

(6)
an

(3
(41)
(40)
(1)
(47
(15)
(38)
(24)
(26)
(46)
(36)
(30)
(12)
(10)

(8)

(s)
(50)
(43)
(23)
(29)
(18)
(39)

(¢)]
(32)

4)
(42)
(20)
(28)
(33)
(21)
(22)
(16)
(44)
(45)
(49)
(35)
(34)
(25)
(31)
(14)
(37)

(9

(2)

for aigpe:‘aducat;qq-—gygte
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Adjusted by CPS
Index Rank

T2
296
95
69
109
102
116
104
166
83
81
103

(47
4))

(25)
(51)
(10)
(18)
(6)

(13)
(3)

(38)
(40)
(16)
(48)
(19)
(39)
(24)
(20)
(46)
(34)
(27
(9

(18)
(11
(5)

(49)
(43)
(23)
(21)
Qn
(42)
(8)

(26)
(4)

(41)
(15)
(31
(33)
(30)
(32)
(22)
(44)
(45)
(50)
(36)
(35)
(29)
(28)
(12)
(37)

114 (7)
192 (2)

e . ———— e e e o . - —
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Estimated Current Expenditures for Public

Elementary-Secendary Schools per Pupil
in Average Daily Attendance, 1985-86

Amount

$2,729
$8,349
$2,829
$2,642
$3,608
$4,042
$4,888
$4,517
$5,020
$3,731
$2,980
$3,766
$2,509
$3,621
$3,159
$3,568
$3.914
$2,853
$3,124
$3,346
$4,3(3
$4,642
$£3,782
$3,982
$2,305
$3,155
$3,947
$3,285
$2,932
$3.114
$5,536
$3,402
$5.710
$3,366
$3,059
$3,547
$2,752
$4,123
$4,i58
$4,609
$2,920
$2,967
$2,533
$3,429
$2,297
$3,554
$3,594
$3,705
$2,821
$4,247
$5,440

+

Index

Rank

(46)

(4))
(43)
(47
(23)
(14)

(6)

(9

(5)
(20)
(38)
(19)
(49)
(22)
(33)
(25)
Qan
(42}
(35)
(31)
(i0)

(8)
(18)
(15)
(50)
(34)
(16)
(32)
(40)
(36)

(3)
(29)

(2)
(30)
(373
(27
(45)
(13)
(12)

€]
(41)
(39)
(48)
(28)
(51)
(26)
(23)
(21)
(44)
(1)

4)

Adjusted by CPS
Index Rank

78 (44)
182 (1)
78 (43)
76 (47)
95 (28)
112 (12)
125 (6)
123 (1)
132 (5)
105 (16)
82 (40)
92 (32)
69 (49)
95 (26)
87 (35)
89 (21)
11 (13)
81 (41)
80 (33)
94 (30)
117 (9)
113 (10)
93 (31)
104 (18)
67 (50)
88 (34)
108 (14)
g5 (29)
80 (42)
83 (38)
138 (3)
98 (22)
133 (4)
86 (23)
86 (36)
95 (27)
717 (46)
106 (15)
105 (17)
118 (8)
83 (39)
84 (37)
73 (48)
96 (24)
64 (51)
g5 (25)
102 (19)
102 (20)
77 (45)
113 (11)
152 (2)

State and Local Appropriations for Current
Operating Education Expenses of Public

Institutions per Annual FTE Student, 1985-86

Amount

$4,055
$14,038
$3,398
$3,527
$4,666
$2,617
$4,436
$4,011
$7,115
$3,484
43,958
$6,697
$4,205
53.384
$3,299
$3,390
$3,476
$3,547
$2,938
$3,408
$3,318
$5,057
$3,622
33,711
$2,515
$3,261
$3,459
$2,725
$3,828
$2,283
$4,569
$3,929
$5,174
$3,465
$3,072
$3,016
$3,055
$3,362
$3,676
$4,397
$4,406
$2,768
$4,025
$3,085
$3,87
$1.912
$3,222
$3,476
$2,986
$3.514
$6,664

(Data updated slightly.)

Index

Rank

(13)

(4))
(32)
(24)

4]
(48)

(9
(15)

(2)
(26)
(16)

(3)
(12)
(34)
(37)
(33)
(27)
(23)
(45)
(31)
(36)

(6)
(22)
(20)
(48)
(38)
(30)

(29)
(41)
(43)
(42)
(35)
(21)
(1)
(10)
(46)
(14)
(40)
(18)
(51)
(39)
(28)
(42)
(25)

(4)

Adjusted by CPS
Index Rank

114 (10)
317 (1)
93 (29)
100 (20)
121 (1)
71 (49)
112 (13)
107 (16)
200 (2)
97 (23)
107 (17)
161 (4)
113 (1)
88 (38)
89 (35)
92 (30)
97 (25)
48 (21)
83 (43)
94 (27)
88 (37)
121 (6)
88 (36)
97 (24)
72 (48)
90 (33)
94 (26)
77 (46)
103 (19)
60 (50)
112 (12)
112 (18)
118 (8)
97 (22)
85 (39)
80 (45)
84 (42)
85 (40)
91 (32)
110 (15)
123 (5)
77 (47)
114 (9)
85 (41)
107 (18)
51 (51)
90 (34)
94 (28)
81 (44)
92 (31)
183 (3)
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variations of this magnitude can make it very difficult to
administer federal grant programs to states equitably. Although
there is no consensus of what constitutes "equity," adjustment
for geographical price differences would help to achieve a more

nearly 2aquivalent level--in real terms--of public programs and
benefits.

The case for such geographical cost adjustment is solid and
has long been advocated by scholars including Selma Mushkin,
Stephen Barro, Friedrich Grasberger, and Jay Chambers. The chief
drawbacks have been the inability to demonstrate conclusively the
validity of the indexes proposed and the reluctance of
legislators to alter the balance of grants favoring poorer areas
of the country.

Low prices and poverty with a high incident of need are
often found together. With price adjustment, these poor areas
receive proportionally less assistance than without price
adjustment. However, low cost and poverty are not perfectly
correlated. The poverty of central cities, as in the northeast
for example, if often accompanied by high costs. Price
adjustment would benefit these inner city poor communities. 1In
the final analysis, equity is best served by accurate measurement
of needs, wherever found, and price adjustment to provide equal
real resources per unit of need. A basic problem is accurate
measurement of complete needs. In poor districts the indirect
ramifications of poverty and - the total cost requirements of
transition to productive citizenship are often not fully
appreciated, leading to an understatement of public service needs
relative to the possibly less complex requirements of more
affluent areas.

A second consideration in geographical price adjustment is
the contention that it interferes with market action. The
argument in theory runs as follows: Geographical differences in
wages, the price of services, and return on investment encourage
the movement of workers, consumers, and firms to areas of
greatest value. Unadjusted cash assistance payments create
greater purchasing power for recipients in low cost areas, an
incentive for people to migrate there. Similarly, fixed rate
subsidies to businesses creates a competitive advantage in low-
cost areas and stimulates migration. Over time this migration
expands and improves the economy of thase areas, resulting in
more rapid growth than if such irncentives were not involved.
Since most low cost areas are also poorer, poverty is thus abated
by stimulating growth by in effect a government subsidy. Aas the
growth takes place, accompanying price increases (relative to
other areas) automatically reduce the subsidy.

Actually, adjustina dollars for equal purchasing power
represents market action reality--nonadjustment, in providing a
subsidy, represents interference. This interference presents

42
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some risks to efficient resource allocation. The excess
government allocations create an attraction to workers and firms
to migrate which is not initially supported by the immediate
market. Should growth and price increases occur, use of
unadjusted funding as a temporary catalyst is likely justifiable.
However, if conditions prevent new firms and workers from
achieving competitive status, a permanent subsidy may Dbe
required. Thus, where the potential for growth is poor, the use
o: unadjusted aid may develop an artificial dep=ndent economy.

There is a much more compelling point to be made favoring

price adjustment. There is a substantial penaliy--current
inequities and human deprivation--in ceontinuing unadju lollar
subsidy. Those in need in high price areas _«ceive

proportionally less aid than those with equal need in low price
areas. No arguuent in favor of potential long term growth can
justify inequitable treatment of immediate need realities. Equal
needs warrent equal resources. If dollars do not buy equal
resources, citizens are not equally treated. The pressing public
service needs of their constituents and knowledge of the basic
inequities which result from fixed amount funding should be
persuasive to legislators in favor of price adjusted funding.
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Appendix A: Prediction of Consumption Costs

Table A-1 presents the statistics of distribution for the
dependent variable consumption, the six components (food,
HUDhouse, utility, transportation, and miscellaneous), and two
additional independent variables as predictors--new construction
costs and heating-cooling costs. The correlation matrix in Table
A-2 can be used to determine the degree to which each of the
components independently contributes to the costs of consumption.
Utility costs are the 1least cross-correlated with other
components and therefore this factor most uniquely contributes to
the costs of consumption. Health costs is the most highly cross
correlated and therefore tends to parallel the contribution of
the other components.

To estimate consumption costs for an additional 366 cities,
two predictive equations were developed based on a regression of
the costs of consumption (described in the text in step #3) as
the dependent variable. For 90 cities, HUD property costs data
were available as the independent variable. As a proxy for
property ownership costs, the Dodge Corporation construction
index described in step #2 was used alone as the independent
variable for 276 cities. In this latter regression, an R-square
of .67 was obtained and a standard deviation of 5.4 percent,
marginally acceptable for this initial study. Investigation of
other independent variables to improve the egtimates is
verranted.

In the regression analyses, heating-cooling costs did not
materially add to the predictive capacity of the model and this
independent variable was excluded. However, the heating-cooling
costs generated for this study are believed valid measures of
geographical differences in this budget item and are presented in
Appendix D.

The regression analyses, presented in Tables A-3 and A-4,
establish the coefficient of regression to "weight" the
independent variable and establish the constant in an equation to
predict the consumption dependent variable. The regression
equations are:

Predicted cost of consumption = .396 x HUD property costs + 61.3
R-square = .83 Standard deviation = 3.9 (level #3 accuracy)

Predicted cost of consumption = .603 x construction costs + 40.5
R-square = ,€78 Standard deviation = 5.4 (level #4 accuracy)

The standard deviation of the predicted values (Root mean
square) of 5.4 means that there is a 68 percent likelihood that
the predicted values (if normally distributed) are within + or-
5.4 index units of the index values for the empirical consumption
costs based on the weighted average for the six components. An
additional 17 percent of the predicted city indexes will have
values which vary from empirical index values between + or - 5.4
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and 10.8. Five percent of the predicted values will vary from
the empirical data by more than + or - 10.8 index units.

A scatter diagram of predicted consumption versus actual
consumption is shown in Figure Aa-1. The "residue" (actual-
predicted consumption) is shown in Figure A-2. This last plot
indicates that predicted values for consumption tend to be more
frequently under estimated for high values; and more frequently
over estimated for low values. This means that the predicted
city values for consumption have a tendency to have less
deviation from the average, either high or 1low, than likely
actual values.
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Table A-1

. summarize consump food HUDhousc const utility trans health misc heatcool

. Statistics of Distribution.

varname| Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
consump | 77 100.871608 9.40059273 88.4940643 137.771317
food| 106 100.081132 5.9607304 84.4000015 114.800003
HUDhouse | 77 100.000622 21.6456111 71.8735046 179.683762
const| 75 99.9999611 12.9137729 80.3021088 140.803696
utility| 106 101.560377 19.9329864 56.0999985 192.300003
trans| 106 100.781132 8.50888742 79.1999969 129.5
health| 106 100.464151 16.7101744 76.1999969 160.399994
misc| 106 100.703774 5.47205745 90.3000031 119.199997
heatcool| 75 99.9066667 13.5109298 37. 128.
Table A-2. Correlation Matrix.

{obs=75)

const ‘utility

| consunp food HUDhouse
—— - - - - -
consump | 1.0000
food| 0.6529 1.0000
HUDhouse | 0.9127 0.4868 1.0000
const| 0.8235 0.3917 0.9244 1.8900
utility| 0.4329 0.2486 0.1755 0.2397 1.0000
trans| 0.7303 0.4726 0.6134 0.4576 “ 0.0122
health| 0.8387 0.5878 0.7726 0.6750 0.2046
misc| J.7748 0.5773 0.5882 0.4831 0.3053
heatcool| 0.1738 0.23%6 0.0456 0.0967 0.3817
| misc heatcool
———————— +———__.—————_-——.—.——.—
misc| 1.0000
heatcool | 0.1789 1.0000
48
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corr consump food HUDhouse const utility trans health misc heatcocl

trans health
1.0000
0.6253 1.0000
0.6210 0.5965
-0.0488 0.1976




Table ~ 3. Regression Analysis Using HUD Property ‘osts,

. regress consump HUDhouse

(obs=77)
Source| Ss df MS Number of obs = 17
--------- e L L F( 1, 75) = 366.41
Model| 5575.06645 1 5575.06645 Prob > F = 0.0000
Residual | 1141.14047 75 15,2152063 R-square = 0.8301
- o —— - —-—— Adj R-square = 0.8278
Total| 6716.20692 76 88.3711437 Root MSE = 3.9007
Variable| Coefficient Std. Brror t Prob > |t| Mean
......... e e e e e e e e e e e e
consump | 100.8716
- - —+ ————————————— A . T S T e T T T e ST I VR A I D I I I I TR S T e —E T S T T T~ -
HUDhouse | .3956839 .020671 19.142 0.000 100.0006
_cons| 61.30297 2.114373 28.992 0.000 1.

<+

Jable A-4. Regression Analysis Using Dodge New Construction Costs.

regress consump const
{obs=75)

Source | st

————————— o s o e e e e

Model] 4486.90641
Residual] 2129.47904

Total| 6616.38545

Variable| Coefficient

......... drm—— e ——————
consump |
......... dom e ————————
const| .6029822
_cons| 40.467171

daf MS Number of obs = 75
——————————————— F( 1, 73) = 153.81
1 4486.90641 Prob > F = 0.0000
73 29.1709457 R-square = 0,6782
——————————————— AdJ R-square = 0.6737
74 89.4106142 Root MSE = 5.401
Std. Error t Prob > |t| Mean

100.7659

.048619 12.402 0.000 99.99996

4.901737 8.256 0.000 1.




Figure A-1. Plot of Predicted Consumption Versus Actual Consumption
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Figure A-2. Plot of Residue Versus Actual Consumption
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Appendix B: Formula tor Inclusion of Taxes and Independent Items

The adjustment of wages and salaries for cost of living
affects personal income taxes calculated on the cost of living
adjusted income. The change in taxes, in turn, alters cost of
living. With this inter-dependency, progressive tax rates result
in an upward adjustment of cost of living in high cost areas, a
downward adjustment in low cost areas. Currently tax rates are
essentially fixed for middle income families. Inclusion of non-
progressive taxes in cost of living results in the indexes being
lowered slightly in high cost areas, raised slightly in low cost
areas. This occurs because taxes are a relatively low priced
"purchase" is high cost areas relative to cther items, tending to
reduce overall budget costs. In low cost areas, non-progressive
taxes are a relatively high priced item, requiring that cost of
living be adjusted upward.

Derivation of the formula for cost of living to include the
inter-dependency of personal income taxes, and include items
purchased whose price is not location specific, is as follows:

Terms repbrted as national averages are in bold. All other terms
report city values..

CLI = city Cost of Living Index
CI = city Cost of Consumption Index
Income = national average family income.
Taxes = Federal, State, and local personal income taxes
paid.
Rate = Federal, State, and local personal income tax rate.
Exp = city average total family expenditures; Bxp = national
average.
Consumption = national average family expenditures for
consumption.
Independent = national average family expenditui :s for itenms
whose price is non-location specific.

Taxes = (Income x CLI x Rate).

From Table A, family income and expenditures are essentially
the same, therefore substituting Exp for Income:

(1) Taxes = (Exp x CLI x Rate)

also
(2) Exp = (Consumption x CI) + (Independent x 100) + Taxes

and
(3) Exp x CLI = Exp

Substituting (1) awd (2) in the right side of (3):

Exp x CLI = (Consumption x CI) + (Independent x 100)
+ (Exp x CLI x Rate)
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CLI x Exp x (1 - Rate) = (Consumption x CI) + (Independent x 100)

(4) CLI = (Consumptjon/Exp x CI) + (Independent x 100)/Exp
(1 - Rate)

From Table B, the ratio of U.S. national average consumption to
total expenditures is .693; for independent item expenditures to
total expenditures, .136. Substituting in equation (4):

CLI = (.693 x C€I) + 13.6
(1 - Federal - State Tax rate)

where the Federal tax rate is .142
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Appendix C: Model for Estimating the BLS Budget

The BLS intermediate family budget, for reasons cited below,
was not used in this study to derive geographical cost of living
differentials. However, early in the investigation, a regression
model was developed to predict cost of 1living using the BILS
budget as the dependent variable. The model is presented here to
document the findings.

The BLS intermediate family budget is exceptionally detailed
and compiled with deliberate attention to many refinements.
However, BLS 1last published the budget in 1981. A model,
carefully developed for that time frame, would be deficient for
current use because: (1) the component weights used were based on
1967 family buying patterns which are now seriously obsolete, (2)
only 40 observations (cities) are involved and these are not
necessarily representative of the total universe, and (3) use of
the relatively small CPI pricing structure, designed to report a
time series, in all probability, was:insufficient to meet the
much larger sampling structure required to accurately mneasure
geographical price differences.

The Dependent Variable

The Bureau of Labor Statistics "Intermediate Family Budget"
reports expencitures in 40 cities required to purchase a fixed
market vbasket of goods and services typical of a 4-person family
with a "middle income" ($27,000 in 1981) level. A historica?
record of the budget indexes for 40 cities for the 1975 through
1981 period is presented in table c-1. (Note 15 cities were
dropped by BLS after 1978.)

For purposes of developing an unambiguous model for home
owners only, the rent component has been deleted from subsequent
values of the BLS buuget. The BLS indexes are further modified
so that the U.S. metropolitan average =squals 100. The resulting
indexes for 25 cities in 1980 and 15 cities in 1978 are presented
in the first column of table C-2.

Both Anchorage, Alaska and Honolulu, Hawaii have
exceptionally high c¢nsts which are atypical. Exclusion of these
two observations greatly increases the degree to which the sample
represents the total universe. However, because there are so few
observations, exclusion also greatly reduces the range of the
independent variables, increasing the standard error for the
coefficiert of regression for each, and lowering the accuracy of
their predictability (t values). Hence the model is based on 40
cities.

Independen* variables

The model utilizes the prices of family purchased items as
input variables as opposed to proxy inputs. Use of item prices
is preferable because, as actual components of the cost of
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living, their relationship to the dependent BLS budget variable,
is likely to be more stable over time. The relationship of proxy
measures to the dependent variable is more tenuous, resulting in
less predictable validity.

The 40 observations of the dependent variable generally
limits the regression analysis to 4 independent variables (40/10
= 4). The four chosen for which data are available for 560
cities, and two alternative variables limited to 240 cities, are:

1. New construction cost, 1987, Dodge (560 cites)
- Home ownership property costs, 1983-85 average, HUD (240
cities)
2. Heating and cooling costs, 1984 (560 cities)
3. State personal income taxes, 1985 (560 cities)
4. Automobile gasoline, 1986 (560 cities)
Food, 1986, ACCRA (240 cities)

With the exception of automobile gasoline, the other
variables are described in Chapter II. Note that home ownership
property costs includes the cost of new construction.

Automobile gasolire is priced at the state level using price
data published by the U.S. Department of Energy, Energy
Information Administration, Office of Energy Markets and End Use.
Gasoline prices at the state level are available for all cities
in the universe and therefore gasoline is used as a substitute
when required for food at home.

Indexes for these independent variables ror the 40 cities
are shown in table C-2. The indexes are based on a city
popuiation weighted U.S. average = 100. Valid estimates of home
ownership property costs were available only as median values for
1983-85. This restriction and other considerations of
availability and wvalidity dictated th: time frame for the
independent variables. The fact that this time frame is not the
same as that for the family budget (1980) is not a serious model
deficiency because of the time stability of the dependent
variable. This stability is evident in Table C-1 by noting the
consistency in city relative values for the 1975-81 period.

Table C-3 presents the statistics of distribution for the
dependent and independent wvariables.

Table C-4 presents the correlations. Note the .9263
correlation between new construction cost and home ownership
prop2rty costs. They are near perfect substitutes for predictive
purposes. The other substitution invoslves gasoline and food
which are correlated .5155- The low co-linearity between the
other independent variables indicates their independence as
predictive factors.
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The degree »f linearity between the 6 independent variables
and the dependent variable are shown in scatters djagrams,
fig"- “es C-1 through C-6.

Regression Analysis

The regression analysis establishes the coefficients of
regression to "weight" the independent variables in an equation
to predict the dependent cost of 1living variable. The two
regression analyses (one employing substitute variables) are
presented in tables ¢-5 and C-6. Note all input data are in
index form with the U.S. population weighted average for each
independent variable equal to 100.

The t values (coefficienc of regression / standard error)
are large enough (statistical significance level) to indicate
that there is 1little probability that the values of the
coefficients of regression would occur by chance.

The resulting regression equations are:

Forecast #1 (240 cities)
City Cost of Living = .1893 x homeowner property costs +
.1197 x heating and cooling costs +
.0421 x state individual income taxes +
«3520 x food costs +
26.1155 constant

Forecast #2 (540 cities)
City Cost of Living = .3815 x new construction costs +
.1226 x heating and cooling costs +
.0254 x state individual income taxes +
.3717 x automobile gasoline costs +
7.0100 constant

The objective of the regression is to establish a high
overall predictive capacity indicated by the adjusted R-square
values of .8369 and .8273. (These high values should be expected
because the independernt variables are causal and in fact are
components of the dependent variable.) Table C-7 presents the
BLS cost of 1living indexes, the two forecasts, and the
differences or residue for the 40 city observations. The linear
relationship between the dependent variable and the forecast is
shown in figure cC-7. Figure C-8 shows that the residue is
independent of the dependent variable.

The standard deviation of the predicted values (Root MSE) of
3.5231 means that there is a 68 percent 1likelihood that the
predicted values (if normally distributed) zre within + or - 3.5
index units of the BLS intermediate family budget. Thus the
predicted cost of living indexes for about two-thirds of the
cities are expected to have this degree of accuracy to what a BLS
budget might report. Seventeen percent of the cities are likely
to have predicted index values that vary from an expected BLS
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budget between + or - 3.5 and 7.0. Five percent of the city
predicted values are likely to vary from the BLS budget by more
than + or - 7.0.

ed i Cost o ivi

While the prices of actual family budget items are believed
to have the most stable and valid relationship to cost of living,
it is an interesting exercise to explore the use of indirect
measures for prediction. Two types of data were examined with
little success. They are presented here to suggest the likely
limitations of such data for this purpose. 1In both instances the
principle data source is Places Rated Almanac, Richard Boyer an?d
David savageau, Rand McNally 1985.

The most optimistic and unlikely possibility is the
existence of certain basic social, economic, and demographic data
with predictive capacity. Six were chosen with the following
correlations with the 1980 BLS intermediate family budget for 40
cities (Anchorage and Honolulu excluded):

l. Climate mildness, .32

2. Art and cultural facilities, .29

3. Supp.iy of recreation assets, .47

4. Total population, .42

5. Population density (per square mile), .57

6. Family income, .42

Multiple regression of these six independent variables with the
1980 BLS intermediate family budget resulted in an adjusted R-
square value of .45.

The second set of proxy measurements examined were city
average home ownership costs and taxes with no quality factor
adjustment. Four were chosen with the following correlations
with the 1980 BLS intermediate family budget for 40 cities:

1. Average annual mortgage payments, .35

2. Average annual utility bills, .54

3. Average annual property taxes, .73

4. Average annual personal income and sales taxes, .72

Multiple regression of these four independent variables with the
1980 BLS intermediate family budget resulted in an adjusted R-
square value of .73.

Regression analysis of a variety of combinations of these
ar . additional variables resulted in a maximum adjusted R-square
of .80. This exercise suggests that any simple set of variables
is unlikely to reliably duplicate for predictive purposes the
complexity of market actions and quality control which govern
geographical cost of 1living differentials. Additional work of
this type using the 579 urban area CLIs of this study as the
dependent variable may be more fruitful.
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! Table C-1 |
Q Intermediate Pamily Budget, 4-Ferson Family, City Indexes, 1974-1981. |
2 J
k! City 1981 1980 1979 1978 1977 1976 1975 1974 |
Boston, Mass. 115 117 119 119 120 119 118 117
Buffalo, N.Y. 104 104 106 105 107 106 106 107
New York City, N.Y. 116 116 116 116 117 116 114 116
Philadelphia, Pa, 105 105 104 104 104 104 102 103
Pittsburgh, rfa. : 97 97 97 97 97 96 95 97
Chicago, I11, 100 101 100 101 101 102 103 103
Cincinnati, Ohio 100 99 99 99 97 97 96 96
Cleveland, Ohio 101 101 102 102 Jo2 101 102 102
Detroit, Mich. 99 100 101 103 102 102 103 100
Kansas City, Mo. 97 97 96 98 9¢ 96 97 97
Milwaukee, Wis. 106 1n4 104 108 107 107 106 105
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 102 102 104 104 104 104 103 104
St. Louis, Mo. 96 96 97 96 26 9¢ 97 97
Atlanta. Ga. 92 gl 9z 91 91 91 92 91
Baltimore, Md. - 99 101 99 100 101 100 99 100
Dallas, Texas 89 90 89 90 90 91 91 90
Houston, Texas 93 93 93 92 91 92 92 90
Washington, D.C. 108 109 108 108 105 104 104 105
(1) Denver, Colorado 98 99 100 100 98 98 96 95
~ Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. 98 97 97 95 100 99 99 98
San Diego, Calif. 93 98 98 95 98 98 98 98
San Prancisco-Okland, Calif. 107 107 105 104 108 106 107 106
Seattle~Everett, Wash. 102 101 101 100 161 100 102 101
Honolulu, Hawaii 126 123 126 124 122 121 122 119
Anchorage, Alaska 126 128 136 141 140 142 139 133
Rartford, Conn. 104 104 106 107 108
Lancaster, Pa. 97 95 97 98 99
Portland, Maine . 103 103 102 102 103
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 98 98 98 106 98
Campaign-Urban, Il1. 102 101 102 103 102
Dayton, Ohio 94 92 93 93 93
Green Bay, Wis. 99 98 99 99 99
Indianapolis, Ind, 98 98 98 99 99
Wichita, Kans, 95 93 93 94 93
Austin, Texas 87 86 88 88 86
Baton Rouge, La. 90 89 89 90 °0
burham, N.C. 97 96 96 97 97
Nashville, Tenn. 89 89 91 91 91
Orlando, Florida 88 87 89 89 89
Bakersfield, <alif. 92 92 92 92 91
Source: "Autumn (Year) Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indcxes for Selected Urban Areas,"
NEWS, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. .




Table C-2

list city budget

1.
2.
3.
4.
.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.
23.
24.
25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

city
Boston
Buffalo
New_York

Philadel’

Pittsbur
Chicago
Cincinna
Clevelan
Detroit
Kan=asCi
Milwauke
Minneapo
St_Louis
Atlanta
Baltimor
Dallas
Houston
Washingt
Denver
Los_Ange
San_Dieg

San_Fran
Seattle
Hartford
Lancaste
Portland
Cedar_Ra
Champaig
Dayton
Greenbay
Indianap
Wichita
Austin
Baton_Ro
Durham=-R

Nashvill

Orland
Bakersfi
Anchorag
Honolulu

const87 propceost heat incmtx85

budget
115.7
102.
114.7
103.9
95.1
99,
96.1
100.
99,
§5.1
102.
100.
94.1
89.2
98.
87.3
91.2
106.9
97.1
94.1
96.1

102.9
98.
102.
94.1
101.
95.1
100.
92.2
97.1
96.1
93.1
85.3
88.2
95.1
87.3
85.3
89.2
119.6
124.5

const87
116.
100.
128.
112.
105.
100.
100.
110.
112.
95,
101.
106.
98.
85.
97.
9.
87.

930'

102,
118.
116.

125,
105.
=»100.
84.
92.
89.
97.
98.
9l.
103.
83.
86.
85.
75.
77.
83.
109.
146.
122.

propcost
il8.
95.
145.
112.
102.
101.
88.
10z.
113,
8l.
107.
160.
85.
73.
104.
89.
90.
107.
105.
141,
150.

153.
109.
99.
77.
86.
86.
90.
85.
87.
88.
72.
88.
72.
66.
65.
79.
102.
173.
158.

58

heat
124.
120.
128.
109.
107.
86.
101.
96.
97.
102.
102.
106.
103.
94.
1169,
118.
94,
121.
87.
43,
37.

66.
101.
132.
108.
115.

94.

9l.
103.
112.

98.

95.
107.

84.
108.

88.
107.

93.

98.
149.

incmtx85
211.
123.
123.
140.
140.
123.
105,
105.
170,
£2.
140.
193,

82.
152,
199.
0.
0.
199.
117.
76.

76.

76.
0.
0.

140.

82.
140.
123.
105.
140.
158.

70.
0.

35.

175.
0.
0.

76.

0.
228.

gas
100.
98.
98.
100.
100.
99.
102.
102.
103.
95.
104.
95,
95.
7.
105.
97.
97.
116.
101.
98.
98.

98.
104.
103.
100.
102.
105.

99.
102.
104.

98.
103.

97.
101.
101.

98.
100.

98.
113.
130.

food
116.4
103.8
108.9
109.1
97.7
102.5
103.3
101.
111.5
105.

99, -

95.9
95.
99.3
101.9
106.3
102.6
111.6
101.8
96.
98.7

108.
110.5
107.4
102.
105.4
95.2
99.6
102.
96.9
97.5
104.
106.7
96.7
96.4
99.
100.4
98.

129.




“Table C-3

summarize budget const87 propcost heat incmtx85 gas food

59

1.0000

varname| Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
budget | 40 98.0674994 8.72357196 85.3000031 124.5
const87 | 40 100.55 14.8944147 75. 146.
~ propcost | 40 101.075 25.9836117 65. 173.
' heat | 40 101.075 20.5618361 37. 149.
 incmtz85| 40 102.6 66.7485907 0. 228.
gas| 40 101.4 6.27489912 95. 130.
foodl 40 103.425 6.91t.7611 9s5. 129.
Table C-4
corr budget const87 propcost heat incmtx85 gas food
- (obs=40)
| budget const87 propcost heat incmtx85 gas
- T T S -
~ budget| 1.0000
const87| 0.7240 1.0000
propcost | 0.7202 0.9263 1.0000 .
heat | 0.3996 -0.0869 -0.1351 1.0000
incmtx85| 0.4430 0.1293 0.1034 0.2827 1.0000
' gas| 0.6253 0.2714 0.4090 0.4191 0.3080 1.0000
food| 0.6882 0.5655 0.5772 0.3675 -0.0621 0.5155
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173. +
| *
|
|
I *
| *
p l * *
r | *
) |
P |
c |
o | *
s I * *
t | * % * %
l * %* % %%
| *
I * * * * * ‘
I * * % * *
I * * %
I * * *
65. + * *
e e e e e e e e e e e o e o e e e e e e e e e e e e +
85.3 budget 124.5
Figure C-2
146. +
I
|
|
|
|
| *
c | *
0 |
n | *
s I * %
t I * % % %*
8 I % * %
7 | * *
l %* * * * %*
I * %* *
| * %* %* %*
| * *
I * % % % %
|
75. + * *
o e o e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e -+
85.3 budget




§ Figure C-3
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Figure C-5
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;ﬁ:{" wr N e 4 e
15

o

T

Number of obs

F( 4,
Prob > F
R-square

35)

Adj R-square

Root MSE

Prob > |t]

i uwunnn

40
51.03
0.0000
0.8536
0.8369
3.5231

Number of obs

F( 4,
Prob > F
R-square

Regression #2

35)

Adj R-square

Root MSE

101.075
101.075

102.6
103.425

40
46.11
0.0000
7.8405
0.8223
3.6775

munnuuan

98.0675

100.55
101.075
102.6
101.4

. Table C-5
¢ regress budget propcost heat incmtx85 food Regression #1
(obs=40)
’ Source]| Ss af MS
- o e e e e
; Model| 2533.48849 4 633.372122
. 'Residual| 434.439118 35 12.4125462
--------- e — e - -
Total| 2967.92761 39 76.1007078
: Variable| Coefficient Std. Errox t
! budaet]
- e o o >+ ————————————————— - -———
. propcost | .189286 .0323554 5.850
: heat | .1196504 .0374602 3.194
incmtx85| 0421237 .0097061 4.340
food| 3519884 1302895 2.702
—cons | 26.11546 9.87597 2.644
_________ e e e e e e
‘Table C-6
regress budget const87 heat incmtx85 gas
“{obs=40)
Source| Ss df MS
--------- +——_———_——___—__——__-._.-—_.._—__—
Model| 2494.57664 4 623.64416
Residual| 473.350966 35 13.5243133
_________ - ——— - ————————————
Total| 2967.92761 39 76.1007078
Variable| Coefficient Std. Error t
_________ o e e e e
budget |
_________ o e e e
const87| .3815029 .0423964 8.998
heat | «1226474 0330411 3.712
incmtx85| .0254438 .009466 2.688
gas| 3716986 1116535 3,329
_cons| 7.010015 9.903213 0.708
_________ G e e e e
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‘Table C-7

. list city budget forcst_1 residu_l forcst_2 residu_2

1.
2.

city
Boston
Buffalo
New_York
Philadel
Pittsbur
Chicago
Cincinna
Clevelan
Detroit
KansasCi
Milwauke
Minneapo
St_Louis
Atlanta
Baltimor
Dallas
Houston
Washingt
Denver
Los_Ange
San_Dieg

-=more--

22.
23.

San_Fran
Seattle
Hartford
Lancaste
Portland
Cedar_Ra
Champaig
Dayton
Greenbay
Indianap
Wichita
Austin
Baton_Ro
Durham-R
Nashvill
Orland
Bakersfi
Enchorag
Honolulu

budget
115.7
102.
114.7
103.9
95.1
99,
96'1
100.
990
95.1
102.
100.
94.1
89.2
98.
87.3
91.2
106.9
97.1
94.1
96.1

102.9
98.
102:
94.1
101.
95.1
100.
92.2
97.1
85.1
93.1
85.3
88.2
95.1
87.3
85.3
89.2
lis. ¢
12“105

forest_1
113.1474
100.1733
112.3899
104.6566
98.51181
v¥6.78331
95.64071
96.88289
105.5186
94,0649
99 ,31757
99.61256
91.4218
92.53573
104.2u498
94.49702
90.51234
108.5113
97.16097
94.94204
96.87808

104.1893
97.72704
98.45218
95.41286
96.70757
93.04781
94.27865
94.85457
95.98918
95.47279
90.66629
93.13238
85.30629
92.83391
83.79514
89.21128
94.24638
115.9942
123.9334

residu_1
2.552582
1.826706
2.310059
-.7566376
-3.411812
2.21669
.4592896
3.117111
-6.518608
1.035103
2.682426
.3874359
2.6782
-3.335732
-6.289841
-7.197021
.6876526
-1.611282
-.0609741
-.842041
-.7780838

-1.289291
«2729568
3.547821

-1.312866
4.292427
2.052193
5.721352

-2.654572
1.110817
.6272125
2.433708

-7.822375
2.893707

2.26609
3.504868
-3.911278
-5.046387
3.60582
.5665665

forecst_2
109.0111
99.43405
111.0973
103.8389
100.9231
95.63574
98.1325:\
101.3344
104.2456
93.16059
100.2706

100.672
94.42775
90.88885
102.7925
92.25394
87.78439
105.5105
97.11213

95.6614
94.16251

101.1528
98.11187
99.63472
93.03418
96.21239
95.08312
95.10447
97.61485
97.68208
98.77085
90.39229
88.99731
88.17224
90.86288
83.60518

88.9679
98.36024
116.7308
125.9499

residu_2
6.68885
2.565948
3.602684
.0610886
-5.823097
3.364258
-2.032562
-1.334351
-5.245552
1.939407
1.729362
-.6719818
-.3277512
-1.68885
-4.702522
-4.953941
3.415604
1.389511
-.0121307
-1.561401
1.937492

1.747192
-.1118698
2.36528
1.065819
4.787613
.0168762
4.895531
-5.414848
-.5820347
-2.670853
2.70771
-3.697304
.0277557
4.257114
3.694824
-3.667892
-9.16024
2.869164
-1.449852

. corr forcst_1 forcst_2

"obs=40)

| forcst_1 forecst_2
________ o o o e e e 0 o o e e
forecst_1| 1.0600
forcst_2| 0.9612 1.0000




Figure C-7
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Appendix D: Home Heating and Cooling Costs

Home heating and cooling costs are more complex than might
be expected. What must be established are yearly heating-cooling
expenditures for a typical single family residence of fixed size
in each location. The expenditures differ across the country
because of differences in climate, house construction as it
affects heating and cooling reguirements, the type of fuel
availab’e, and fuel prices. Buyers purchase the cheapest
available form of usable fuel. States using more coal, such as
Wyoming and Wes%Z Virginia, have lower overall average energy
prices than the New England states which depend heavily on
petroleun. Since state buyers purchase the various fuels in
different proportions, the overall price series for energy
realistically prices a variable rather than fixed basket of
energy sources.

Home heating and cooling costs may be estimated by
multiplying heating (cooling) degree-days in each city by the
state's average residential prime fuel rates (electrical rates
for cooling), and by a efficiency of use factor which takes into
account geographical variations in house insulation and personal
comfort requirements. No additional measurement for electrical
use for lighting and appliances was made.

The effects of climate on heating-cooling are measured in
degree-heating and degree-cooling days as reported by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAa).l an efficiency-
of ¢nergy-use formula was developed for hoating and electrical
use in BTUs per heating (cooling) degree-day per square foot

1 The National oOceanic and Atmospheric Administration
coilects climatography data and publishes annual degree days to
selected bases for over 3,000 cities (airports, weather
stations). Heating- and cooling-degree days are used to estimate
the fuel consumption required over the heating ceason when
outside temperatures fall below a assumed comfort level, and to
estimate yearly energy requirem-nts for air conditioning when
outside temperatures exceed a 1l¢vel typically regniring inside
cooling. One bzating degree-day is reported for each degree that
the daily mean temperature departs below the base of 65 degrees
F. One cooling degree~day is reported for each degree that the
daily mear temperature exceeds 70 degrees F. (75 or even 80
degrees would be preferable for the cooling based, however it is
hot reported by NOAA.)

See National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Annual

Degree Days to Selected Bases, Derived from the 1951-80 Normals,

National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service,
National Climatic Data Center, Asheville, N.C. 28801, December 1982.

66 72




relative to the total degree-days involved.2 It is assumed that
efficiency of use is directly proportional to total heating
(cooling) requirements.

The National Energy Commission publishes3 residential prime
energy price rates for each state which are averages weighted by
the relative amounts of the various types of fuel purchased--
coal, natural gas, and petroleum produces. The residehtial
electricity rate is used as the price feor cooling. The data
detail is presented in Tabl> D-1.

2 The heating efficiency factor in BTUs per heating
degree-day is 18.8 -.00137 x heating-degree days. A maximum
value of 16.5 and a minimum value of 7.5 is imposed. The cooling
efficiency factor in BTUs per cooling-degree day is 2. + .00153
X cooling-degree days. A maximum value of 6.0 is imposed. The
data used to derived these formulas were natural gas and
electricity heating efficiency rates for nine Census Regions
(unpublished data from the Residential Energy Consumption Survey,
April 1984, Energy Informction Administration, Office of Energy
Markets and End Use, Energy End Use Division).

- See Energy Information Administration, State Energv Price

Expenditure Report, 1984, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington,
D.C.' 1986.
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Appendix E: State and Local Government Budget

The market basket to be priced for the cost of government
operations must be applicabl’e to any of the jurisdictions
involved. It must therefore reflect the general proportions and
types of services common to all state and local governments, and
be applicable to the range of population sizes and densities, and
climate of the various locations. A single index cannot be this
representative and most indexes are constructed on the basis of a
simple national average. Such an index is applicable to a given
location to the extent that the goods and services purcliased by
the jurisdiction are similar to the national average selection
and mix.

There is usually some latitude to alter the basket to
account for the special circumstances in some jurisdictions.
Thus, snow removal and other climate related expenditures are not
uniformly required of all state and local governments, yet are a
legitimate if inconsistent budget item. It is sound economics to
compare the prices of slightly different market baskets if the
jurisdictions involved are satisfied with their specific baskets
given the site conditions. Slight variations in the basket
composition will have only minimal effects on the composite index
values. The Cost of Public Services Index developed here has no
individual city or state adjustments of this type.

The market basket may be based on a physical count of items
purchased, or the budget proportions expended for each item may
be substituted as a proxy without error provided prices changes
are expressed as relatives (percentages). The use of budget
proportions avoids the difficult and time consuming task of a
physical count. Since a geographical price index is fixed in
time, a Paasche or variable-weight approach is required (as
opposed to a Laspeyres-type, or fixed weight applicable to a time
series inflation index). The budget proportions must be altered
periodically to reflect changes in average purchase patterns,
i.e., in physical count mix. Also, since prices of the various
items will fluctuate, the budget proportions will change without
a change in physical couni: proportions. This requires that the
budget prcxy be periodically adjusted to exclude inflationary
changes.

-

The compositic.. of expenditures for the current operationsl

1 Excluded from the oudget are capital (including equipment)
investment, and governmental activities where current revenues
substantially cover costs, i.e., government sales* (school lunch
program, higher education auxiliary enterprises, trash
collection, natural resources, etc.), and government enterprises
(government operated utilities, public transit systems, public
housing, toll roads and parkingy, liquor stores, lottery, etc.).
Also excluded are direct assistan = and subsidies to the public,
and Medicaid. * Where expenditures exceed sales, net
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of state and local governments is shown in Table E-1. Weights
for the major divisions were derivad from National TIncome
Accounts data, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of
Commerce. Subdivision weights were derived from median values of
a number of state budgets secured from the National Association
of state Budget Officers. The dominance of salaries and wages
and related personal service expenditures in the budgets
demonstrates the 1labor intensive nature ~f state and 1local
government operations.

For pricing purposes budget items are nrganized by market as
shown in table E-2. Five markets are represented: the 1labor
market for pricing saleries, wages, and benefits of state and
local government employees; the contracted services market for
pricing personal and other contracted services; the enerqgy market
for pric.ng electricity, heating, and motor fuels; the consumer
market for pricing goods purchased from loca" retailers and
wholesalers; and the national market for pricing those few goods
and services purchased from national distributors with minimal
geographical price differen-:e.2

Total current operations from Table E-1, excluding
interest,3 is shown in column 1. Columns 2 and 3 report the
current operating budgets (similarly organized) for the two
dominant public services--eclementary-secondary schools and

A 1

expenditures are shown.

2 Only a few items purchased by state and local governments
are in this national market category. Postage is. So are long
distance telephone, air travel, and books and periodicals sold by
national publishing firms. This category may also include
certain national brand supplies and materials sold through
limited distributorship. Certain major equipment manufacturers

may charge standard prices for repair services. The exact
proporxtion of state and local government budgets subject to
national market pricing is unknown. For purposes of index

construction, it is assumed that about one-fourth of supplies
ani materials, small equipment replacement, and 1library
macarials are in this category.

3 pPayment of interest has been excluded from the simplified
budget although normally classified as a current operating
expenditure. The importance of interest payments in government
total and specific function budgets varies greatly depending on
local borrowing policy and size of construction programs.
Because of this variance it is appropriate to exclude interest
payments irom comparison of program costs and consequently this
factor is excluded from the Cost of Public Services Index.

4 The relative importance of the labor component of public

services (excluding direct. assistance, subsidies, and highway
material) is shown by the following 1932 full-time-equivalent
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higher education--respectively. The budget w-ights for the CPS
were estimated from all three distributions, taking into account
the inclusion of additional energy and material proportions in
the total budget for highways and utilities not covered by the
CPS. The weights selected as a national average for government
human services are 1labor, 76 percent; contracted services, 8
percent; energy, 5 percent; consumer, 9 percent; and national, 2
percent. Calculation of specialized indexes using the school and
higher education distributions resulted in 10 significant state~
by-state departures from index values derived from this selected
CPS mix.

employment distribution of state and local governments:
educatisn, 48.2%; health and hospitals, 12.1%; police and fire
protection, 7.7%; highways, 4.7%; public welfare, 3.5%; local
utilities, 3.4%, other and unallocable, 20.4%. Source: Bureau of
the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, Hi: “orical statistics on
Governmental Finances and Employment, Census of Governments,
Volume 65, opical Studies, Number 4 (Washington, D.C.: GPO,
1982).

70 7Es




Table E-1
Estimated Composition by Object Category of Current Operatlon1
Expenditures of State and Local Governments, 1984.

Percent of total

Category expenditures
Salaries an® Wages2 . . . . « . . 4 4 4 4 o 4 e s o . . 52.0%
Benefits and Retirement . . . . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ . ¢ . . 12.7%
Professional Services . . . . . e o e e e s s e e s . 2.7
Consumable Supplies and Materlals c o o o s s o s s o . 1.5

Office 0.9
Machinery and Equipment Operation 0.6
Medical, Chemical, Research 1.2
Food 0.5
Building and Roads 4.3
Current and Recurring Operating Expenses . . . . . . . 15.7
Travel and Per Diem 0.9
Contracted Maintenance and Repair 2.3
Postal, Telephone, Communications 2.0
Water and Sewerage 1.5
Rent 1.5
Enerqgy 6.2
Contracted Services 1.0
Other 0.3

Interest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 . 4 *

1 current operations exclude capital and equipnent investment,
government sales and enterprises, direct assistance and
subsidies, and Medicaid. See text footnote :.

2 The percent distribution of employees by occupaticn for state
and local governments are as follows: frrofessional specialty
including faculty and teachers, 35%; administrative support
including clerical, 18%; protective service including police and
fire flghters, 15%; execontive, administrative, and managerial,
9%; service except protective, 6%; technicians, 3%; all other,
13%. Source: Bureau of the Cer.sus, U.S. Department of Commerce,
Detailed Characteristics of the Population, Chapter D, U.S.
Summary, 1980 Census of the Population (Washington, D.C., GPO).

Sources: * identified percentages were derived from National
Income Accounts data, Governments Division, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C., David
Levin, contact. Other percentages derived from median values of
individual state budgets classified by object provided by the
National Association of State Budget 2fficers, Washington, D.C.
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Table E-2

Distribution of Simplified State and Local Government Total,
School, and Higher F"ducation Current Operations Budgets
Classified by Object fo.  Pricing Purposes, 1984.

Total State Higher
Market Budget Object & Ioca ovt School Education
Labor Salaries and wages 56.3%
Professional —— 52.3% 46.8%
Non-professional —-—— 11.9 14.5
Benefits and retirement 13.7 13.7 17.2
Tctal 70.0 77.9 78.5
Contracted Professional, technical,
Services & skilled services 6.4 3.3 3.7
Communications 2.2 0.8 1.0
Rent, insurance, other 2.0 3.4 ———
Water and sewerage 1.7 0.2 8.2
Total 12.3 7.7 4.9
Energy Prime fuel, electricity,
auto fuel 7.6 3.7 6.1
Consuner Supplies & materials 8.1 6.9 3.9
Small equip replacement -— 0.6 2.1
Library materials ——— 1.2 2.5
Totail 8.1 8.7 8.5
National Supplies & materials, 2.0 2.0 2.0

small equip replacement,
library materials

Weights for human services selected for Cost of Public Services
Index: Labor, 76%; Contracted services, 8%; Energy, 5%; Consumer,
9%:; and National, 2%.

Note: Fiscal data to be adjusted using the CPS must pertain to
state and local government current operations in provision of
public human services and relate to expenditures for the above
object type classifications. Excluded are interest, capital
investment, equipment expenditures, and direct aid or subsidies
to the public.

Sources: Total state and local gt ant budget. derived from
National Income Accounts data and individual state budgets, see
Table E-1. School and higher education budgets updated (based on
applicat.on of individual item inflation rates) from Xent
Halstead, Inflation Measures for Schools and ‘olleaes, National
Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Education, Washington,
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Bquilibrius Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1985-87,

All indexas are based on a U.S8. Estimation accuracy 1-4, high tc low.
population weighted average = 100 CP8 = .84 x EW + .00 x consumption + .05 x utilities + .02 x 100
There ia some area and population overlap.
MSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW
County 1980 LIVING AMENITY RQUILIBRIUM PUBLIC Bstimation
State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX INDEX WAGES 8BERVICE Accuracy
Alabama  NSA Anniaton, Bynua Calhoun 119,761 87 21 02 92 1
Alabanma Ashland Clay 13,703 90 " o4 4
Alabana M3A Birmingham Jefferson 683,048 92 33 v8 26 1
Alabasa Brent Bibd 15,723 90 94 o 4
Alabama NSA Dothan Houston 122,453 92 96 96 2
- Alabama NSA  ?lorence Lauderdale 133,085 86 29 01 01 1
.Alabaxa MSA Gadsden Etowah 103,057 87 28 92 02 1
. Alabsma  MSA - Huntsvilla Madison 198,966 20 29 L0 o3 1
7 Alabama MSA Mo {la Kobile 443,836 92 34 L] o8 1
Alabama NSA NMontgomery Nontgomery 272,687 90 41 o4 94 1
* Alabama Nunford Talladega 73,826 90 94 94 ]
Alabama Selma Dallas 26,684 90 94 o4 4
Alabama MSA Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa 137,541 87 as 92 92 3
ALABANA Total pop 3,894,046 2,544,948 90 95 94
Alaska MSA Anchorage Anchorage 174,431 126 287 116 117 1
" Alaaka Fairbanka Fairbanks 22,645 127 116 119 2
! Alaska Juneau Juneau 19,528 127 116 119 2
ALASKA Total pop 401,831 216,604 128 116 117
Arizona .asa Granda Pinal 90,9018 94 95 95 4
Arizona Douglas Cochise 80,717 95 o6 95 4
Arizona Flagstaft Coconino 74.947 100 101 100 4
Arizona Kingman Mohave 55,603 90 91 20 4
Arizoma MSA Phoenix Naricopa 1,809,082 98 95 98 1] 1
Arizona Prescott Yaavapai 6E,148 99 101 100 4
Arizona MSA  Tucson Pima 531,443 02 81 93 92 1
Arizena Yuma Yuma 90,554 101 102 101 4
ARIZONA Total pop 2,718,428 2,501,489 96 o7 07
Arkansas Bateaville Independence 30,147 61 84 85 4
Arkansas Blytheville Mississippi 59,517 88 92 92 4
Arkansas El Dorado Union 49,088 83 98 93 4
Arkansas MSA PFayetteville Washington 100,494 87 33 91 91 1
Arkansas Forest City S§t. Prarcis 30,858 88 92 22 4
Arkansas MSA PFort Saith Sebastian 131,622 3 35 92 92 1
- Arkansaa Hot Springs Garland 69,016 1) 93 93 4
Arkansas Jonesboro Craighead 63,916 88 92 92 H
Arkansas MSA Little Rock Pulaski 474,481 92 41 95 98 R
Arkhnsas MSA Pine Bluff Jefferson 90,718 88 36 92 92 1
ARKANSAS Total pop 2,286,357 1,101,860 . 90 93 93
Calift MSA Bakersfielld Kern 403,089 100 103 100 09 s
Celift Bishop Inyo 17,895 108 104 103 4
Calif MSA cChico Butte 143,851 103 108 102 102 1
Calif Bureka Humboldt 108,528 108 102 102 4
Calift . Fairfiald, vacavle, Elara Solanc 235,203 108 176 104 104 3
LS
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages,
All indexes are bised on 2 U.S.
population weighted average = 100
e is some srea and population overlap.

MSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW
County 1960 LIVING AMBNITY BQUILIBRIUN PUBLIC Estimation
State City or Urban Ares County Population IMDEX INDEX  WAGES CRRVICE,  Accurscy
Calif NSA Presmo Fresno 518,018 108 129 101 101 1
Calif MSA Los Angelas (1) Los Angeles 7,477,421 107 239 ') 101 1
Calif Marysville Yuba 49,733 108 103 103 4
Calif Monterey Nonterey 290,444 109 108 108 4
* Calif NS/. Oakland, Newark Alaneda 1,781,781 115 260 108 108 3
Calif Pacifica, El Granada San Mateo 588,184 112 109 108 4
Calif Pala Springs Riverside 888,109 102 100 100 2
Cali? Placerville El porado . 85,812 106 103 103 4
Cell? MSA Redding Shasta 155,813 102 ] 102 101 3
Calif Redwood City, San Bruno San Mateo 838,164 110 107 108 4
Calif MSA Sacramento Szoramento 1,099,814 108 132 101 101 1
Calif Saint Helena, RutherZord Napa 99,199 108 108 108 4
Calif NSA Salinas Monterey 200,444 113 243 104 104 s
Calif NSA 8an Bernardino, Barstow San Bernardino 1,558,182 100 109 100 29 1
Calif MSA 8an Diego San Diego (city) 1,881,848 112 283 101 1w 1
Calif , MSA San Franciso San Pranciso 1,488,871 117 274 108 107 3
Calif MSA San Jose Santa Clara 1,298,071 109 381 23 93 1
Calif San Luis Obispo gan Luis 155,345 107 104 104 4
Calif MSA Santa Barbara, Snta Maria Santa Burbara 298,660 110 201 104 108 ]
Cali? MSA Santa Rosa, Bodega Sonosn 209,827 118 273 104 108 3
Calif MSA Stockton San Joaquin 347,342 108 142 108 102 h
Calif Susanville Lassen 21,881 108 103 192 3
Calif MNSA Visalia Tulare 245,751 99 93 100 100 1
Cali¢ Winters Yolo 113,374 108 103 103 4
CALIFORNIA Total pop 23,887,947 ~2,259,264 108 101 1082
Colorndo MSA B ulder, Allenspark Boulder 189,828 97 98 97 2
Colorado Castle Rock Douglas 25,153 101 102 101 3
Colorado Central City Gilpin 2,441 101 102 101 4
Colorades MSA Colorado Springs, Calhan El Faso 309,424 94 70 L] 94 1
Colorado MSA Denver Denver 1,428,838 99 128 97 87 1
Colorado Florissant Teller 8,034 104 108 103 4
Colorado MSA PFort Collins Larimer 149,184 1] 89 98 98 1
Colorado Orand Junction MNena 81,530 98 87 98 2
Colorado MSA Greeley Weld 123,438 o 84 130 99 3
Colorado La Junta Otero 22,587 95 96 98 4
Colorado Lake George Park 8,333 104 108 108 L)
Colorado Montrose Montrose 24,382 97 99 14 4
Colorado NMSA Pueblo Fueblo 125,972 92 71 94 93 1
Colorado Sterling Logan 19,800 100 102 100 ¢
Colorado Strasburg Adans 245,944 101 102 101 4
Colorado Trinidad Las Anisas 14,897 96 97 98 H)
COLORADO Total pop 2,889,735 2,776,530 98 1] 97
Conn MSA Hartford Haxtford 807,143 104 82 108 107 1
Conn MSA New Haven, Waterbury New Haven 761,328 103 108 108 108 1
Conn MSA Norwich, Mew Loncon 238,409 98 82 97 09 ]

New London

-

and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1985-87.

Bstimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.
CPS = .84 x EW + .09 x ccnsumption + .05 x utfilities + .02 x 100




State

Conn
Conn

Delaware
Delaware
CELANARE

D18T CoL

PFlorids
Floride
Ploride
Ploride
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Ploride
Florids
Fiorida
Plorida
Florids
Fiorida
Ploridz
¥lorida
Ficrida
Flozida
Florida
FLORIDA

Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgla
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Qanreig
Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 1. Cost of Living., Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages,
All indexes are based on a U.S.

population weighted average ~ 100

NSA

CONNECTICUT

BERE ZBEE ZEESUEEED.Ef F

g

NSA

City or Urban Area

There it some area and population overlap.

County

Stamford, Bdgeprt, Growch Peirfield

Torrington
Total pop 3,107,564

Dover
Wilmiagton
Total pop 59<,338

Washington, 0. C.

Cocoa

Daytona Beach
Fort Lauderdale
Fort Myers

Fort Plexce
Gainesville
Jacksonville
Lakeland

Niami

Naples

Orlando

Panama City
Pensacola

Saint Patersbhurg
Sarasota
Tallahasses
Tanps

Wist Palz Beach
Tutal pop 9,747,063

Albeny
Athens
Atlanta
Augusta
Srunswick
Calhoun
Carters
Columbus
Covington, New Born
Dublin
GCainesville
griffii
Hogatisville
Jackson
Macon
Miliner
Newnan

Litchtield

Kent
New Castle

Dist Columbia

Brevard
Volusia
Broward

Lee

Saint Lucie
Alachua
Duval

Polk

Dade
Collier
Orange

Bay
Escambia
Pinellas
Saarasota
Leon
Hillsborough
Palm Beach

Doughtery
Clarke
Pulton
Richmond
Glynn
Gordon
Murray
Kuscogee
Nexion
Laurens
Hsll
Spalding
Troup
Butts

. Bibd

Lamar
Coweta

Bstimaticn accuracy 1-4, high to low.
CP8 = .64 > EW + .09 x consumption + .05 x utilities + .02 x 100

NSA or
County 1980
Population

37,149
18,709
2,776,789

98,219
399,002
497,221

638,432

272,95¢%
258,762
1,018,257
260,206
151,190
171,371
722,262
321,652
1,625,611
85,791
700,033
97,740
299,782
72¢,409
202,281
190,220
1,613,603
876,758
9,286,038

112,402
130,018
2,138,231
240,293
84,981
30,070
19,083
191,840
34,849
36.990
75,6849
47,899
80,003
3,685
263,591
12,218
39,268

COST op CosT oF

LIVING AMENITY BEQUILIBRIUM PpUBLIC

INDEX INDEX WAGES SERVICE
104 124 108 105
96 98 100
103 103 105
94 96 95
98 69 100 100
7 99 99
108 161 102 102
92 70 94 95
90 8e 92 93
96 142 94 95
90 62 92 93
01 94 94
90 53 92 92
88 48 02 92
90 46 a3 94
99 113 LN 99
90 93 93
94 72 96 97
87 89 0
87 37 90 91
90 93 93
93 124 91 92
90 39 94 93
90 72 91 02
101 102 101 203
93 94 98
88 29 92 01
91 96 97
96 33 100 101
92 b 96 96
94 93 98
92 97 97
91 96 98
88 24 91 91
93 98 98
80 o4 1]
85 89 90
93 g8 98
93 g8 93
93 9t 98
91 2c 96 97
a9 94 94
93 98 98

and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1983-37.

CLI & uot
Estisation
Accuracy

3
4
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State

Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
GEORGIA

Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
Idaho
IDAHO

1111inois
I1linois
I1linole
I1linois
I31linois
I11linois
I1linoie
Illinoin
I111{nois
I1linois
I11l1inois
111inois
I11inois
I11l1inois
I11inois
1114nois
I1linoie
I11linois
I11inois
1LLINOIS

Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
Indians
Indiana
indiana

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

population weighted average = 100

There is 30me area and population overlap.

g

g g2 23 EEF B

BER ZEEE

City or Urban Arsa

Fome

Savannah

Valdosta

Waycross

Zebuleon

Total pop 5,482,892

County

Floyd
Chatham

Lowndes
Wara
Pike

Tabls 1. Cost of Living. Vulue of Axenities, Equilibrius Weges, and Cost of Yublic Services
All indexss are based on a U.S8. 1

EBstimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.

CP3 = .84 x EW + .09 x consumption + .05 x utilities + .02 x 100

NSA or
County 1980
Population

79,800
220,553
87,972
371,180
8,937
4,230,088

CCST oF

LIVING  ANENITY BQUILIBRIUK PUBLIC Estimation

INDEX

o6
85
83
84
93
93

INDEX WAGES

54

101
97
87
89
98
97

by City and State, 1065-87.

COST G
SERVIC

101
98
a8
89
98
98

=

F CLI & BW

B Accuracy

[ 7 Y

Nonolulu
Total pop 984,891

Boise

1daho PFalls
Kellogg

Lewiston
Pocatello

Twin Falls

Total pop 944,137

Alton

Aurora

Carbondals
Centrclia
Chanpaign

Chicago (2)
Frseport

Galesburg

Glen Ellyn

Joliet

Kankakee

Mattoon

Olney

Peoria

Quincy

Rock Island, Moline
Rockford
Springfield
Waukegon

Total pop 11,427,409

Blooaington
Evansville
Fort Wayne
Gary
Grisensburg
Indianapolis
Kekomo
Lafayette

Houolulu

Ade
Bonneville
Shoshone
Nex Perce
Bannock
Twin Palils

Madiaon
Kane,
Jacksor
Marion
Champaigr
Cook
Stephenson
Knox

Du Page
111l
Kankakes
Coles
Richland
Peoria
Adans

Rock Island
Winnebago
Sangamon
Lake

Monroe
Vanderburgh
Allen

Lake

Hency
Marion
Howard
11ppecande

782,874

173,128
85,980
19,228
33,220
85,421
52,927

409,899

208,229
315,807
81,649
43,5823
188,392
8,080,887
4 3
81, 37
858,8%
35%,042
102,928
52,u82
17,587
308,864
71,822
279,514
254,884
187,789
440,388
9,816,398

119,149
235,403
364,158
642,781
53,338
1,168,576
108,718
121,702

121

100
98
101
100
7
93
98

100
102
98
98
98
102
101
101
29
1c3
101

334

T4

85

80

80

45
88

43
56

L ¥4
38
35

72

107

10e
98
103
102
98
95
100

103
100

9
101
101
102
104
104
102
108
108
100

103

94
101
104

104
102

100
100
96
101
101
100
97
93

110

108
108

101
101
102
104

102
108
103
100

103

95
101
105

98
104
102

100

b
100
101

99

97

93

Ne b b pe
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Bquiiibrius Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1985-87.

State

Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
Indisna
Indisna
INDIARA

fowa
Iows
Iowa
Iowa
fows
Iowa
fowa
Iowa
Iows
Iowa
fowa
Iowa
fowa
Iowa
10WA

Kansts
Kansas
Kansas
Kansss
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansss
Kansas
Kansaa
Kansas
Kunse

Kansas
Kansas
Kareas
KANSAS

Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky

. Q
'ERIC
A |

N

All indexes are based on a 11.S.

population weighted average = 100
There ia aome area and fopulation overlap.

g

ggg & g2

E B

MSA

City or Urbar Area

Muncie

New Albany
Richsord

South Bend

Terre Naute

Total >op 5,490,212

Burlington
Cedar Rapids
Council Gluffs
Creston
Davenport

Dea Moines
Dubuqua

PFort Dodge
harahalltowm
Mason City
Ottumem

Sioux City
Spencer
Waterloo

Total pop 2,913,387

Arkansas City
Atchison
Colby

Dodge City
Emporia
Garden City
Great Bend
Hays
Independence
Kansas City
Lawrence
Leavenworth
Liberal
Louisburg
3alina
Topeka
Wichita

Total pop 2,364,238

Ashland
Bowling Gresn
Covington
Elizatethtown
Lexington

County

Delaware
Floyd

Wayne

Saint Joseph
Vigoe

Des Moines
Lian
Pottawattanie
Union

Scott

Polk
Dubuque
Webster
Karshall
Cerro Gordo
Wapello
Woodberry
Clay

Black Hawk

Cowley
Atchison
Thomas
Ford

Lyon
Finney
Bartun
Ellis
Montgomery
Wyandotte
Douglas
Lesvenwrorth
Sewurd
Miani
Saline
Shawnee
Sedgwick

Boyd
Warren
Ken%on
Haurdin
Fuyette

Bstimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.

CPS = .84 x EW + ,090 x consumption + .08 x utilities + .02 x 100

MSA or

County 1980

Population

128,587
81,208
76,088

241,817

137,247

3,441,831

48,778
189,778
86,500
13,858
180,022
387,581
93,748
45,883
41,882
48,458
40,241
100,884
19,576
182,781
1,397,771

38,824
18,397
8,451
24,318
385,108
23,828
31,343
26,U88
42,281
519,031
87,640
54,809
17,0711
21,818
48,908
154,198
411,313
1,541,228

55,513
71,828
137.058
88,917
317,629

COST OF
LIVING AMBNITY EQUILIBRIUM PpUBLIC
INDEX INDEX WAGES SERVICE
93 28 98 97
94 97 97
101 108 104
91 28 95 94
98 102 101
96 99 98
97 99 8
94 83 o8 26
96 98 98
94 o8 98
98 87 100 99
94 83 98 95
99 78 98 o8
4 4] 95
. 93 93
” 95 95
U5 97 97
92 45 o8 95
90 92 92
95 59 98 98
95 97 97
88 92 92
97 101 101
88 92 $2
8b J8 89
95 1] 98
90 94 ™"
88 81 90
89 3 o3
89 93 93
93 45 97 96
93 38 87 97
97 101 101
94 98 97
97 101 101
98 92 91
93 45 g8 9¢
89 39 93 93
92 95 95
95 g8 98
91 93 94
2] 102 102
87 80 69
63 81 86 85

CoST OF CLI & EW

Bstimation
Accuracy
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Table 1. Cost of Liraing, Value of Amenities, Bquiiibrius Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1983-87.

All indexes are based on a U.S.

population weighted average = 100

Estimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.

There is some area and population overlap.

State

Kantucky
Kentucky
Kentuclky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
KENTUCKY

Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisians
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louvisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
* Louisians
Louisiana
Louisians
Louiriana
Louisiana
‘Louisiana
LOUISIANA

Maine
Maine
Maine
Maine
Maine
MAINE

Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
MARYLAND

Mass
Mass
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City or Urbar Area

Louisville
Madisonville
Middlesbero
Owensdoro

faducah

Pikesville
Somerset

Total pop 8,860,330

Alexandria

Baton Rouge
Bogalusa
Gonzales

Hammond

Houma

Lafayette

Lake Charles
Metairie, Gratna
Nonros

New Ibaria

New Orleans

Port Sulphur
Reserve
Shreveport

Total pecp 4,206,118

Augusta

Bangor

Machias

Portland

Presque Isle

Total pop 1,123,043

Annapolis, Glen Burnie
Baltimore

Cambridge

Cumberland

EBaston

Edgewood

Hagerstomm
Randallstown, Reisterstwn
Salisbury

Silver Springs

Tota. pop 4,218,941

Boston, Lexington, Milton
Brockton

MSA or
County 1980
County Population
Jefferson 779,408
Hopkins 46,174
Bell 34,330
Daviess 85,94¢
XcCraken 82.379
Pike 81,128
Pulaski 45,803
1,605,038
Rapides 135,282
Bast Baton 494,151
Washington 44,207
uscension 50,088
Tangipshoa 80,898
Terrebonne 178,878
Lafaynte 190,231
Cal afeu 187,223
Jef.erson 454,592
Ouachits 139,241
Iberia 63,752
rleans 1,256,258
Plaquenines 28,049
St. John Baptist 31,924
Caddo 333,079
3,643,829
Kennebec 109,839
Penobscot 137,015
Washington 34,983
Cumberland 215,789
Arcustook 91,344
569,000
Ann Arundel 870,778

Independent city 2,199,531

Dorchester 30,6823
Allegany 80,542
Talbot 25,604
Harford 145,930
Washington 113,088
Baltimore 655,618
Wiromico 645,540
Nontgomery 579,083

4,848,308
Suffolk 2,805,911
Plymouth 405,437

COST OF

COST OF

LIVING AMENITY Bri.LIBRIUX PUBLIC
SERVICE Accuracy

INDEX

91
89
88
92
93
95
87

2

INDEX WAGES
45

47

61
30

145

60

43

59

144

87

94
92
91
95
98
98
90
95

93
89

101
101

101
98
102
93
102
97
101
101

i10
107

100
101
97
100
98
101
98
101
97
101
100

112
108

CPS = .84 x EW + .09 x consumption + .05 x utilities + .02 x 300

CLI & EW
Estimation
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages, and Cost ox Public Services, by City and State, 1985-87.

All indexes are based on a U.S. Estimation accurasy 1-4, high to low.
population weighted average = 100 CPS = .84 x EW + .(9 x consumption + .08 x utilities + .02 x 100
: There is some arsa and population overlap.
e MSA or COST oF COST OF CLI & W
County 1980 LIVING AMENITY EQUILIBRIUN PUBLIC Bstipation
State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX INDEX WAGES SERVICE Accuracy
f Mass Concord Middlesex 205,083 111 114 115 4
" Nass Hyannis Barnstable 147,928 108 108 109 4
~ Masr MSA Loweil Niddlesex 1,141,979 104 107 108 4
Nass Lynn Esgex 424,544 111 114 118 4
Nass NSA New Badford gristol 474,641 108 107 108 4
' Nass Norwood Norfolk 806,587 111 114 115 4
¢ Nass NSA Pittsfield Berkshire 145,110 98 101 102 4
Nass NSA Salem Essex 238,178 103 103 107 4
Nass NS4  Springlield Hampden 515,259 o6 40 100 jo1 3
Nass NSA Worcester, Ftchbrg, Wbstr Worcester 648,212 104 107 108 2
MAZSACHUSETTS  Total pop 5,7370938 7,798,978 107 109 110
7 Wichigea Alpena Alpena 82,315 o8 101 101 4
Michigan MSA Ann Arbor Washtenaw 264,740 107 112 11. 4
Nichigan Charlotte Baton 88,537 98 a8 100 9 L]
Michigan Clinton, Adrian Lenawee 89,048 107 112 111 4
_ Wichigan KSA Detroit Wayno 4,486,072 110 4« 113 112 3
Michigan MSA Flint, Fenton, Goodrich Genesee 450,449 104 28 108 107 3
Michigan NSA Grand Rapids Kent 401,680 98 39 102 101 3
. Michigan Ramburg Living_.ton 100,289 197 112 111 4
Nichigan Irlay City, Hadley Lapeer 70,038 104 108 107 4
Nichigan Ironwood Gogebic 19,886 95 99 98 4
Michigan NSA Kslamazoo Kalamazoo 212,378 11 33 108 10L 1
. Michigan MSA Lansing Inghan 419,750 1046 47 107 108 1
R- MNichigan Marquette Marquette 74,101 98 102 101 2
) Nichigan MSA . luskegon Nuskegon 157,589 97 1c0 100 4
Nichigan Petersburg, Luna Pler Monroe 13¢,859 107 112 111 4
Michigan Petoshy Enmet 21,892 98 100 99 4
Nichigan Port Haron Sai..t Clair 148,802 1c1 108 108 4
Michigan Portland Iona 51,818 104 108 104 4
. Michigan Saint Jchns Clinton 53,893 101 108 1G4 4
Michigan Sault Sainte Marie Chiprewa 29,028 87 100 100 4
Michigun Stockbridge Inghan 272,437 101 105 104 4
N Michigan Traverse City Grand 54,009 102 108 108 2
MICHIGAM Tot. i pop 9,262,044 7,828,888 102 110 109
Minnesota Brainerd Crow Wing 41,722 97 -1} 99 4
Minnesots Chanhassen Carver 37,048 108 107 107 4
Minnesota NSA Duiuth, Virginia St. Louls 222,229 87 45 100 101 3
Minnesota Hutchinson McLeod 29,857 108 107 107 4
Minnesota Nsnkato Blue Earth 52,314 95 98 98 A
Minnesota MSA Minneapolis Hennipin 2,092,261 102 86 103 103 3
Minnesota Montevideo Chippewa 14,841 82 94 95 4
Minnesota Northfield Rice 48,087 - 108 167 107 4
Minnesota tonhna Steele 20,328 99 102 102 4
Minnesota Princeton Mille Lacs 18,430 99 101 102 4
kinnesota HSA Rochester Ulnsted 92,008 98 91 98 99 3
Q
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Equilihrium Wages, and Cost of fublic Services, by City and State, *.D80-87.
All indexes are based oa a U.S. Istimation accuracy -4, high to low.
population weighted average = 100 CPS = .84 X EW + .09 x consumption + .00 x utilities + .02 x 100
There is some area and population overlap.
NSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW
County 1980 LIVING AMEBNITY EQUILIBRIUN PUBLIC Estimativn

State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX INDEX WAGES SERVICE Accuracy
Miunesota NSA Se’at Cloud, Kimbal! Pra Sterns 163,258 v 58 101 101 1
Nianesota Saint Paul Ramsey 459,734 103 108 108 2
Ninnesota Winons Winora 46,253 '] 102 102 4
Ninn ‘ota Winthrop Sibley 15,488 98 98 ' 98 4
NINNESOTA Total pop 4,075,976 3,382,808 101 103 103
Niss Clarkadale Coashosa 36,918 87 91 91 4
Niss Columbus Lowndes 57,504 84 88 88 4
Nies Greenville Washington 72,344 87 91 91 4
Kiss Grevnwood Leflore 41,528 84 87 88 4
Niss Gulfport Herrisen 157,688 91 36 95 95 i
Nias Hattiesburg Forrest 63,018 92 96 96 4
Nise ¥SA Jackson Hinds 362,038 89 42 93 93 3
Niea Neridian Lauderdslec 77,285 Y 1] 88 .
Aise Naxchez Adams 38,071 84 .1 ] 88 4
Miax Tupelo Lee 87,0681 88 92 82 4
daf* 4IPPI Total pop 2,520,608 96¢€,229 88 82 82
Hiesouri Cspe Giradeau Caps Giradeau 58,837 3 97 ] 4
Nissouri Chillicothe Livingston 15,739 92 96 95 4
Nisscuri Clinton Henry 19,672 92 98 96 2
Nissouri MNSA Columbia Boone 100,376 00 37 93 92 1
Nisgouri Farmington, Bismark Saint Francois 42,600 98 102 SO 4
Missouri Hannibil Marion 28,638 95 99 4 [ 3
Misscuri Hermana: Ow qsville Gazconade 13,181 94 98 8. 4
‘asouri Joffercon City Cole 58,663 85 89 89 2
sssouri MSA Joplim Jasper 127,813 87 26 92 91 1
Missouri NMSA Kensas City, Independence Jackson 914,437 84 44 87 1] 1
Missouri Kirkeville - Adair 24,870 87 91 91 2
Nissouri Montgomery City, Hch H111 Montgosery 11,637 9 98 v 4
Nissouri Mew Hurtford Plke 17,568 95 100 oy 4
Nissouri Plattsburg Clinton 15,918 96 101 29 4
Nissouri Poplar Bluff Butler 37,893 91 95 94 2
Nissouri Potas}i Washington 17,983 13 100 98 4
Nissouri Rolla Phelps 33,633 95 100 1] 4
Nissouri NSA Seint Joseph Buchanan 87,888 87 37 91 80 1
Nfssouri NMSA Saint Louic Independent City 1,788,483 94 49 07 97 1
Missouri NSA Springfield Greene 187,789 20 30 94 93 1
Nissouri Sullivan, Gerald franklin 71,233 88 109 98 4
Hissouri Warrenshurg Johnson 39,059 o8 101 ') 4
‘1issouri Weat Plains Howell 28,807 80 83 83 4
NISSOURE Total pop 4,916,768 3,740,118 93 o8 o8
Nontana %SA Billings Yellowstone 108,038 98 8s 29 98 1
Montana Butte Silver Bow 368,082 o8 98 oc 4
Montana MSA Great Falls Cascade 80,696 97 71 98 97 1
Montana Havre Hi1l 17,988 98 " 99 o8 2
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 3w38-87.
All indexes e based on a U.S. Estimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.
population weighted avsrage = 100 CPS = .84 x E¥ + .09 x consumption + .08 x utilities + .02 x 100
There is soxe zrea and population overlap.

NSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW

County 1980 LIVING AMENITY BQUILIBRIUM PUBLIC Estimation
State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX INDEX WAGES SERVICE Accuracy
Montana Helena Lewis and C}lrk 43,039 98 26 96 4
Montans Kalispell Flathead 51,968 96 97 97 4
Noitana Miles City Custer 13,109 98 97 96 4
Montana Missoula Missoula 78,018 95 o6 95 2
MONTANA Total pop 786,890 428,938 88 97 7
Nebrasks Columbus Platte 28,852 80 92 92 4
¥ebraska Grand Islend Hall 47,690 87 89 83 4
Nebraska Kearney Buffalo 34,797 87 89 88 2
Nebraska NMSA Lincoln Lancaster 192,884 91 89 93 92 1
Nebrasks ¥orfolk Madison 31,382 91 L) 93 4
Nebrasiks North Platte Lincoln 38,485 90 92 92 4
Nebraska MNSA Owmaha Douzlas 499,407 92 48 95 94 1
Nebraska Scotts Bluff Scotts Bluff 38,344 as 20 90 4
NEBRASKA Total pop 1,56¢,825 909,811 91 93 93
Nevada Blko Blko 27,289 103 100 100 4
Nevada MSA Las Vegus Clark 463,087 98 119 97 87 :
Nsvada MSA Reno Washoe 193,823 103 189 9% 100 1
NEVADA Total pop 800,508 873,979 190 o8 98
New Nasp Claremo:t Sullivan 38,089 93 96 98 4
Noew Hamp MSA NManchester Hillsboro 278,808 99 93 100 102 s
New Hamp MSA Portsmouth Rockingham 190,348 o5 81 ot 100 3
NEW HAMPSHIRE Total pop 920,610 503,018 97 99 101
Naw Jsrsey Asbury Park Monmouth 503,173 £ 102 69 104 105 3
New Jersey MSA Atlantic City Atlantic 276,838 102 51 103 107 3
New Jsrsey Bridgeton Cuxberland 132,888 104 33 108 109 L]
New Jersey Camden, Zhsrry Hill Canden 471,850 99 99 101 4
Mew Jsrzey Flemington Hunterdon 87,381 9 f9 101 &
New Jersey Hackensack Bergen 845,388 100 99 102 4
Now Jersey MSA Jersey City Hudson 858,072 117 139 118 118 3
New Jersey Morristow Morris 407,830 100 100 102 4
New Jerssy New Brunswick, Bast Browk Jiddlusex 595,893 109 148 108 108 3
New Jersey MSA Newark, Orange Essex 1,878,459 113 110 113 14 1
New Jersey Paterson Passaic 447,688 108 102 108 108 L]
New Jersey Phillipsburg Warren 84,429 jo1 101 103 4
New Jorsey Toms River Ocsan 48,038 100 100 10" 4
Kaw Jersey MSA Trenton Mercer 807,882 ios 101 108 107 3
New Jersey W1ildwood Cape May 82,288 104 104 100, 4
NEW JERSRY Total pop 7,385,011 7,024,908 108 108 1013
Now Mexico MSA Albuquerque Bernalilo , 420,281 94 101 94 93 1
New Mexico Clovis curry 42,0i9 94 1] 95 2
New Mexico Faraington San Juan 80,833 96 98 98 4
New Mexico Gallup McKinley 58,5368 93 95 94 4

Q
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Velue of Amenities, Equilibrius Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1058-87,
All indaxes are based on a U.S. Bstimatiun accuracy 1-4, high to low.
population weighted average = 100 CPS = .84 x B¥ + .09 x consumption + .08 x utilities + .02 x 100
There is some area and population overlap.
MSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW
County 1980 LIVING AMENITY BQUILIBRIUM PUBLIC Rstimation
State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX INDEX WAGES SERVICE Accuracy
New Nexico Hobbe ‘ea 55,634 98 o6 1) 4
New Mexico MSA Las Cruces Dona Ana 96,340 91 81 92 92 3
New Mexico Roswell Chaves 5t,103 89 9 90 2
New Mexico MSA Santa Fe Santa Pe 75,519 92 4 93 4
NEW MEXICO Total pop 1,303,302 878,245 93 o4 93
New York NSA Albany . Albany 835,800 101 40 105 108 1
New York MSA Binghaaton Broome 253,480 98 49 101 102 1
New York NSA Buffalo Brie 1,015,472 101 40 104 104 1
Mew York MSA RElmira Chemung 97,658 98 102 103 2
New York NMSA Glen Falls Warren 109,649 96 100 100 2
New York Janestown Chsutaugua 146,925 -] 102 102 4
Wew York Kingston Ulster 158,288 100 103 104 4
New York NMSA NKassau Rensselaer 2,808,813 109 61 111 112 3
New York NSA New York Manhatten 8,274,961 124 j69 120 124 1
Yew Yo:k Plattsburgh Clintcn 80,750 95 92 99 4
Kew York Potsdan Saint Lawrence 114,347 o8 102 100 4
New York M3SA Poughkeepsis Dutchess 245,088 161 44 105 195 3
=) York  NMSA  Rochester Monrox 971,230 29 44 108 103 3
New York Schenectady Schenectady 149,946 100 1038 104 2
New York KSA Syracuse Onondage 642,971 98 45 102 103 1
New York #SA Utica Oneida 320,160 98 101 102 4
New York Watertown Jefferson 88,151 98 102 102 4
New York ¥hite Plains, Rye Weatchester 886,599 110 123 113 4
NEW YORK Total pop 17,588,165 16,987,123 114 .13 113
North Car MNSA Asheuille Buncoabe 160,954 83 31 87 87 1
North Car MSA Charlotte Kecklenberg 864,727 94 98 98 2 -
North Car MSA Payetteville Cusborland 247,160 88 92 g2 4
North Car Goldsboro Wayne 97,0%4 84 8sa 88 4
North Car M3A Greensboro Guilford 861,861 89 31 93 93 1
North Car Lenoir Caidwoll 87,749 [:1.] 89 89 4
North Car New Bern Craven 71,074 66 N 90 4
North Car NSA (laleigh Wake 561,222 21 43 M 94 1
North Car Rorky Mount tdgecombe 55,988 90 94 94 2
North Car MNSA wilmington N=2w Hanover 103,471 89 34 93 92 1
North Car #inston-Salem Forsyth 243,704 91 -1 95 2
NORTE CAROLINA Total pop 5,880,965 3,324,931 90 o4 o
North Dek MSA Bismark Burleigh 79,988 96 20 96 98 3
North Dak Devils Lake Ransey 13,048 91 92 95 4
North Dak MSA Pargo Cass 68,247 92 70 94 or 3
North Dak MSA Grand Porks Grand Porks 66,100 95 78 97 98 1
North Dek Jamestown Stutsaan 24,184 ° 88 89 91 4
North Dak Hinot Ward 58,392 292 -7} 95 4
North Dak Williston Williams ¢2,237 88 89 91 4
NORTH DAKOTA Total pop 852,717 352,168 23 94 98
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Tabla 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by
Bstimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.

State

Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohfo
Ohio
Ohto
Ohio
Obhio
Ohio
Ohfo
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Chio
Ohio
Ohlo
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
O0H19

Oklahoan
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahosa
Oklahoma
Oklahoss
Oklahoma
Oklahomu
OKLAHOXA

Oregon
Oregon
Oragon
Oregon
Oregon
Oreagon
Oregon
Oregon

ERIC
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All indexcs are based on a U.S.

population weighted average = 100
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B 2%

There is some area and population overlap.

City or Urban Area County
Akron Summit
Athens Athens
Canton Stark
Cincinnati Hamilton
Cleveland, North Olasted Cuyahoga
Colusbus Franklin
Dayton, Brokvile, Grantwn Montgomery
Decatur Brown
Baton Piable
Elyria Lorain
Lewisburg Logan
Lina Allen
Kansfield Richland
Niles, Cortland, ¥i.rl Rg Trumbull
Painesville Lake

Polk Ashlapd
Portsmoxth Scicto
Sandusky Brie
Spring Vallay, Xenta Greene
Steubenville Jefferson
Toledo Lucas
Youngs.own Mahoning
Zanesville . Muskingum
Total pop 10,7976C3

Ardmor . cartar
Bartlesville ¥ashington
Clinton Custer
Br.Ad Garfield
hugo Choctaw
Lewton Comanchi
McAlester Pittsburg
Muskogee Muskoges
Oklahona City Oklahosa
Stillwater Payne
Tulsa Tulsa
Total pop 3,026,487

Astoria Clatson
Bend Degschutes
Bugone Lane
Medford Jackson
Pendeiton Usnatille
Portland Multanomah
Salen Marfon
The Dalles Wasco

City and State, 1985-87.

CPS = .84 x EN + .09 x consumption + .05 x utilitiss + .02 x 100

MSA or
County 19€)
Population

689,328
56,399
404,421
1,100,962
1,898,825
1,243,633
942,083
31,920
38,223
274,909
39,158
154,795
131,208
241,863
212,801
48,178
84,840
79,658
129,789
91,564
818,884
531,350
83,340
9,004,987

43,810
48,133
25,998
82,820
17,203
112,408
40,5 ¢
67,n7 ;
860,969
62,438
857,173
1,998,331

32,489
62,142
276,228
132,45¢
58,861
1,105,699
249,808
21,732

COST OF

LIVING AMENITY EQUILIBRIUN pUBLIC

INDEX

98
93
87
28

102

INDEX

49
40
56
74
81
45
45
€8

48
30

53
3

38

41

8

73

108

121
a4

104
104
108
101
102
107
103
103

2888

101
102

8383

102
103

8
10£

102
102

102
101
100

98

100

COST OF CL1 & EW
Estimation
SERVICE Accuracy
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Awenities, Equilibrium Wages, and Cost of Public Servicas, by City and State, 1985-87.

All indexes are based on a U.S8. Estixation accuracy 1-4, high to low.
population weighted average = 100 CPS = .84 x EW + .09 x consumption + .05 x utilities + .02 x 100
Thern is some area and pop tion overlap.
. N3A or COST or COST Or CLI & BW
R : Cuounty 1980 LIVING AMENITY BQUILIBRIUM PUBLIC Estimation
, State City or Urban Area County Population  INDEX  INDEX  MAGES SERVICE Accuracy
ORKGON Total pop 2,638,188 1,938,800 106 106 104
Penn NSA Allentcw: Lehigh 552,280 104 112 103 104 3
Penn MSA Altoona Blair 136,621 o 97 97 2
Penn Camp Hill Cumberland 179,625 95 98 99 -
Penn Dayton, Ssgamore Arastrong 77,788 100 102 103 4
Penn DuBoia Clearfield 83,578 8 100 101 4
Pena M3A Eris, Vate “To~d Erie 279,780 97 87 100 100 1
Penn Greensiv *arrysville Westmoreland 392,184 103 106 108 4
Penn NSA Harrisoury: diddletown  Dauphin 555,158 ) 62 102 102 1
Ponn Indiana Indiana 92,281 100 102 103 4
Penn MSA Johnstown Cambria 264,508 100 102 103 4
Penn HSA Lanc~~ter, Bart, Adamstwn Lancaater 382,346 R 63 100 101 1
Peun Levictown Bucks 479,180 107 110 110 4
Penn New Castle, Ellwood City Lawrence 197,329 102 108 108 4
Penn NSA Philadelphia Philaselphia 3,882,450 113 81 i14 112 1
Penn NSA Pittsburgh Allegneny 2,218,870 98 78 100 99 1
. Penn Pottstown Montgomery 843,371 107 110 110 4
;. Penn MSA Reading PBarks 312,509 192 1] 104 106 1
° Penn MSA Scranton Lackawanna 728,790 ] 51 99 100 s
Penn Somerset, Jnrstwn, Ursina Somerset 81,243 100 102 103 4
Penn Washington Washington 217,074 "0 101 102 4
Penn West Chestur, Coatsvle Chester 316,630 107 110 110 4
Penn Wilkss-Barre Lugerne 343,079 92 94 95 2
Penn MSA Williamsport Lycoming 118,418 o6 90 100 4
PENNSYLVANIA Total pop 11,884,720 12,224,919 104 106 107
»
" RHODE I8 MNEA Providence Providence 618,514 103 70 108 108 1
Total pop 947,154 )
South Car MSA Anderson Anderson 133,235 93 80 94 o5 3
South Car Beaufort Beaufort 85,385 92 238 96 4 .
South Car NSA Charleston - Charleston 430,482 89 45 93 23 3 .
South Car MSA Columbia Richland 410,088 o4 34 98 99 1
South Cur NSA Plorence Florence 310,163 90 38 93 93 ? .
South Car NMSA Greenville Greenville 869,066 89 25 94 924 1
douth Car Greemwood Grennwood 57,847 91 94 o4 4
‘ South Car Myrtle beach Horry 101,419 91 o5 95 2
South Car Orangeburg Orangeburg 82,276 90 94 94 4 '
SOUTH CAROLTNA Total pop 3,122,717 1,959,621 91 o5 1 ¢
South Dak Aberdeen Brown 36,982 91 94 g0 2
South Dak Chanberlain Brule 5,245 90 93 94 4
South Dak Huron Beadle 19,198 91 23 o 4
South Dak Plerre Highes 14,220 88 90 92 4
South Dek MSA Rapid City Pennington 70,133 21 61 94 o4 1 .
South Dak MSA L]

Sioux Falls Minnehaha 109,435 93 87 96 7
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Table 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages, and Cost of Public Services by City and State, 1985-87.

All indsxes are base< on a U.S. Estimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.
population weighte. average = 10U CPS = .84 x E¥ < .00 x consumption + .08 x utilities + .02 x 100
There is some area and population uverlap.
N HSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW
’ County 1980 LIVING AMENITY BSQUILIBRIUN PUBLIC Rstimation
¢ State City or Urban Area Co.uuty Population INDEX INDEX WAGES SEXVICE Accuracy
South Dak Watertown Codington 20,885 89 91 92 4
South Dak Yankton Yankton 18,952 89 92 93 4
SOUTH DAKOTA Total pop 690,768 295,027 91 2] 93
Tennessee MSA Chattancoga Hamilton 320,761 88 17 20 90 1
Tennesses NSA Clarksville Montgomery 83,342 87 26 91 o1 ]
Tennesses Colusbia Naury 51,095 83 88 88 4
Tennessee Cookeville Putnam 47,801 88 90 80 2
Tennessee Jackson Madison 74,848 89 94 93 2
Tennsssee MSA Johnson City Washington 343,041 88 2t 92 92 3
¢ Tennesses Kingsport Sullivan 143,988 92 96 96 2
{ Tennsssee MNSA Knoxville Knox 585,970 90 28 94 94 1
Tenneisee MNSA Memphis Shelby 809,880 9X 47 o4 23 1
Tennsssee NMSA Nashville Davidson 850,508 89 38 93 94 1
Tennessee Union City Obion 32,781 87 92 91 4
TENNESSRE Total pop 4,591,120 3,323,470 89 93 93
Texas MSA Abilene Taylor 110,932 90 40 938 93 1
Texas MSA Amarillo . Potter 173,89% 88 30 3 92 1
Texas NSA Austin Travis 536,888 95 0 E:1.3 95 1
Texas NSA Beauront Jefferson 375,497 92 3¢ ve of ]
Texas Bridgeport Wise 26,528 93 97 7 4
Texas MSA Brownsville, Harlingen Cameron 209,680 88 43 90 90 1
Texas Cleburne Johnson 87,849 93 97 97 4
Texas MSA Corpus Christi Nueces 326,228 92 74 04 o4 3
Texas NSA Dallas Dallas 1,987,378 98 77 99 99 1
Texas Dawson Navarro 35,323 87 20 90 4
Texas Del Rio Val verde 35,910 80 84 84 4
Texas MSA El Paso El Paso 479,899 91 1] o 93 1
Texas Gainesville Cooke 27.8868 1] 91 91 4
Texar Grazbury Hood 17,714 93 97 97 4
Texas Hillsboro Hill 25,024 87 90 90 4
Texas Honey Grove Faniin 24,285 88 91 91 4
Texas MSA Houston Harris 2,736,588 e7 84 98 29 1
Texas MSA Lubbock L.ubbock 211,651 90 39 o4 93 1
Texas Necogdoches Racogdoches 46,788 90 94 94 2
Texas MSA Odessa Bctor 115,374 91 41 o5 a4 1
Texas Pampa Gray 26,386 20 83 23 4
Texas MSA San Angelc Tom Creene 84,784 .13 54 90 90 3
Texas MSA San Antonin Bexar 1,071,954 91 49 o4 o5 1
Texas MSA Sherman Grayson 89,796 91 41 95 95 }}
Texas MSA Texarkana Bowie 75,301 87 34 91 91 1
Texas MSA Tyler Saith 128,368 0 38 o 94 1
Texas MSA Waco McLennan 170,755 ' a7 29 91 91 1
Texas White Settlement Tarran 880,880 91 95 95 2
Tex s Whitney - Hill 25,024 87 90 80 4
Texas MSA Wichita Falls Wichita 121,082 4 32 98 99 1
Q
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All indexes are based on a U.8.
population weighted average = 100
There is some area 'nd population overlsp.

County

City or Urban Area
Totsl pop 14,227,7¢
Cedar City Iron
Ogden Weber
MSA Provo Utah
Utah KSA Salt Lake City Salt Lake
UTAH Total pop 1,461,037
Versmont MSA Burlington Chittenden
Versont Nontpelier Washington
Vermont Rutland Rutland
Vermont Saint Johnshnry Caledonia
VERNONT Total pop 511,456
‘ Virginia MSA Charlottesville Indep City
Virginia NSA Lynchburg Indep City
Virginia MSA Norf_ik Indep City
. Virginia MSA Richeond Indep City
* Virginia MSA Roanoke Indep City
. Virginia Suffolk Indep City
: Virginia Warrenton Fauquier
- Virginia Winchester Indep City
* VIRGINIA Total pop 5,346,797
f -Washington * Aberdesn Grays flarbor
“ Washington MSA Bellingham Whatcos
' Washingtor MSA Bremerton Kitsap
¢ Washington Bverett, Index Snohomnish
~ NWashiogton Pasco Pranklin
- -Washicgton MSA Richland Benton
° Washington NSA Seattle, Baring, Renton King
* Washington Mi.. Spokane Spokane
Washington MSA Tacoma Pierce
., Washington N"A Vancouver Clary¥
. Washington Wenat-hee Chelaa
+ Washington NSA Yakima Yahina
* WASHINGTON Zutal pop 4,132363
West Vir Beckley Raleigh
West Vir Bluefield Kercer
Weat Vir HSA Charleston Kanawha
West Vir Clarkshurg Harrison
West Vir PFairmont Marion
West Vir MSA Huntinzton Cabell
West Vir MSA Parkershurg Wood

WEST VIRGINIA

FRIC
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Total pop 1,850,138

Tahle 1. Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, Rquilihrium Wages, and Cost of Puhlic Services, by City and State, 1985-87.

Bstimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.
CP3 = .84 x EW + .09 x consunption + .08 x utilities + .02 x 100

-~

NSA or COST or COST OF CLI & EW
County 1030 LIVING AMENITY EQUILIBRIUK PUBLIC Estimation
Population INDRX INDBX WAGES 8ERVICE Accnracy
10,193,992 4 96 96
17,349 ] 93 90 4
144,618 98 98 97 3
218,108 94 93 94 4 1
910,222 97 37 97 96 1
1,290,293 86 97 9
115,308 97 100 101 4
52,393 99 102 104 2
58,347 94 98 98 4
25,808 90 93 95 4
251,868 906 1] 100
118,568 100 103 104 4
141,280 89 28 93 02 3
1,180,311 % 80 95 95 3
761,311 93 43 96 906 1
220,393 90 40 o4 93 1
47,6821 93 98 97 4
37,889 06 101 100 4
20,217 97 101 100 4
2,562,599 93 98 95
668,314 101 102 101 4
106,701 98 99 98 4
147,152 97 80 98 97 3
837,015 100 102 100 4
35,028 98 ) 98 4
144,469 93 1] 98 95 1
1,807,489 103 138 101 99 1
341,835 93 .2} 95 94 1
485,087 97 78 99 o7 1
192,227 29 100 99 4
45,081 97 98 97 2
172,508 94 77 98 95 1
3,881,444 99 99 98
88,821 98 101 101 4
73,870 92 o4 98 4
259,595 94 82 97 96 1
77.710 97 99 99 4
65,789 97 o0 99 4
152,866 25 52 98 1] 1
93,077 98 59 98 98 3
820,268 95 98 98

92




Table 1. Cost cf Living, Value of Amenities, Equilibrium Wages, and Cost of Public Services, by City and State, 1985-87.

All indexes arz based on a U.S. Estimation accuracy 1-4, high to low.
population weighted avarege = 100 CPS = .84 x EW + .00 x consumption + .05 x utilities + .02 x 100
There is some area and population overlap
/
MSA or COST OF COST OF CLI & EW
! County 1980 LIVING ANENITY EQUILIBRIUN PUBLIC BRstimation
State City or Urban Ares County Population INDEX INDEX WA' 28 8ERVICE Accuracy
Wisconsin MSA [Eau Claire Eau Claire 130,232 97 ] 98 4
Wisconsin Pond Du Lac Fond Du Lac 89,952 95 97 96 2
¥Wisconsin MSA Green Bay Brown 175,280 95 62 97 97 1
Wisconsin NSA Janesville Rock 139,420 89 35 93 92 1
Wisconsin MNSA La Crosse La Crosse 93,056 95 97 96 2
Wisconsin MSA Madison Dane 323,545 100 .1 100 100 3
Wisconsin Marinette Marinette 39,314 95 97 97 ]
Wisconsin MNSA MNilwaukee Nilwaunkee 1,397,143 108 92 106 105 s
Wisconsin Rhinelander Oneida 31,21¢ 98 101 100 4
. Wisconsin Rice Lake Barron 38,730 97 99 98 4
¢ Wisoconsin MSA Sheboygan Sheboy™n 100,935 95 97 97 4
Wisconsin MNSA Wsnsan Marathea 111,270 92 % o5 2
WISCOMSIN Total jop 4,705,642 2,668,793 101 102 101
' Wyoming MSA Casper Natrona 71,856 92 97 93 83 1
. Wyoming MSA Cheyenn~ Laramie 88,649 99 99 99 2
' Wyoming Gillette Campbell 24,367 o8 99 o0 2
¥yoming Rock Spring Sweetwater 41,723 96 97 97 4
Wyoning Sheridan Sheridan 25,048 98 96 96 4
Wyoming Thermopolis Hot Springs 8,710 98 98 o6 4
WYONING Total pop 469,557 237,353 96 9C 96
UNITED STATES 883 cities
¢

O
w
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State City or Urban Area County
Alshana N3SA Anniston, Bynum Calhoun
Alabana Ashland Clay
Alabana NSA Birainghe= Jefferson

FAlabasa Brent Bibb
Alabesa MSA Dothan Houston

* Alebana R3A PFlorence Lauderdale

7Alrbesa MSA Gadsden Etowah
Aladama MSA Huntsville Madison
Alabama MSA Mobile Mobile
Alabana KSA  Montgomery Montgosery
+Alabana Munford Talladega
* Alabama Selma Dallas
Alabasa MSA Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa
Alaska N8A Anchorage Anchorage

- Alaska Pairbanks Fairbanks
Alaska Juneau Juneau

“ Arizons Casa Grande MMnoal

- Arizona Douglas Cochise
Ar (zona Flagstaff Coconino

" Arizona Kingsan Mohave
Arizona NSA Phoenix Maricopa

* Arigona Prescott Yaavapai
Arizona MSA Tucson Pima
Arizona Yasa Yuma
Arkansas Batesville Independence
Arkansas Blytheville Nississippi

- Arkanss% 81 Dorado Union
Avkansas XSA Payetteville Washington

. Avrkansas Porest City St. ¥rancis
Arkansas MSA Port Smith Sebastian
Atkansas Hot Springs Garland

.« Arkansas Jonesboro Craighead
Arkanses MSA Little Rock Pulacki
Arkansas MSA Pine Bluff Jeffe son
Calif MSA Bakersfield Kert
Calif Bishop Inyo
Calif NSA Chico Butte

. Calif Eurska Humboldt
Calif Fairfield, Vacavle, Elara Solano

Q

All indexes are based on a U.S. population weighted averags = 100.

NSA or COST OF
County CONSUMPTION INCOME

Population INDEX

119,781
13,703
883,946
15,723
122,53
135,065
103,087
196,966
443,538
272,887
73,828
26,154
137,641

174,431
22,645
19,5828

90,018
80,717
74,947
55,893
1,500,082
88,145
531,443
90,554

30,147
59,537
49,988
100,494
30,858
131,822
89,018
63,018
474,484
90,718

403,089

17,898
143,851
108,528
233,208

1]
88
20
a8
91

138

137

98

102
89

101
92
103

102
110
106
108
112

o)
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STATE

.8%
.8%
.8%
.8% -

COST oF
LIVING
TAX RATE INDEX

a"
90
92
90
92
88
87
90
92
20
90
90
87

128
127
127

94
95
100
90
98
99
92
101

100
108
103
106
108

fable 2. Consuaption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrius Wsges by City, 1985-87.

VALUE oF ANENITIES

Site % Adjustment
Index Actual Est
21 1068.4%
104.7%
33 104.4%
104.7%
104.7%
29 105.0%
25 104.8%
29 104.7%
34 104.3%
41 103.9%
104.7%
104.7%
28 108.0%
287 91.2%
91.2%
91.2%
101.2%
101.2%
101.2%
101.2%
vl 100.3%
101.2%
31 101.3%
101.2%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
33 104.6%
104.3%
a 104.4%
104.3%
104.3%
41 103.9%
38 104.4%
103 99.8%
97.5%
108 99.06%
97.8%
178 95.8%

EQUILIBRIUX
WAGES
(CLI x X AdJ)

100
104
102
102
104




. Tabie 2. Consumption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1085-87.

All indexes are based on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

HSA or COST OF STATE COST oF VALUE OF AMENITIES EQUILIRRIUM
County CONSUMPTION INCONR LIVING Site X Adjustment WAGES
- State City or Urban Area County ’ Population INDEX TAX RATE INDEX Index Actus® Ev* (CLI x X% Adj)
Calif MSA Presno Fresno 616,013 108 1.3% 103 129 98.3% 101
- Calif NSA Loz Angelss (1) Los Angeles 7,477,421 111 1.9% 107 239 92.3% 9
- Calif Naryaville Yuba 49,733 109 1.3% 108 27.0% 103
-Calif Monterey Monterey 290,444 113 1.3% 109 97.5% 108
“ Calif NSA Oekland, MNewark Alameda 1,781,751 121 1.3% 118 260 91.7% 108
Calif Pacifica, K1 Granada San Mateo 588,104 116 1.9% 112 97.06% 109
Calif Pala Springs Riverside 863,199 108 1.3% 102 97.5% 100
- Calif Placerville El Dorado 85,812 109 1.3% 108 97.5% 103
Calif MSA Redding Shasta 155,618 108 1.3% 102 96 100.2% 102
Calif Redwood City, San Bruno San Mateo 588,164 114 1.3% 110 97.5% 107
Calif MSA Sacramento Sacrasento 1,090,814 108 1.3% 103 132 98.2% 19
Calif Saint Helena, Rutherford Napa 99,199 112 1.3% 108 97.5% 108
Colif NSA Salinas Monterwy 290,444 118 1.3% 113 243 92.4% 104
Calif NSA S8an Bernardino, Brrstow San Bernardino 1,868,182 103 1.3% 100 109 99.°% 100
Calif MSA 8an Diego San Diego (city) 1,861,848 118 1.9% 112 283 $0.2% 101
Calif NSA San Pranciso San Pranciso 1,488,871 123 1.3% 117 274 91.1% 108
Calif MSA 8an Jose Santa Clara 1,295,071 113 1.3% 109 381 85.8% 93
Calif San Luis Obispo San Luis 155,345 11 1.3% 107 97.5% 104
Calif NSA Saenta Barbara, Snta Maria Santa Barbara 208,880 114 1.2 110 201 94.5% 104
Calif MSA Zanta Rosa, Bodega Sonoma 299,827 120 1.3% 118 273 90.9% 104
Calif MSA Stockton San Joaquin 347,342 108 1.3% 108 142 97.6% 108
Calif Susanville Lassen 21,861 109 1.3% 108 97.06% 108
Calif MSA Visalia Talare 245,751 101 1.3% 99 93 100.4% 100
Calif Winters Yolo 114,374 109 1.3% 108 97.06% 103
Colorado M3SA Boulder, Allenspark Boulder 189,828 98 2.0% 97 101.4% 98
Colorado Castle Rock Douglas 25,1838 102 2.0% 101 101.4% 102
Colorado Central City Gilpiu 2,441 102 2.0% 101 101.4% 102
Cnlorado MSA Colorado Springs, Calhan E]1 paso 309,424 94 2.0% 94 70 101.9% 938
Colurado NSA Denver Denver 1,428,838 100 2.0% 9 128 98.3% 97
Colorado Florissant Teller 8,034 108 2.0% 104 101.4% 108
Colorado MSA fort Collins Larimer 149,184 95 2.0% 93 89 100.7% o6
Colorado Grand Junction Mesa 81,830 o8 2.0% 9¢ 101.4% 7
Colorado MSA Greeley Weld 128,438 100 <.0% 99 84 100.9% 100
Colorado La Junta Otero 22,887 95 2.0% (13 101.4% o6
Colorado L.uke George Park 5,333 108 2.0% 104 101.4% 1058
Colorado Montrose Montrose 24,382 98 z.0% 97 101.4% 1]
Colorado M3A Pueblo Pueblo 123,972 92 2% 2 7 101.9% 94
Colorado Sterling Logan 19,800 102 2.0% 100 101.4% 102
Colorado Strasburg Adans 245,944 102 2.0% 101 101.4% 102
Colorado Trinidad Las Animas 14,897 a8 2.0% 98 101.4% 97
S

Conn MSA Hartford Hartford 807,143 1c9 0.0% 104 82 101.0% 106
Conn MSA New Haven, ¥aterbury New Haven 781,325 108 0.0% 103 105 98.7% 103
Conn MSA Norwich, New London New London 238,409 97 0.0% 95 82 102.4% 97
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Table 2. Consumption, Stute Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1085-87.

" gtate

Conn
Conn

. Delaware
Delaware

Dist Col

¥lorid:
PFlorida
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Florida
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Plorida
Florida
Plori¢

Plor .

Plorida
Plorida

Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgila
Georgia
Georgila
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgia
Georgla
Georgia
Georgla

ERIC

5

-~

City or Urban Area

County

NSA Stamford, Bdgeprt, Grawch Fairfield

Torrington

Dover
NSA Wilmington

NSA Washirgton, D. C.

Cocoa
NSA Daytona Beach
NSA Port Lauderdale
NSA PFort Nyers
MSA Port Plerce
NSA Gainesville
NSA Jacksonville
NSA Lakeland
MSA Niami
MSA Naples
NSA ~ Orlando
+*SA Panama City
N\ “ansacola

Saint Petersbhurg
MSA Sarasota
NSA Tallshassee
MSA Tampa
MSA West Palm Beach

MSA Albany
MSA Athens
NSA Atlanta
MSA Augusta
Brunswick
Calhoun
Carters
MSA Columbus

Covington, New Born

publin
Galnesville
griffin
Hogansville
Jackson
MSA Macon
Mlner
Newnan

Litcufield

Kent
New Castle

Dist Columbia

Brevarcd
Valusia
Broward
Lee

Saint Lucle
Alachua
Duval

Polk

Dade
Collier
Orange

Bay
Bscanbia
Pinellas
Saarasota
Leon
Hillsboraugh
Pala Beach

Doughtery
Clarke
Fulton

. Richsond

Glynn
Gordon
Murray
Muscogee
Newton
Lar>ens
Hail
Spalding
Troup
Butts
Bibd
Lamar
Coweta

MSA or
County
Population

807,143
168,789

93,219
3,002

638,432

272,959
268,782
1,018,257
250,288
151,106
171,371
722,282
321,852
1,826,811
85,7901
700,065
97,740
299,782
728,409
202,281
190,220
1,813,803
578,758

112,402
130,018
2,138,231
240,293
54,981
30,070
19,688
191,840
34,849
36,900
75,849
47,899
50,003
3,888
483,591
12,218
39,268

All indexes are bhased on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

COST OF STATE
CONSUNPTION INCOME
INDEX

109 0.0%
100 0.0%
93 2.5%
96 2.5%
108 3.4%
94 0.0%
91 0.0%
100 0.0%
91 0.0%
93 0.0%
91 0.0%
@0 0.0%
91 0.0%
103 0.0%
92 0.0%
97 0.0%
87 0.0%
cs 0.0%
92 0.0%
95 0.0%
92 0.0%
01 0.0%
108 0.0%
1] 2.8%
90 2.6%
95 2.8%
90 2.68%
93 2.6%
91 2.8%
90 2.6%
84 2.8%
22 2.8%
88 2.8%
82 2.6%
92 2.6%
92 2.6%
92 . 8%
90 2.8%
87 2.6%
92 2.6%

©O
D

COo3T OF
LIVING

TAX RATE INDEX

VALUE OF AXEN’TIES

Site % Adjustmsent
Index Actual
124 98.6%
1002 %
102.0%
a9 101.9%
181 97.1%
70 101.9%
1] 102.9%
142 97.4%
82 102.6%
102.6%
83 103.1%
4 108.65%
48 103.6%
113 99.2%
102.8%
72 101.8%
102.0%
37 104.4%
102.6%
124 9%.5%
39 104.1%
72 101.9%
102 99.9%
29 104.9%
104.9%
33 104.2%
30 104.0%
.34.9%
104.9%
104.9%
24 108.5%
104.9%
104.9%
104.9%
104.9%
104.9%
104.9%
23 105.0%
104.9%
104.9%

EQUILIBRIUM

WAGES

Est (CLI x x Adj)

103

SepesR8888s

[

2232332328 2882323



., Table 2. Consumption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrius wages by City, 1985-87.

Idaho
_ fdaho
- ‘1daho
-‘Idaho
Idaho
. ésho

Illinois
Illinois
. Illinois
- Illinois
Illinois
. Illivois
- Illinois

: Illinois

Illinots
. Hlinots
* 1llinofs

» Illinois

f1llinois
f1llinois
f1llinois
f1llinois

 Illinofs

Illinois
Illinois

Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana

Indiana
" Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
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g 28 g2

City or Urban Area

Rome
Savannah
Valdosts
Waycrcss
Zebulon

Honolulu

Boise

Idaho Falls

Kellogg
Lewiston

Focatello
Twin Falls

Alton
Aurora

Carbondale
Centralia
Champaign
Chicago {2)

Freeport

Galesburg
Glen Ellyn

Joliet
Kankakee
Mattoon
Olney
Peoria
Quincy

Rock Island, Moline

Rockferd

Springfield

Waukegon

loomington
Evansville
Fort Wayne

Gary

Greansburg
Indianapolis

Kokoxo

Lafayette

County

Floyd
Chatham
Lowndes
Ware
Pike

Honolulu

Ada
Bonneville
Shoshone
Nez Perce
Bannock
Twin Falls

Madison

'Xane

Jackson
Marion
Champaign
Cook
Stephenson
Knox

Du Page
will
Kankakee
Coles
Richland
Peoria
Adans

Rock Island

Winnebago
Sangamon
Lake

Monroe

Vanderburgh

Allen
Lake
Henry
Marion
Howard
Tippecanoe

NSA or
County
Population INDEX

79,800
220,553
67,972
371,180
8,937

762,874

173,128
63,980
19,226
33,220
65,421
52,927

268,229
315,607
61,849
43,523
168,392

6,060,387

49,538

385,864

71,622
279,614
254.884
187,789
440,388

119,149
235,403
354.156
842,431

§3,336

1,166,578

103,718
121,702

All indexes &re based on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

COST OF
CONSUMPTION INCOME
TAX RATE INDEX

123

100

95
101
100

81

22238
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COST OF
LIVING

96
o5
83
84
93

121

VALUE OF ANENITIES

Site

54

74

1]

60

45

41
58

42
34
38

% Adjustament
Index Actual

Est
104.9%
104.9%

104.9%
104.9%

101.7%
101.7%
101.7%
101.7%
101.7%

102.6%
102.6%

102.63

102.¢%
102.8%
102.6%
102.6%
102.6%
102.6%

102.6%

102.%%

104.0%

104.0%

EQUILIBRIDN
(CLI x x Adj)

101

se2s

100
100

101
101
100
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‘fable 2. Consumption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1983-a7.

All indexes are based on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

~

' MSA or CoST oF STATE COST OF VALUE OF ANENITIES EQUILIBRIUN
County CONSUMPTION INCONB LIVING Site X Adjustment WAGES
‘State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX TAX RATE INDEX Index Actual Bst (CLI x % Adj).
. Indiama NSA Nuncie Delaware 128,887 92 2.7% 93 a8 104.7% 2
¢ Indiana New Albeny Ployd 61,203 93 2.7% o4 104.0% 7
{» Indfana Richaond ¥ayns 76,058 101 2.7% 101 104.0% 108
" Indians NSA South Berd Saint Joseph 241,617 8% 2.7% 91 28 104.9% 28
Ildlln MSA Terre Haute Vige 137,247 98 2.7% 98 104.0% 102
. Jowa Burlington Des Moines 48,775 88 2.4% 97 102.4% 29
Jowa MSA Cedar Rapids Linn 169,778 93 2.4% o4 63 102.4% 98
" Tows Council Bluffs Pottawattanie 88,500 98 2.4% 96 102.4% 98
Toma Creston Union 13,858 93 2.4% 94 102.4% o6
. lomm MSA Davenport Scott 160,022 08 2.4% 88 87 102.1% 100
lowa NSA Des Noines Polk 367,861 93 2.4% 94 [ 202.4% 98
Jown MSA Dubuque Dubuque 93,748 97 2.4% 97 78 101.1% ]
Jowa Port Dodge ¥Webster 45,953 83 2.4% 94 102.4% 96
Jowa Marshalltowm Marshall 41,832 80 2.4% 91 102.4% 23
‘. Jowa Nason City Cerro Gordo 48,488 92 2.4% 93 102.4% 96
Towe Ottumm Wapello 40,241 85 2.4% 95 102.4% <7
© Jowe MSA Sioux City Woodbersy 100,884 91 2.4% 92 48 103.6% 98
Jowa Spencer Clay 19,5%c 88 2.4% 00 102.4% 92
Jowa NSA Waterloo Black Hawk 162,781 95 2.4% 95 &9 102.6% 98
. Kansas Arkansas City Cowley 36,824 88 1.2% 1. 103.9% ”2
Kansas Atchison Atchison 18,367 9 1.2% 97 103.9% 101
_ Kansas Colby Thomas 5,451 a8 1.2% 88 - 108.9% 92
Kansas Dodge City Ford 24,315 84 1.2% 1] 103.9% [ [ ]
. Kansss Emporia Lyon 35,108 98 1.2% -1 1C3.9% 28
Kansas Gardea City Finney 23,825 0 1.2% 90 103.9% ¢
- Kansas Great Bend Barton 81,343 87 1.2% as 103.9% )]
" Kansas Hays Ellis 26,098 89 1.2 8% 103.9% 2
Kansas Independence Montgosery 42,281 89 1.2% 89 10S.9% 93
. .Kansas MSA Kausss City Wyandotte 519,031 94 1.2% 93 45 103.68% 97
; Kansas NSA Lawrence Douglas 67,640 -1 1.2% 23 36 104.1% 97
. Kansas Leavensworth Lesvenworth 64,809 99 1.2% 97 103.9% 101
Kansas Liberal Seward 17,072 95 1.2% 94 103.9% 98
Kansas fouisburg Niami 21,618 99 1.2% 97 103.9% 101
Kansas Salina Saline 48,905 a8 1.2% as 103.9% 92
Kansas NSA Topeka Shawnee 154,196 23 1.2% 93 45 103.6% o6
Kansas MSA Wichita Sedgwick 411,313 89 1.2% 89 38 104.1% 3
Ksntucky Ashland Boyd 85,513 98 2.2% 95 103.4% o8
Kentncky Bowling Green Warren 71,828 91 3.2 91 103.4% 95
Kentucky Covington Kenton 137.068 100 2.2% 99 103.4% 102
Kentucky Elizabethtown Hardin 88,017 .13 2.2% 87 103.4% 90
Kentucky MSA Lexington Fayette 317,629 92 2.2% 93 61 102.5% 95
ERIC’ 8
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Table 2. Consumption, State income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Vslne of Amenities, and Bquilibriua Wages by City, 1985-87.

All indezes are based on a U.S. population weighted average =100,

.a

. MSA or COST OF STATE COST OF VALUE OF AMEN1TIES EQU1L1BRIUN
i County CONSUMPT10X 1NCOME L1vViING Site X Adjustment WAGES
. State City or Urban Area County Populution 1NDRX TAX RATE 1NDEX index Actnsl BEBst (CL1 x X Adj)
: Remtucky NSA Louisville Jefferson 779,408 90 2.2% 91 45 103.6% 94
- Rentucky Nadisonville Hopkins 46,174 1] 2.2% 89 103.3% 92
- iRenteeky Middlesboro Bell 34,330 86 2.2 1] 103.48% 91
i Kentucky NSA Owensboro Daviess 85,949 21 2.2x 92 47 108.5% 93
Kentucky Paducah McCraken 61,310 93 2.2% 93 103.4% 28
Kentucky Pikesv. ’le Pike 81,123 95 2.2% 25 103.4% 98
Kentucky Somerset Pulaski 45,803 88 2.2% 87 103.4% 90
- .Lowisiana MSA Alexandria Rapides 183,282 90 0.6% 89 32 104.6% 93
° Louisiana MSA Baton Rouge East Baton 494,152 88 0.6% 87 64 102.5% a9
-Lovisiana Pogalusa Washington 44,207 95 0.6% 93 104.0% 97
* Louisians Gonzales Ascension 50,088 92 0.6% 9 104.0% o4
Louisiana Ramxond Tangipahoa 80,6898 90 0.6% 89 104.0% 93
. Louisisna NMSA Houma Terrebonne 176,876 92 0.6% 91 104.0% L)
‘Louisisna Lafayette Lafayette 190,231 95 0.6x 93 104.0% 97
" Louisiana NSA Lake Charles Calcasten 187,223 95 0.6% 93 61 102.8% 98
Louigiana Netairie, Gretna Jefferson 454,592 94 0.6% 92 104.0% 98
"‘Louisiane NSA Monroe Ouachita 139,241 89 o.6% 89 30 104.7% 93
Louisiana New 1lberia iberia 63,752 93 0.¢~ 91 104.0% o8
- Lowisjana NSA New Orleans rlesans 1,256,288 94 0.uL4 92 148 97.1% 90
-Lonisianz Port Sulphur Plzquenines 28,049 94 0.6% 92 104.0% 98
‘Louisiana Ressrve St. Johu Baptast 31,924 94 0.6% 92 104.0% .
louisiana MSA Shreveport Caddo 333,079 92 0.6% 91 (1] 102.6% 94
Maine Augusta Kennebec 109,889 ¢ o4 1.4% °3 103.2% 8
MNaine MSA Bangor Penobscot 137,015 92 1.4% 92 43 103.7% 95
Naine Machias Washington 34,965 95 1.4% o4 103.2% 97
Maine MSA Portland Cumberland 215,789 97 1.4% 96 89 102.6% ”
Maine Presque 1sle Aroostook 91,344 o4 1.4% 93 ) 103.2% 98
Maryland Annapolis, Glen Burnie .Ann Arundel 370,775 o8 3.4% 99 102.0% 101
Maryland MSA Baltimore independent City 2,199,531 103 3.4% 103 134 98.0% 101
: Maryland Canbridge Dorchester 30,623 9 3.4% 86 102.0% 87
Maryland NSA Cumberland Allegany 80,548 08 3.4% 99 102.0% 101
Maryland Zaston Talbot 25,604 92 3.4% 94 102.0% 26
" Maryiand Edgewood Harford 145,230 29 3.4% 100 102.0% 102
Maryland MSA HMagerstown Washington 113,086 95 3.4% 96 87 102.0% 98
Maryland Randallstowr, Reisterstwn Baltimore 655,615 9 3.4% 100 102.0% 102
Maryland Salisbury Wicomico 645,540 94 3.4% 26 102.0% 4
Maryland Silver Springs Montgomery 579,083 98 3.4% 99 102.0% 101
Mass MSA Boston, Lexington, Milton Suffolk 2,808,911 111 3.6% 110 101 100.0% 110
Nass NSA Brockton Plymouth 405.437 104 3.6% 104 81 102.2% 107

" ERIC 39
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Table 2. Consumsption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibriom Wages by City, 1085-87.

411 indexes are based on = U.S. population weighted everage = 100.

-~

MSA or costT or STATE COST or VALUE OF AMENITIES EQUILIBRIUN,
County CONSUMPTION INCOME LIVING Site X Adjustment WAGES
State City or Urban Arsa County Population INDEX TAX RATE INDBX Inaex Actual Est (CLI x % Adj)
Nass Concord Niddlesex 205085 111 3.6% 111 103.0% 114
Nass Kyannis Barnstable 147,928 104 3.6% 105 103.0% 108
Nass NSA Lowell Middlesex 1,161,979 104 3.6% 104 1038.0% 107
Nass Lynn Bssex 424,544 111 3.6% 111 108.0% 114
Mass NSA New Bedford Bristol 474,641 103 3.6% 103 103.0% 107
lass ¥orwood Norfolk 806,587 111 3.0% 111 103.0% 114 .
Nasa NSA Pittafield Berkshire 145,110 28 3.6% 98 103.0% 101
Nass KSA Salea Essex 258,175 102 3.6% 103 103.0% 108
Ness MSA Springfield . Hampden 518,260 -2} 3.6% o6 40 103,8% 100
Nazs NSA Worcestor, Ptchbrg, Wbstr Worcester 646,352 103 3.0% 104 108.0% 107
Nichigan Alpens Alpena 23,815 87 2.9% 98 103.9% 101
Nichigan MSA Ann Arbor Washtenaw 264,740 109 2.9% 107 108.9% 112
Nichigan Charlotte Baton 88,337 95 2.9% ] 38 103.9% 100
Nichigan Clinton, Adrian Lenawee 89,948 U] 2.9% 107 103.9% 112
Nichigah NSA Detroit Wayne 4,488,072 111 2.9% 110 4" 103.1% 118
Michigan NMSA Prlint, Penton, Goodrich Genesee 450,449 104 2.9% 104 28 104.2% 108
Nichigan NSA Grand Rapids Kent 601,680 28 2.9% 98 39 103.7% 102
Nichigan Bavburg " Livingston 100, 289 109 2.9% 107 108.9% 112
. Niochigan Imlay City, Hadlsy Lapeer 70,038 108 2.9% 104 103.9% 108
+ ‘Michigun Ironwood Gogebic 19,688 84 2.9% :1] 103.9% ”
. Nichigen MSA Kalamazoo Kalamazoo 212,378 163 2.9% 101 33 103.9% 108
- -Michigsn MSA Lansing Ingham 419,750 104 2.9% 104 A7 103.0% 107
- Mickigan Marquette Narquette 74,101 97 2.9% 98 108.9% 102 -
K !ldllﬂll MSA Muskegon Muskegon 157,589 98 2.9% 87 1CC.9% 100
" Wichigan Petersburg, Luna Pler Mor.roe 134,669 109 2.9% 107 103.9% 112
* Nichigan Petosky Eamet 22,992 95 2.9% 98 103.9% 100
° Nichigan Port Huron Saint Clair 138,802 102 2.9% 101 . 103.9% 108
: Michigan Portland Iona 51,818 101 2.9% 101 103.9% 108
» Hichigan Saint Johns Clinton 56,893 101 2.9% 101 103.9% 108
Nichigan Sault Sainte Marie Chippewa 29,029 26 2.9% 97 103.9% 100
: Nichigan 3tockbridge Inghan 272,437 101 2.9% 101 103.9% 108
Nichigan Traverse City Grand 54,899 102 2.9% 102 103.9% 108
Ninnesota Brainerd Crow Wing 41,722 95 3.3% 97 102.6% 9
Ninnesota Chanhassen Carver 37.046 108 3.3% 108 102.6% 107
Ninnesota MSA Duluth, Virginia St. Louis 222,229 96 3.9% 97 43 103.4% 100
Ninnesota Hutchinson Mcleod 29,687 105 3.3% 105 102.6% 107
Mianesota Mankato Blue Barth 52,314 -1} 3.3% °1] 102.8% 98
Ninnesota NMSA MNinneapolis Hennipin 2,083,261 102 3.3% 102 86 100.8% 108
Ninnesota Montevideo Chippewa 14,041 89 3.3% 92 102.6% -1}
Ninnesota Northfield Rice 46,087 108 3.3% 108 102.6% 107
Nirnesota Owatonna ) Steele 30,328 98 3.3% 99 102.6% 102
Minnesota Princeton Nille Lacs 18,430 98 3.3% 99 102.6% 101
Ninnesota MSA Rochester Olmsted 92,008 97 3.3% 98 91 100.6% 98

El{fC‘ ' 100
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Table 2. Conzumption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1985-87.

All indexes are based on a U.S. population wmeighted average = 100.

. State

- Ninnesota
. Nimnesota
> Minnesota
.-Minnesota
- Miss
. Miss
Niss
: Miss
MNits
‘Miss
© Mls3
" Miss
Miss
Miss

. Nissouri
" Missouri
. Missouri
. Missouri
: Missouri
. Missouri
. Missouri
Missouri
‘Missouri
: Missouri
. Missouri
.”Missouri
Missouri
" ‘Missouri
> Missouri
Missouri’
. Nissouri
* -Missouri
. Missouri
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri
Missouri

- Montana
Montana
Jdontana
Montana

Q

KSA

>

~

City or Urban Arza

Saint Cloud, Kisball Pra
Saint Paul
Winona

¥inthrop

Clatksdale
Columbus
Greenville
Greenwood
Gulfport
Hattiesburg
Jackson
Meridian
Natchez
Tupelo

Cape Giradeau
Chillicothe

Clinton

Columbia
Faraington, Bismark
Kannibal

Nersann, Owensville
Jefferson City
Joplin

Kansas City, Independence
Xtirksville
Mcntgomery City, Hgh Hill
New Hartford
Plattsburg

Poplar Bleff

Potasi

Rolla

Saint Joseph

Saint Louis
Springfield
Sullivan, Gerald
Warrensburg

¥Weat Plains

Billings
Butte

Great valls
Havre

MSA or
County
County Population
Sterns 163,288
Ramsey 459,784
Winona 46,260
Sibley 15,488
Coahoma 36,918
Lowndes 87,304
Washington 72,344
Leflore 41,528
Harrison 157685
Porrest 66,918
Hinds 862,038
Lauderdale 77,288
Adans 38,071
Lee 57,061
Cape Giradean 58,837
Livingston 15,739
Henry 19,672
Boone 100,376
Saint PFrancois 42,600
Marira 28,638
Gasonade 13,121
Cole 56,883
Jasper 127,513
Jackson 014,437
Adair ~4,870
Montgomery 31,837
Pike 17,588
Clinton 15,016
Butler 387,693
Washington 17,863
Phelpe 33,633
Buchanan 87,888
Independent City 1,788,463
Greene 187,789
Franklin 71,233
Johnson 38,059
Hoswell 28,807
Yellowstone 108,035
Silver Bow 38,082
Cascade 80,896
"l 17,9888

COST OF STATE COST OF

CONSUMPTION INCOME  LIVING

INDEX TAX RATE INDEX
97 3.3% 98
108 3.3% 108
98 3.3% 1]
T 3.3% P13
87 0.8% 87
84 0.8% 84
87’ 0.8% 87
83 0.8% 84
92 9.8% 91
93 0.8% 92
90 0.8% 89
84 0.8% 84
84 0.8% 84
86 0.8% 88
94 1.4% 93
93 1.4% 92
93 1.4% 92
89 1.4% 90
100 1.4% o8
96 1.4% -1
95 1.4% 94
84 1.4% 85
a7 1.4% 87
94 1.4% 9
87 1.4% 87
95 1.4% 84
96 1.4% 95
o8 1.4% o8
92 1.4% o1
26 1.4% 88
96 1.4% o5
87 1.4% 87
94 1.4% 94
80 1.4% 90
98 1.4% 11
98 1.4% 88
78 1.4% 80
88 2.0% 98
.98 2.0% 85
87 2.0% 87
88 2.0% 98

K1

VALUE OF AMENITIES EQUILIBRIDN .
% Adjustmwent
Index Actual

Site

58

38

42

37

26
«“

37
49
30

85

102.6%

104.2%

108.9%

104.2%

105.1%
103.6%

104.3%
103.3%
104.7%

100.9%

101.8%

WAGES

BEst (CLI x X Adj)

102.6%
102.6%
102.6%

104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%

104.3%

104.3%
104.3%
104.3%

104.3%
104.3%
104.3%

104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%

104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%
104.3%

104.3%
104.3%
104.3%

101.4%

101.4%

P

101
108
102

25383855888
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" Stats

-Moatana
Montana
- Nontana
Montana

' Nebraska
‘ Mebraska
- Nebraska
>Nebraska
‘Nebraska
Nebraska
- ¥abraska

Nebraska

Nevada
Nevacda MSA
- Bevada MSA
New Bamp
New Hamp MSA
New Hamp MSA
New Jersey
. Kew Jeraey MSA
, New Jersay
- New Jersey
. New Jorsey
;. New Jersey
WAy Jersoy MSA
“Met) Jersey
NGy Jersey
New Jersey RSA
: Mew Jersey
New Jersey
New Jersey
New Jersey MSA
New Jersey

New Mexico NSA
New Mexico
New Mexico
Hew Mexico

ERIC

.
&

DR

City or Urban Ares

Heolena
Kalispoll
Miles City
Nissoula

Columbus
Grand 1sland
Kearnsy
Lincoln
Norfolk
North Platte
Omsha
Scotts Bluff

Rlko
Las Vegas
Reno

Claremont
Manchester
Portsmouth

Asbury Park
Atlantic City
Bridgeton

Camden, Cherry Hill
Flemington
Hackensack

Jersey City
Morristowm

County

Lewic and Clark
Flathead

Custer

Nissoula

Platte

Hall

Buffalo
Lancaster
Madison
Lincoln
Douglas
8Scotts Bluff

Blko
Clark
Washoe

Sullivan
Hillsboro
Rockinghas

Monmouth
Atlantic
Cumberland
Canden
Hunterdon
Bergen
Hudson
Morris

New Brunswick, Bast Brawk Niddlesex

Newark, Orange
Paterson
Phillipsburg
Toms River
Trenton
#11ldwood

Albuquerque
Clovis
Farmington
Gallup

Basex
Passaic
Warren
Ocean
Mercer
Cape Nay

Bernalilo
Curry

San Juan
McKinley

MSA or
County
Population

43,039
51,966
13,109
78,018

28,852
47,890
34,797
192,884
31,382
38,458
499,407
38,344

17,209
483,087
193,823

36,068
278,60}
190,348

503,173
278,838
132,868
471,650
87,381
843,383
568,972
407,830
£95,893
1,878,959
447,588
84,429
348,038
307,883
82,268

420,281
42,019
80,833
58,538

All indexes are based on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

COST OF STATB

CONSUMPTION 1NCOME

INDEX TAX RATE
95 2.0%
o8 2.0%
96 2.0%
98 2.0%
89 1.6%
85 1.6%
86 1.6%
91 1.8%
9 1.6%
9 1.6%
92 1.6%
87 1.8%
107 0.0%
102 0.0%
108 0.0%
98 0.0%
103 0.0%
97 0.0%
104 1.3%
08 1.3%
107 1.3%
101 1.3%
101 1.3%
102 1.3%
123 1.3%
102 1.3%
113 1.3%
118 1.3%
110 1.3%
103 1.3%
102 1.3%
109 1.3%
107 1.3%
98 0.1%
98 0.1%
98 0.1%
98 0.1%

COST OF

LIVING
iNDEX

95
96
98
95

103
98
103

93

93

102
102
104

100
117
100
109
113
108
101
100

104

Table 2. Consumption, State income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1985-87.

VALUE OF ANBN1T128
Site X Adjustsent
indox Actual
101.4%
101.4%
101.4%
101.4%
102.7%
102.7%
102.7%
89 102.0%
102.7%
162.7%
48 103.4%
102.7%
97.4%
119 98.8%
169 96.0%
103.0%
o2 100.4%
81 103.1%
89 101.8%
51 102.9%
33 103.8%
99.9%
99.9%
99.9%
139 98.0%
92.9%
148 97.5%
110 98.5%
102 99.8%
99.9%
99.0%
101 09.9%
99.9%
101 100.0%
101.2%
101.2%
101.2%

EQUIL1BR1UM

WAGES

Est (CL1 x % Adj)

2858
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Tablc 2. Consumption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibriums Vages by City, 1085-87.
All indexes are based on a U.S. popnlation weighted average = 100.
MNSA or COST oF STATR COST oF VALUE OF AXENITIES ZQUILIBRIUN
County CONSUNPTION INCOME LIVING Site & Adjnstment "AGES
State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX TAX RATE INDEX Index Actual Bst (CLI x X Adj)
New Mexico Hobbs ea 55,634 98 0.1% 95 101.2% o8
New Mexico MSA Las Cruces . Dona Ana 9€,340 93 0.1% 91 81 101.2% 92
New Mexico Roswell Chaves 51,103 91 0.1% 89 101.2% 01
Mew Mexico MSA Santa Fe Santa Fe 75,519 95 0.1% 92 101.2% 94
. New York MSAE Albany Albany 835,800 103 2.1% 101 10 103.6% 108
. New York NSA Binghamton Broome 283,480 o9 2.1% o8 49 103.1% 101
< New York NSA 38nffalo Brie 1,015,472 102 2.1% 101 40 103.6% 104
New York MSA Elmira Chemung 97,668 9 2.1% 98 103.4% 102
New York NSA Glen Palls ¥Warren 100,849 7 2.1% 96 103.4% 100
New York Janestown ~“jantaugua 148,925 99 2.1% 98 103.4% 102
New York Kingston Ulster 158,158 101 2.1% 160 103.4% 108
New York MSA Nassau Rensselaer 2,608,813 112 2.1% 109 61 102.2% 111
New York MSA New York Manhatten 8,274,961 130 2.1% 124 189 968.7% 120
New York Plattsbnrgh Clinton 80,750 o5 2.1% 95 103.4% 98
New York Potsdan Saint Lawrence 114,347 12 2.1% o8 103.4% 102
New York MNSA Poughkeepsie Dutchess 245,058 102 2.1% 101 4" 103.3% 106
Mew York MSA Rochester Monroe 971,230 100 2.1% 99 44 103.4% 108
New York Schenectady Schenectady 149,948 101 2.1% 100 103.4% 108
Nett York NSA Syracuse Onondags 642,971 99 2.1% 99 45 103.3% 102
New York MSA Utica Oneida 320,180 98 2.1% 98 108.4% 101
New York Watertown Jefferson 88,151 99 2.1% 98 103.4% 102
New York White Plains, Rye Wostchester 866,599 113 2.1% 110 103.4% 118
Worth Car KSA Asheville Buncozbe 160,934 79 3.0% 83 31 105.0% 87
North Car MNSA Charlotte Mecklenberg 864,727 82 3.0% o4 104.6% 98
North Car KSA PFayetteville Cumberland 247,160 8s 3.0% 88 104.9% 92
North Car Goldsboro Vayne 97,034 81 3.0% 84 104.6% es
Worth Car MSA Greensboro Guilford 851,851 87 3.0% 89 31 104.0% 93
North fer Lanoir Caldwell 67,748 82 3.0% 85 104.6% 89
North Car New Bern Craven 71,074 83 3.0% 88 104.6% 20
North Cer MSA Raleigh Wake 861,222 89 3.0% 91 43 103.8% 4
MNorth Car Rocky Mourt Bdgeconbe 585,988 88 3.0% 20 104.6% 94
North Car NSA Wilmington New Hanover 103,471 88 3.0% 1] 34 104.5% 93
Morth Car Winaton-Salem Forsyth 243,704 89 3.0% 91 104.0% 93
North Dak MSA Bismark Burleigh 79,988 o8 0.9% 96 90 100.0% 20
North Dak Devils Lake Ransey 13,048 o1 0.9% 91 101.6% 92
North Dak MSA Fargo Cass 88,247 93 0.9% 92 70 101.8% %
North Dak MSA Grana Forks Grand Porks 66,100 97 0.9% g8 76 101.6% 97
North Dak Jamestown | Stutsaan 24,154 88 0.9% as 101.6% 89
North Dak Mirot Ward 58,392 93 0.9% 92 101.6% 94
Morth Dak Milliston Willians 22,237 §8 0.9% 88 101.6% 1]
Q 1 n 3




Table 2. Consumption, State Incomc Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1985-87.

State

Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Obhio

Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklshoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma
Oklahoma

Oregoa
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon
Oregon

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

All indexzs are based on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

s

City or Usban Area County
KSA Akron Susait
Athens Athens
MSA Canton Stark
MSA Cincinnati Hamilton
MSA Cleveland, North Olmsted Cuyahoga
MSA Columbns Fraanklin
MSA Daytor, Brokvile, Grmntwn Montgomery
Decatnr Brown
Eaton Preble
NSA Elyria Lorain
Lewisburg Logan
MSA Lima Allen
MSA Mansfield Richland
Niles, Cortland, Ninrl Rg Trumbnll
Painesville Lake
Polk Achland
Portsmouth Scioto
Sandusky Brie
Spriug Valley, Xenia Greene
MSA Steubenville Jefferson
MSA Toledo Lucas
MSA Youngstown Mahoning
Zanesville Muskingum
Arduors Carter
Bartlesville ¥ashington
Clinton Custer
MSA Enid Garfield
Hugo Choctaw
MSA Lawton Comanchi
McAlester Pittsburg
Muskogee Muskogee
MSA Oklahoma City Oklahoma
Stillrater Payne
MSA Tulsa Tulsa
Astoria Clatsop
Bend Deschntes
MSA Eugene Lane
N3A Medford Jackson
Pendelton Umatille
MSA Portland Multanomah
MSA Salem Marion
The Dalles Hasco

NSA or
County
Population INDEX

660,328
56,389
404,421
1,100,952
1,898,825
1,248,833
942,083
31,920
38,223
274,909
39,158
184,798
131,208
241,863
212,801
48,178
84,545
79,885
129,769
81,564
616,864
531,350
83,340

43,510
48,113
25,993
82,820
17,203
112,458
40,524
67,033
850,959
52,438
857,173

32,489
52,142
276,226
132,458
58,881
1,105,899
249.895
21,732

cosT oF
CONSUMPTION INCONE
TAX RATE INDEX

93
95

87
90
98
93
93
95
97

101
102
106

98

108
101
100

104

333233332 35323232338888

EEREEEETEE L

2333333%

COST OF
LIVING

838383388

102
103
105

101
108
102
102

VALUE OF AMENITIES

Site % Adjustment
Index Actual
49 103.2%
108.4%
40 104.1%
.13 102.7%
74 101.68%
3 103.3%
45 103.5%
43 103.4%
103.4%
1] 101.9%
103.4%
48 108.4%
30 104.06%
103.4%
103.4%
108.4%
103.4%
103.4%
103.4%
103.4%
[ ] 102.9%
33 104.5%
103.4%
103.2%
103.2%
103.2%
38 104.2%
103.2%
41 104.0%
108,2%
103.2%
4] 102.3%
108.2%
73 101.7%
101.9%
101.3%
108 99.7%
101,3%
101.3%
121 98.8%
84 100.9%
101.3%

BQUILIBRIUN

Est (CLI x % Adj)

[V
2228888

100
102

98

98
104
107
102
102
105
102
101

104
104
108
101
102
107
103
103

s xcra



Table 2. Consuaption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, 1985-87.

All indexes are based on a U.8. population weighted average = 100.

NSA or COST oF
County CONSUMPTION

" State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX
Penn NSA Allentown Lehigh 552,280 108
Penn MSA Altoona Blair 136,621 94
Penn Camp Hill Cumberland 179,628 95
Penn Dayton, Sagamore Arastrong 77,768 100
Penn DuBois Clearfield 83,578 98
Penn MSA Erie, Waterford Brie 279,780 97
Pean Greensburg, Murrysville Westmoreland 392,184 104
Penn MSA Harrisburg, Middletown Dauphin 555,158 100
Penn Indians Indiana 92,281 100

. Penn NSA Johnstown Camlria 264,508 100

- Pann NSA Lancaster, Bart, Adamstwn Lancaster 362,348 98
Penn Levittown Bucks 479,180 109

" Penn New Castle, Ellwood City Lawrence 107,150 103
Pemn M3SA Philadelphia Philadelphia 3,682,450 116
Penn MSA Pittsburgh Allegheny 2,218,870 96
Penn Pottstown Montgomery 643,371 109
‘Penn MSA Reading Berks 312,C09 103

: Penn MSA Scranton Lackawanna 728,790 o8

_ Penn Somerset, Jurstwn, Ursina Somersat 81,243 100
Penn Washington Washington 217,074 9
Penn West Chester, Coatsvie Chester 316,680 109
Penn Wilkes-Barre Luzerne 343,079 91
Penn NSA Willfamsport Lycoming 118,418 96
Rhode Is MNSA Providence Providence 618,514 E100
South Car MSA Anderson Anderson 133,238 92

~ South Car Beaufort Beaufort 65,365 91
South Car NSA Charleston Charjeston 430,462 87

. -South Car MNSA Columbia Richland 410,088 92

* South Car NSA FPFlorence FPlorence 110,103 87

" South Car NSA Greenville Greenville 589,068 87

- South Car Greenwood G :eenwood 57,847 8%
South Car Myrtle Beach Horry 101,419 90
South Car Orangeburg Orangeburg 82,276 88
South Dak Aberdeen Brown 36,982 93
.8South Dak Chamberlain Brule 5,248 92
South Dak Huron Beadle 19,195 23
South Dak Plerre Highes 14,220 89
South Dak MSA Rapid City Pennington 70,133 23
South Dak MNSA Sioux Falls Hinnehaha 109,438 95

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~ERIC | | 105

STATE
INCOME
TAX RATE INDEX
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233338888

333883

COST OF
LIVING

91
90
91

91
93

VALUE OF AMENITIES EQUILIBRIUX
% Adjustsent
Bet (CLI x % Adj)

Site
Index

112

87

82

63

81

7¢

58
51

70

8o
45

38
28

61
57

Actual

102.7%
102.%%

102.3%

101.0%
101.5%

102.6%
103.1%

-
o
=4
-

whB3 B

102.6%
102.8%

102.
102.

102.
102.

102.

102.
102.
102.
102.
102.

164.

104.
104.
104.

102.
102.
102.
102.

#

2R

8IS

a3

WAGES

108

102
100
100
100
102
102
102
100
110

114
100
110
104

102
101
110

[
o
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2882888382
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Tsble 2. Consumption, State Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wagea by City, 1985-87T.

All indexes are based on a U.8. populstion weigatad aversge = 100.

State

South Dek
South Dak

Tennessee
Tennessee
Tennsssee
Tennessee
Totunegsee
Tonnessee
Tennesses
Tennesses
Tannessee
Tennhesses
Tennesses

Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texss
Texas
Texss
Tenas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texas
Texss
Texas

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4

Bz ¢

B BE B BERE

EEEREE B EB

City or Urban Area

Watertown
Yankton

Chattanooga
Clarksville
Colusbia
Cookeville
Jackson .
Johnson City
Kingsport

-Knoxville

Keaphis
Mashville
Union City

Abilene
Amarillc
Austin
Beaumont
Bridgeport

Browncville, Harlingen

Cleburne
Corpus Christi
Pallas

Dawson

Del Rio

Ei Paso
Cainesville
Granbury
Hillsboro
Honey Grove
Houston
Lubbock
Nacegdoches
Odessa

Pampa

San Angelo
San Antonio
Sheraan
Texarkana
Tyler

Waco

White Settlement '
Whitney
Wichita Falls

County

Codington
Yankton

Hamilton
Montgomery
Haury
Putnas
Madison
Washington
Sullivan
Knox
Shelby
Davidson
Obion

Taylur
Potter

' Travis

Jefferson
Wise
Camsron
Johnson
Nueces
Dallas
Navarro
Val Verde
El Paso
Cooke
Hood

Hill
Fannin
Harris
Lubbock
Nacogdoches
Ector
Gray

Tos Greene
Bexar
Grayson
Bowie
Smith
McLennen
Tarrap
HiJl
Wichita

[}

NSA or CosT or STATE COST OF
County CONSUMPTION INCOME LIVING
Population INDEX TAX RATE INDEX
20,885 920 0.0% 89
18,952 91 0.0% 89
220,781 .13 0.0% 1]
83,342 87 0.0% 87
51,008 84 0.0% e3
47,601 1] 0.0% 1]
74,548 91 0.0% 89
343,041 89 0.0% 88
143,908 94 0.0% 92
565,970 91 0.0% 90
809,8¢0 3 0.0% 91
850,508 90 0.0% 89
32,781 88 0.0% 87
110,832 91 0.C% 20
173,899 90 0.0% s
538,888 98 0.0% ;13
376,497 94 0.0% 92
28,525 o8 0.0% 93
209,880 87 0.0% 88
67,649 98 0.0% 93
328,228 95 0.0% 92
1,957,378 101 0.0% 98
35,323 87 0.0% 87
35,910 80 0.0% 80
479,899 93 0.0% 91
27,858 89 0.0% 88
17,714 g6 0.0% 93
25,024 87 0.0% 87
24,288 a9 0.0% 88
2,735,788 101 0.0% 97
211,851 92 0.0% 90
48,788 92 0.0% 90
115,374 93 0.0% 91
28,388 01 0.0% 920
84,784 89 0.0% 1]
1,071,954 93 0.0% 91
89,798 93 0.0% 91
75,301 1] 0.0% 87
128,388 92 0.0% 90
170,788 88 0.0% 87
860,880 93 0.0% 91
~5,024 87 0.0% 87
121,082 97 0.0% 94

106

VALUR OF AMENITIES
X Adjustasent

Site
Index Actual

17 105.9%
28 1058.2%
24 105.2%
26 104.9%
47 103.8%
38 104.2%
40 104.0%
30 104.08x
90 100.6%
34 104.3%
43 103.9%
74 101.7%
77 101.4%
13 103.0%
84 101.0%
39 104.1%
41 103.9%
54 103.1%
@ 103.4%
41 103.9%
54 104.0%
38 104.2%
20 104.9%
33 104.3%

EQUILIBRIUN
WAGES

Eat (CLI x X AdJ)
102.7% 91
102.7% 92
90

91

106.2% [ ]
108.2% 920
106.2% o4
92

105.2% 98
94

94
93 -

105.2% 92
o3

3

95

[}

104.1% o7
20

104.1% o7
o4

2

104.1% 90
104.1% 84
94

104.1% 91
104.1% o7
104.1% 20
104.1% 91
[

o4

104.1% 1]
| [}

104.1% 23
90

o4

95

1

o4

91

104.1% 1]
104.1% 90
98




Table 2. Consumption, Stats Income Tax Rate, Cost of Living., Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages 'y City, 1985-87.

All indexss are bassd on a U.S. population weightsd average = 100.

NSA or COST oF STATE COST OF VALUE OF AMENITIES EQUILIBRIDK

County CONSUNPTION INCONE LIVING S8ite & Adjustment WAGES
State City or Urban Area County Population INDEX TAX RATE INDEX Index Actual Est (CLI x % Adj)
Utah Cedar City Iron 17,349 o5 3.4% ] 100.4%
Utah Ogden Weber 144,810 o8 S.4% 98 100.4% o8
Utah NSA Provo Utah 218,106 92 3.4 94 93 200.4% ™"
Utah NSA Salt Lake City Salt Lake 910,222 98 3.4% 87 97 100.2% 27

/

Varaont NSA Burlington Chittenden 116,308 97 2.1% 97 103.0% 100
Vsraont Montpelier Washington 52,393 100 2.1% 99 103.0% 102
Varsont Rutland Rutland 88,347 93 2.1% 94 108.0% 98
Vsraont Saint Johnsbury Caledonia 25,808 89 2.1% 90 103.0% o3
Vieginia NMSA Charlottssville Inded City 113,868 101 2.4% 100 105.0% 108
Virginia NSA Lynchburg Indsp City 141,289 87 2.4% 89 26 105.0% o3
Virginia MSA Norfolk Indep City 1,160,311 93 2.4% 94 80 101.3% 8
Virginia NSA Richmond Indep City 781,311 92 2.4% 93 43 108.7% [ ]
Virginia NMSA Roanoks Indep City 220,393 89 2.4% 90 40 104.0% | ]
Virginia. Suffolk Indep City 47,821 93 2.4% 93 105.0% 20
Virginia Warrenton Pauquier 37,889 98 2.4% 98 105.0% 10
Virginia Winchester Indep City 20,217 96 2.4% 97 105.0% 101
Weshington Aberdeen Grays Harbor 63,314 108 0.0% J01 101.4% 108
Washington MSA Bellingham Whatcom 108,701 101 0.0% 18 101.4% 9
Weshington MSA Breaserton Kitsap 147,152 101 0.0% 97 80 10..2% 98
Yashington Bvsrett, Index Snohomish 337,018 104 0.0% 100 101.4% 102
Yashington Pasra franklin 35,025 101 0.0% 98 101.4% -
Washington MSA Ricl.and Benton 141,489 o6 0.0% 93 £ ] 102.7% 98
Kashington MSA Sexttle, Baring, Renton King 1,807,489 107 0.0% 103 13g 97.9% 101
Washington MSA Spckane Spokane 341,835 95 0.0% 93 a4 102.3% 1]
Washington MSA Tacoma Pierce 485,887 101 0.0% 97 78 101.4% )
Weshington MSA vancouver Clark 192,227 102 0.0% 99 101.4% 100
Washington Wsnatchee Chelan 45,081 100 0.0% 97 101.4% o8
Washington MSA Yakima Yakima 172,508 97 0.0% 94 7 101.4% 98
West Vir Beckley Ralesigh 86,821 100 1.7% o8 102.6% 101
West Vir Bluefield Mercer 73,870 92 1.7% 82 102.6% o4
¥est Vir NMSA Charleston Kenswha 289,508 98 1.7% o4 82 102.4% 7
West Vir Clarksburg Harrison 77.710 [-1.] 1.7% o7 102.6% ”
West Vir Fairsont Marion 85.789 1] 1.7% 97 102.6% ”
West Vir MSA Huntington Cabsll 152,888 95 1.7% 95 52 103.0% 98
West Vir MSA Parkersburg Wood 93,027 .96 1.7% 95 80 102.6% o8
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Table 2. Constmption, Steis Incose Tax Rate, Cost of Living, Value of Amenities, and Equilibrium Wages by City, iras-s7.

All fndexes ars based on a U.S. population weighted average = 100.

NSA or COST OF STATE Co5Y OF VALUE OF AMENITIES EQUILIBRIUN
. County CONSUNPTION : “'COMB LIVING Sits & Adjustment WAGES
State City or Urban Area County Popnlation INDBX TAX RATE INDEX Index Actual Est (CLI x & Adj)
Wiscomsia NMSA Eau Claire Xau Claire 130,932 98 2.4% 97 102.4% ”
Wisconsin Fond Du Lac Pond Du Lac 89,052 o4 2.4% 95 102.4% 7
« Wisconsin NMSA Gresn Bay Browm 175,280 o5 2.4% 1] 8 102.4% |
Wisconsin SA Janesville Rock 139,420 87 2.4% 89 35 104.4% -]
* ¥Wisoonsim NSA La Crocss La Crcse 91,086 94 2.4% 95 102.4% "
Wisoonsin MSA NMadison Dane 323,548 100 2.4% 100 86 100.8% 400
Wisconsin Marinette Marinette 39,314 o5 2.4% o5 102.4% 97
Wisconsin NSA Nilweuras Milwaukee 1,307,143 107 2.4% 1058 92 100.5% 108
Wisconsin Rhinelander Oneida 31,218 98 2.4% 98 102.49. 101
Wisconsin Rice Lake Barron 38,730 96 2.4% 97 102.4% 9
Wisconsin MSA Sheboygun Sheboygan 100,935 95 2.4% 95 102.4% ”
Wisconsin MSA Waussu Narathon 111,270 91 2.4% 92 102.4% ]
Wyoming MSA Casper Natrona 71,858 1 0.0% 92 97 100.0% 2]
Wyoming  NSA Cheyenne Laramie 68,6849 102 0.0% 09 100.2% (1)
Wyoming Gillette Campbell 24,387 102 0.0% 98 100.2% "
Wyoaning Rock Spring Swee twater 41,723 100 0.0% 28 100.2% 97
Nyoming Sheridan Sheri.dan 25,048 99 0.0% 26 100.2% ]
Wyosinyg Thermopolis Hot Springs 8,710 101 0.0% 98 100.2% 28
UNITRD SYATES 583 cities 143730.634
Q
i
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Table 3. Cost of Corsumption and Components, 1988

Note: See last page of table 3 for coxsumption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.

NSA or -~--CONSUNPTION--~ Annual New

County Population City property const
State City or Urban Area County Population Weighted Average costs costs
Alabana NSA Anniston, Bynum Calhoun 110,761 85 89 87 85
Alabans Ashlend Clay 13,703 88 92 85
Alabana NSA Birminghaa Jefferson 883,948 90 94 70 85
Alabasa Brent Bibb 15,728 88 92 85
Alabama NSA Dothan Houston 122,458 91 94 91
Alabama NSA Plorence Lauderdale 135,083 a4 88 72 89
Alabama NSA Gadsden Etowah 105,087 85 89 69 88
Alabama MSA Huataville Nadison 136,966 89 92 a9 84
Alabaza NSA Mobile ¥obile 443,536 91 94 77 93
Alabama MSA Montgorery Montgomery 272,687 89 93 70 84
Alabama Munford Talladega 73,826 88 92 83
Alabana Selna Dallas 28,584 89 92 86
Alabama NSA Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa 137,541 85 89 89 85
Alaska BSA  Anchorage Anchorage 174,431 138 144 188 188
Alaska Fairbanks Fairbasnks 22,048 138 144 159
Alasks Juneau Juneau 19,528 137 143 157
Arizona Casa Grande Pinal 90,918 95 08 97
Arizona Douglas Cochiss 80,717 95 9 98
Arizona Plagstatt Coconino 74,947 102 108 109
Arizona Kingman Mohave 55,693 89 93 88
Arizona NSA Phoenix Maricopa 1,509,052 9 103 101 108
Arizona Prescott Yaavapai 68,145 101 105 108
Arizona NSA Tucoon Pima 531,443 - 92 08 93 08
Arizona Yusa Yuma 90,554 103 107 111
Arkansas Batesville Independence 30,147 78 82 58
Arkansas Blytheville Missi1sippi 59,517 87 9 84
Arkansas El Dorado Union 49.988 89 92 88
Arkansas NSA fFayetteville Washington 100,494 83 89 18 81
Arkansas Porest City &t. Pranc.s 30,858 87 91 84
Arkansas MSA PFort Saith Sebastian 131,822 87 91 79 88
Arkansas Hot Springs Garland 69,918 88 92 85
Arkansas Jonesboro Craighead 83,918 87 91 83
Arkansas MSA Little Rock Pulaski 474,484 91 95 85 88
Arkansas NSA Pine 8luff Jefferson 90,718 87 91 81 88
Calif MSA Bakersfield Kern 403,089 102 108 112 118
Calif Bishop Inyo : 17,898 110 118 123
Calif NSA Chico Butte 143,861 108 110 121 119
Calif Bureka Humboldt 198,528 108 113 120
Calif Fairfield, Vacavle, Elmra Solano 235,203 132 117 139 127

Transpor-

Food Utilities tation

128.8
125.8
131.4

98.0

99.2

97.5
99.2
92.8

9.6

103.1
103
102.7
103
103.6
104.5
101.1
77.9
108.2
104.8
1038
108
103

98.0
136.1
140.0

80
80
80
80
100.4
80
73.7
80

89.1

130.1
134.3
135.4

108.3

100.9

94.7
92.9
87.7

83.3

112.7

Health Misc.

88.5
102.9
75.4
87.7
89.4
94.1

89.8
94.7

128.5

107.0

75.3

88.2

86.1

98.4

128.7

©
ot
©w

ZEzgss
DR ® RO

[

135.6
135.0
130.6

103.9

09 3

90.0
98.7
93.7

95.%

101.8

110

Estima-
tion
Accuracy
Level
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Table 8. Cost of Consumption aud Components, 1988

Note: See last page of table 8 for consumption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.

MSA or ---CONSUMPTION--- Annual New
County Population City property const

State City or Urban Ares County Population Weightsd Average costs costs Pood Utilities tation Health Misc.

Calif Fresno Fresno 515,018 108 127 127 108.3 83.3 108.1 122.8 108.8 1

Calif Los Angeles (1) Los Angeles 7,477,421 113 154 128 95.2 106.4 108.1 1168.2 103.4 1

Calift Marysville Yuba 48,733 109 85 4

Cali? Nontersy Monterey 290,444 113 85 4

wulit Oakland, Newark Alameda 1,761,751 121 161 85 3

Calif Pacifica, Bl Granada San Mateo 588,164 116 1 83 4

Calif Pale 8prings Riverside 663,199 108 . 90.5 2

Calif Placerville E1 Dorado 85,812 109 85 4

Calif MSA Redding Shasta 155,013 108 88 3

Calif Redwood City, San Bruno San Mateo 588,154 114 85 4

Calif MSA Sacramento Sacramento 1,099,814 108 75.0 1

Calif Saiat Helena, Rutherford Napa 99,199 112 83 4

Calif NSA Salinas Monterey 290,444 118 .13 3

Calif MSA San Bernardino, Barstow San Bermardino 1,588,182 103 . 84.7 1

Calif NSA San Diego San Diego (city) 1,861,648 116 . 67.4 1

Calift MSA San Franciso San Franciso 1,488,871 123 85 8

calit MSA San Jose Santa Clara 1,295,071 113 . 55.8 1

Calif San Luis Obispo San Luis 155,345 111 85 4

Calif NSA Santa Barbara, Snta Maria Senta Bar.ara 208,060 11¢ 85 3

Calit MSA Santa Rosa, Bodega Scnoma 299,827 120 85 3

Calif NSA Stockton San Joaquin 347,342 108 85 3

Calif Susanville Lassen 21,661 109 85 4

Calift MSA  Visalia Tulare 245,751 101 1

Calift Winters Yolo 113,374 4

Colorado MSA Boulder, Allenspark Boulder 189,825 o8 102 110 103.4 75.4 103.0 119.6 98.8 2

Colorado Castle Rock Douglas 25,153 102 108 110 72 4

Colorado Central City Gilpin 2,441 102 108 110 72 4

Colorado MSA Colorado Springs, Calhan El Paso 309,424 o4 98 108 116 94.9 61.2 108.4 113.0 93.5 1

Coloradc MSA Demnver Denver 1,428,838 100 104 115 110 102.4 75.4 110.0 108.6 99.8 1

Colorado Flcrissant Tellar 8,034 105 110 116 72 4

Colorada  MSA PFort Collins Larimer 149,184 95 o9 104 104 100.1 73.4 103.2 108.1 98.9 1

Colr, ; =~ Grand Junction Mesa 81,830 98 100 102 107.8 71.0 106.8 111.2 98.8 2

co} > NSA Greeley Weld 123,438 100 104 108 110 72 3

Cole; La Junta Otero 22,587 95 29 28 72 4 ,

Colocs. Lake George Park 5,333 105 110 118 72 4 .

Colorado Montt Jse Montrose 24,382 98 102 102 72 4 ‘

Colorado MSA Pueblo Pueblo . 125,872 92 95 101 105 101.2 67.1 96.2 98.8 98.0 1 B

Colorado gterling Logan 19,800 102 138 109 72 4 i-
g Colorado Strasburg Adans 245,944 102 108 110 72 4 .

Colorado Trinidad Las Animas 14,897 28 100 99 72 4 ’

Conn HSA Hartford Hartford 807,143 109 113 113 108 105.1 141.8 104.4 128.0 111.7 1 '
Conn MSA New Haven, Waterbury New Haven 781,326 108 113 122 109 103.1 129.7 102.3 131.1 107.7 1
. Conn HSA Norwich, New London Rew London 238,409 87 101 100 102 138 3

14 >
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Table 3. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1088

Note: See laet page of teble 3 for consumption foramulas and estimation accuracy levels.
‘

MSA or --~CONSUMPTION--~ Annual New

County Population City property const

State City or Urban Area County Population weighted Average costs costs
Conn MSA Stenford, Bdgeprt, Griwch Pairfield 807,143 109 114 131 120
Conn Torriagton Litchfield 158,789 100 104 108
Delaware Dover Kent 98,219 93 97 104
Delaware NSA Wilmington New Castle 399,002 98 102 99 108
Dist Col - MSA ¥ashington, D. C. Dist Columbia 838,432 103 109 120 101
Florida Cocoa Brevard 272,959 2] o8 92 91
Florida MSA Deytona Beach Volusia 258,782 91 o5 85 90
Florica NSA Port Lauderdale Broward 1,018,257 100 104 103 9
Florida MSA Port Myers Lee 250,288 91 11 &4 20
Florida MSA Port Pierce Saint Lucie 151,198 93 97 o
Floriae MSA Gainesville Alachua 171,871 91 95 87 80
-~ Florida MSA Jacksonville Duval 722,252 90 94 81 89
(v} Florida MSA Lakeland Polk 321,852 91 ;1.3 79 22
o‘ Plorida MSA Miaai Dade 1,823,811 103 107 9 94
Florida MSA Naples Collier 85,791 92 98 92
Florida MSA Orlando Orange 700,058 97 101 88 90
Florida NSA Panama City Bay 97,740 87 21 84
Florida NSA Pensacola . EBscambia 209,782 8s 91 77 89
Florida Saint Petersburg Pinellas 728,409 92 26 92
Florida NSA Sarasota Saarasota 202,251 o5 99 97 92
Florida MSA Tallahassee Leon 190,220 92 93 78 88
Florida MSA Tampa Hillsborough 1,613,803 ‘91 ;1.3 85 82
Plorida MSA West Palm Beach Palm Beach 576,758 108 109 93 94
Georgla NSA Albany Doughtery 112,402 88 89 79 90
Georgia MSA  Athens Clarke 130,015 90 94 74
Georgia NSA Atlanta Fuiton 2,138,231 95 99 82 92
Georgla MSA  Augusta Richmond 240,293 90 94 78 90
Georgla Brunswick Glynn 54,981 23 96 93
Georgia Calhoun Gordon 30,070 91 95 89
Georgia Carters Murray 19,885 90 24 89
Georgia MSA Columbus Muscogee 191,840 84 87 68 79
Georgia Covington, New Born Newton 34,849 92 96 92
Georgia Dublin Laurens 38,990 88 92 85
Georgia Gainesville Hall 75,849 82 88 768
Georgia Grifin Spalding 47,899 92 98 92
Georgia Hoganaville Troup 50,003 92 26 92
Georgia Jackson Butts 3,688 92 98 92
Georgla MSA Macon Bit: 263,591 90 96 74 84
Georgla Milner Lamar 12,218 87 91 84
Georgia Newnan Coweta 39,288 92 °8 92

FIRIC q53 -

Feod Utilities

94.9
103.2

98.4

100.8

138
138

88.7
107.9

100

109
109

88.0
122.2
1¢8.7
114.8

110
104.9
110
08.0
110
110
110
110
110
110
122.7
110
110

Transpor-
tation

101.1

100.1

99.85

98.8
111.7

99.1
97.8

102.8
9.7

117.8

92.2

Health

94

.9
104.2

118.3

106.8

93.8
126.3

112.8
4.3

5.4
107.8

120.3
84.2
87.4

108.7
93.7
80.0

76.2

88.4

Nisc.

98.4
103.8

108.8

100.2

101.4
109.7

108.8
97.0

108.3
100.7

108.3
92.8
101.2
102.1
99.3
102.2

95.9

97.1

Estina-
tion
Accuracy
Level
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Table 3. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1088
Note: See last page of table 3 for consurotiocn forsulas and estimation accuracy levels. |
Estiva-
%SA or ---CONSUMPTION--- Annual New ACCRA data--———--—=~u=-- tion
County Population City Dproperty const Transpor- Accuracy |
State City or Urban Area County Populaticn Weighted Average costs costs food Utilities tation Health Misc. Level i
Georgia Rome Floyd 79,800 o6 100 89 104.6 104.0 96.3 94.3 210.9 2 ! i
Georgla MSA Savannah Chatham 220,558 94 98 91 97 110 3 t |
Georgia Valdosta Lowndes 67,872 80 83 (b 110 4 :
Georgia Waycross Ware 371,180 82 88 74 11¢ 4
Georgia Zebulon Pike 8,937 92 98 92 110 4 i
Hawail MSA Homolulu Honolulu 762,874 123 128 168 131 145 . 3 :
Idaho NSA Boise Ada 173,128 100 104 92 97 100.2 7.1 103.7 126.8 134.8 1
Idaho fdaho Falls Bonneville 65,980 95 99 98 69 4
fdaho Kellogg Shoshone 19,226 103 108 108 69 4
Idaho Lewiston Nez Perce 33,220 100 104 108 1] 4
Idaho Pocatello Bannock 65,421 98 100 99 89 4
Idaho Twin Falls Twin Falls 682,927 u 95 102 92.9 66.0 .7 101.9 97.4 2
Illinois MSA Alton Madison 268,229 101 108 108 106 4
Illinofs MSA Aurora Kane 315,607 103 107 ns 109 108 3
I1linois Carbordale Jackson 61,649 08 100 100 108 4
I1linois Centralia Marion 43,823 9 103 104 106 4
Il1linois MSA Champaign Champaign 168,392 29 103 104 104 102.0 107.2 100.9 106.5 101.1 1
Illinois MSA Chicapo {2) Cook 6,080,387 103 107 115 108 108 3
I1linois Freeport Stephenson 49,536 102 108 110 108 4
I1linois Galesburg Knox 61,807 102 106 110 1068 4
I1linois Glen Ellyn Du Page 858, 858 100 104 107 108 4
Il1linois NSA Joliet will 385,042 104 108 118 113 108 3
I1linois MNSA Kankakee Kankakee 102,928 102 108 109 106 4
Illinois Mattoon Coles 52,992 98 102 102 198 4
I1linois Olney Richland 17,587 96 100 100 108 4
illinois NSA Pesoria Peoris 386,884 101 108 114 108 98.68 104.8 109.3 97.3 97.8 1
I11inois Quincy Adans 71,822 91 95 98 91.1 106.4 88.6 92.4 95.4 2
Illinois MSA Rock Island, Moline Rock Islend 279,514 100 104 107 108 108 3
I1linois Rockford Winnebago 254,884 102 106 102 110 104.8 127.0 102.1 107.2 104.8 1
fllinois MSA Springfield Sangamon 187,789 98 100 108 103 95.2 90.8 104.1 100.8 98.8 1
I1linois Waukegon Lake 440,388 103 107 111 108 4
Indiana MSA Blooaington Monroe 119,149 98 100 100 102.5 111.0 94.1 99.6 97.8 2
Indiana MSA Evanaville Vanderburgh 235,403 95 99 o5 108 94 3
Indians MSA Port Wayne Allen 354,166 90 o4 a8 100 102.8 91.1 94.3 82.2 96.7 1
Indiana MSA Oary Lake 842,781 97 101 98 108 94 3
Indiana Ooreensburg Henry 53,336 97 101 101 4 4
Indiana MSA Indianapolis Marion 1,168,578 95 99 100 111 97.2 98.6 105.5 968.8 94.8 1
Indlana  MSA Kokomo Howard 103,715 93 97 89 101 9 3
Indiana MSA Lafayette Tippecanoe 121,702 90 -7} 82 97 -2} 8
i Q .
oL ‘m—
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Table 3. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1988

Note: See last page of table 3 for ‘tonsmmption formulas and estination accuracy levels.

State

indiana
indiana
indiana
indiana
indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Xansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kansas
Kangas
Kansas
Kansas

Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Keantucky
Kentucky

4

3

EEE 2

EE

City or Urban Area

Muicle

New Albany
Richmond
Ssuth Bend
Terre Haute

Surlington
Cedar Rapids
Council Bluffs
Creston
Davenport
Des Moines
Dubuque

Fort Dodge
Marshalltown
Mason City
Ottumwa
8ioux City
Spencer
Waterloo

Arkzngas City
Atchison
Colby

Dodge City
Eaporia
Garden City
Great Bend
Hays
independence
Kansas City
Lawrsnca
Leavenworth
Liberal
Louisburg
alina
Topeka
Wichita

Ashland
Bowling Green
Covinyton
Elizabathtown
Lexington

County

Dalaware
Floyd

¥ayne

Saint Joseph
Vigo

Des Moines
Linn
Pottawvattamie
Union

Scott

Polk
Dubuque
Webster
Marshall
Cerro Gordo
Wapello
Wocdberry
Clay

Black Hawk

Cowley
Atchison
Thomas
Ford

Lyon
Finney
Barton
Slids
MNontgomery
Wyandotte
Douglas
Leavenworth
Seward
Miani
Saline
Shawnee
Sedgwick

Boyd
Warren
Kenton
Hardin
Fayette

MSA or
County

128,587
81,2058
76,088

241,817

137,247

46,7785
169,778
86,500
13,858
160,022
367,581
93,745
45,953
41,652
48,458
40,241
100,884
19,5876
162,781

36,824
18,397
8,451
24,318
35,108
23,825
31,343
26,098
42,281
519,031
87,640
54,809
17,071
21,618
48,908
154,196
411,313

65,513
71,828
137,088
88,917
317,629

92
93
101
89
98

96
93
93
93
98
93
97
93
80
92
95
91
88
95

~=~CONSUMPT10N—--
Population cCity
Population Weighted Average

Annual
property const

costs

87

101

93

97

92
92

Newu

costs

100

€3
108
100
102

100
97
1
94

101
97
94

100
95
89
97
93
85
99

98
82
105

95

98.4

92.9

98.4

103.0

9.6

o4
94
94
90.9
L3

8¢

Traaspor-
Food Utilities tation

99.8
111.7
101.9
1038.2
102.0
103.5

98.2

102.5

96.5
95.8
89.1

101.0

Health

85.1

101.8
83.5
85.5
90.8

88.4

118

Estima-
------ tion

Accurucy
Misc. Legvel

3

4

4

97.7 1

4

4

101.3 1

99.8 2

3

3

98.4 1

3

94.9 2

0.4 2

98.3 2

4

97.9 1

4

92.8 1

4

4

4

4

4

162.2 2

94.7 2

4

4

3

3

4

99.2 2

4

96.1 2

3

96.8 1

4

95.0 2

4

$

98.7 1
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Table 3. Cost of Zonsumption and Components, 1088

Note: See last page of table 3 for -consumption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.

State

KRentucky
Kentucky
Rentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Kentucky
Xentucky

Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louiaiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisians

Maine
Maine
Maine
Maine
Maine

Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Marylaod
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Marylaad

Mass
Nass

E 2 EE g BB

g g

g2

City or Urban Area

Louisville
Madisonville
Middlesboro
Owensboro
Paducah
Pikesville
Somerset

Alexandria
Baton Rouge
BSogalusa
Gonzales
Hammond
Houmd
Lafayette
Lake Charles
Netairie, Gretna
Monroe

New [beria
New Orleans
Port Sulphur
Reserve
Shreveport

Augusta
Bangor
Machias
Portland
Presque Zsle

Annepolis, Glen Burnie

Baltimore
Cambridge
Cumberland
Baston
Edgewood
Hagerstown

Randallstown, Reisterstwn

Salisbury
Silver Springs

Boston, Lexington, Milton Suffolk

Brockton

119

NSA or
County

County
Jefferson 779,408
Hopkins 46,174
Bell 34,330
Daviess 85,949
McCraken 61,820
Pike 81,123
Pulaski 45,803
Rapides 135,382
East Baton 494,152
Washington 44,207
Ascension 50,088
Tangipahos 80,698
Terrebonne 176,876
Lafaystte 190,231
Calcasien 167,223
Jefferson 454,592
Ouachita 139,241
Iberia 63,7682
New Orleans 1,258,256
Plaquemnines 28,049
St. John Baptist 31,924
Caddo 338,079
Kennebec 109,689
Penobscot 137,018
Washington 34,983
Cumberland 218,789
Aroostook 91,344
Ann Arundel §70,776
Independent City 2,199,531
Dorchester 30,823
Allegany 80,0648
Talbot 25,604
Harford 145,930
Washington 113,088
Baltimore 855,615
Wicomico 645,540
Nontgomery 579,083

2,805,911
Plymouth 405,437

m
104

~~-CONSUMPTION-~-
Population City

Population Weighted Avarage

118
108

Annual
property const
costs

65

91

63
77

81
a9

95

7%

67

118

94

138
116

costs

92
90
82
101
93
98
77

81
92

102
104

95
102

02
104
100
104

103

128
112

ACCRA data
Transpor-

Food Utilities tation

9.8
96.8
100.7

101.9

97.2
101.8

97.9

4.9

104.1

102.0

101.5

140
140

100.2
104.7

97.8

06.4

100.7

101.1

108.3

Health

102.8
107.7

102.3

84.1
94.4

106.3

95.0

95.2

108.4

98.
89.

101.

95.

98.

111.

108.

Estima-
tion
Accuracy
Misc. Level
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Table 3. Cost of Consuaption and Components, 1986

Note: See iast page of table 3 for-consusption formulas and estisation accuracy levels.

WA or «~~CONSUNPTION--- Annual New

Covnty Population City property const

State City or Urban Area County Populstion Weighted Average costs costs
Nass Concord ¥iddlesex 205055 111 116 126
Nase Ryannie Barnstable 147,928 104 109 113
Nass NSA lowell Niddlesex 1,161,979 104 108 11/
Mass Lyan Essex 424,844 111 116 128
Nase NBA New Bedford Bristol 474,641 ios 107 111
Nass Norwood Norfolk 808,587 111 116 1268
Mass NSA Pittsfield Berkshire 146,110 98 100 100
Nass NSA Salem Ezsex 258,178 102 106 110
Nese KSA Springtield Hampden 515,259 o4 98 92 107
Nass MSA Worcester, Ftchbrg, Kbstr Worcaster 646,352 103 108 112
Michigan Alpena Alpena 82,318 97 101 101
Michigan RSA Anu Arbor Washtenaw 264,740 109 113 121
Michigan Charlotte Baton 28,337 95 99 o4 108
* Michigan Clinton, Adrian Lenawee 89,948 109 113 121
Michigan NSA Detroit . Wayne 4,488,072 311 116 137 121
Michigan NSA PFlint, Penton, Gocdrich Geneses 450,449 104 108 118 114
Nichigan NSA Grand Rapids Kent 601,680 98 102 101 100
Nichigan Hanburg Livingston 100,289 109 113 131
Michigan Inlay City, Madley Lapeer 70,038 108 109 114
Nichigan Iroawood Gogebic 19,688 9 28 95
Nichigan NSA Xalamazoo Xalasaxoo 212,378 101 106 104 108
Michigan MNSA Lansing Inghan 418,760 104 109 118 108
Michiysn Narquette Marqueite 74,101 97 101 o4
Michigan NSA Muskegon Nuskegon 157,589 o6 100 99
Michigan Petersburg, Luna Pler Monroe 134,659 109 113 121
Nichigan Petooky Eanet 22,992 95 09 98
Nichigan Port Huron Seint Clalr 138,802 102 108 109
Michigan Portland fonn 51,815 101 108 108
Nichigan saint Johns Clinton 55,893 101 108 108
Nichigan Sault Sainte Marie Cchippewa 29,029 98 100 99
Michigan Stockbridge Ingham 272,437 101 105 108
Nichigan Traverse City Qgrend 84,899 102 108 101
Ninnesotm Brainerd Crow Ming 41,722 1 99 98
Kinnesota Chanlassen Carver 37.048 108 109 114
Ninnesota M3A Daluth, Virginia gt. Louis 223,229 96 100 96 107
Ninnesota Hutchinson McLeod 29,857 108 109 114
Rianesota Mankuto Blue Earth 52.314 94 98 95
Ninnesota MNSA Ninnespolis Hennipin 2,093,261 102 108 111 114
Ninnevota Montevideo Chippewa 14,941 89 93 88
Ninnescta Northfield Rtice . 46,087 108 109 114
Ninnesota Owatonns Steele 50,328 98 102 103
Minnesols Princeton Nille Lacs 18,430 98 102 102
Rinnesota MSA Rochester Olmsted £2,008 97 101 98 103

121 ' .

Utilities tation

140
140
140
140
140
140
140
140
140

140.2

100
100
100
100

113
139
113
113
113
113
11*

113
113
113
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Table 3. Cost of Consumptior and Components, 1986

Notet See last %age of table S for consumption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.

MSA or ~--CONSUNPTION--- Annual New
. County Population City property const
State City or Urban Area County Population Weighted Averaga costs costs Pood Utilities tation
Ninnesota MNSA &aint Cloud, Kimball Pra Sterns 163,258 o7 101 90 102 98.4 117.1
Ninnesota Saint Paul Ramsey 459,784 103 107 114 98.6 107.9
Ninaesota ¥Winona Winona - 46,258 98 102 103 113
Ninnesota Winthrop Sidbley 15,488 04 o8 95 113
Niss Clarksdale Coahoma 38,918 87 91 a4 96
Niss Columbus Lowndes 57,304 84 87 77 ]
Niss Greenville Washington 72,344 87 20 83 o8
Niss Gresnwood Leflore 41,8328 83 8 76 96
Niss Gulfport Harrison 187685 92 8 79 21 100.8 958.9
Niss Hattiesburg Forrest 68,018 93 97 94 96
Niss NSA Jackson Hinds 362,038 20 93 80 80 96
Niss Meridian Lauderdale 77,288 84 87 kid 96
Niss Natchez Adans 38,071 84 87 17 e8
Niss Tupelo Lee 57,061 88 92 8s 9
Nissouri Cape Giradeaun Cape Giradean 58,837 ¢ o8 95 82
Nissord Chillicothe Livingston 15,739 93 93 93 82
Nissouri Clinton Henry 19,6872 93 e 102 95.5 9.3
Nissouri NSA Columbia Boone 100,373 89 93 90 98 95.4 67.6
Nissouri Farsington, Bismark Saint Francois 42,600 100 104 108 82
Nissouri Hannibal Marion 28,638 26 10 99 82
Nissouri Hermann, Owensville Gasconade 13,181 95 99 98 82
Nissotvri Jefferson City Cole 56.633 84 !} 97 85.4 82.8
Nissouri MSA Joplin Jasper 127,518 . 87 90 81 97 85.6 88.7
Nissouri MSA Kensas City, Independence Jackson 914,437 o4 98 90 102 104.6 88.7
Nissouri Kirksville Adair 24,870 87 20 91 95.5 90.6
Nissouri Montgomery City, Hgh Hill Nontgoaery 11,537 98 9 98 82
Niasouri New Hartford Pike 17,6568 98 100 100 82
Nissouri Plattsdburg Clinton 15,916 o8 102 102 82
Nissouri Poplar Bluff Butler 37,693 92 98 97 108.1 82.3
Nissouri Potasi Washington 17,983 96 100 100 82
Missouri Rolla Phelps 33,633 26 100 100 82
Nissourf MSA Saint Joseph Buchanan 87,888 87 90 84 98 97.1 80.5
Hissourl MSA Saint Louis Independent City 1,788,483 94 98 96 108 99.1 102.8
Nissouri NSA Springfield Greens 187,789 20 93 89 95 100.4 72.2
Nissotri Sullivan, Gerald Franklin 71,233 26 100 100 82
Nissouri Warrensburg Johnson 39,089 98 102 102 82
Nisscuri West Plains Howell 28,807 78 81 87 82
Montana  MSA Billings Yailowstone 108,035 98 102 103 102 108.3 90.8
Nontana Butte Silver Bow 38,002 13 99 98 83
Nontana MSA Great Falls Cascade 80,898 97 101 101 101 108.6 79.2
Montana Havre Hill 17,985 98 102 99 108.4 82.8

Health

99.5
101.3

111.9

101.8
99.0
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Table 3. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1986

Note: See last page of table S for- consumption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.
]

A I
IR B

MSA or --~CONSUNPTION--- Annual New

. County Population City property const
State City or Urban Area County Population Weightsd Average costs costS
Montana Helsha Lewia and Clark 43,039 95 29 98
Montana Kalispell Flathead 51,068 96 100 106
Montana Miles City Custer 13,109 968 100 99
Montana Kissoula Missouls 78,016 9 9 102
Nebraska Columbus Plaite 28,852 89 93 88
Nebraska Grand Island Hall 47,690 85 89 81
Nebraska Kearney Buffalo 34,797 86 89 13
Nebraska NSA Llincolm Lancaster 192,884 91 95 92 84
Nebraska Norfolk Madison 31,382 91 95 91
Nebraska North Platts Lincoln 38,455 89 93 83
Mebraska MNSA Osaha Douglas 499,407 92 95 29 92
Nebraska 8cotts Bluff Scotts Bluff 38,344 87 90 83
Nevada Elko Blko 17,269 107 112 119
Navada NSA Las Vsgas Clark 463,087 102 108 117 118
Nevada MSA Reno Washoe 193,623 108 112 130 128
New Hamp Claremont 8vilivan 38,083 96 100 9
New Hamp MNSA Manchester Rillsboro 276,608 103 108 118 102
New Hamp NSA Portsmouth Rockinghan 190,345 97 101 100 102
New Jersey Asbury Park Monmouth 303,173 104 109 118 108
New Jsrssy MSA Atlantic City Atlantic 278,838 105 109 120 119
New Jersey Bridgeton Cumberland 132,868 107 112 126 118
New Jsrsey Camden, Cherry Hil1 Camden 471,650 101 105 108
New Jersey Flemington Runterdon 87,361 101 108 108
New Jersey Hackensack Bergen 845,385 102 108 109
New Jersey NSA Jersey City Hudson 856,972 123 128 168 118
New Jersey Morristown Morris 407,630 102 108 110
Mew Jersey Hew Brunswick, East Brnwk Middlesex 595,893 113 118 141 112
New Jersey MSA Newark, Orange Esaex 1,878,959 118 123 141 112
New Jersey Paterson Passaic 447,588 110 114 132 108
New Jersey Phillipsburg Warren 84,420 103 107 111
New Jersey Toms River Ocean 346,038 102 108 110
New Jersey MSA Trenton Mercer 307,883 109 113 130 108
New Jersey ¥Wildwood Cape May 82,266 107 111 118
New Mexico MSA Albuquerque Bernalilo 420,261 96 100 29 95
New Mexico Clovis Curry 42,019 o8 100 102
New Mexico Faraington San Juan 80,833 98 102 102
New Mexico Cailup McKinley 56,536 26 100 29

125

---------------- ACCRA data---~=-wm=~=mm=

Food Ut! ities tation

104.2 74.8

104.8 78.7
108.4 98.4

138
138
138

137
137
137
137
137
137
187
137
137

107.8 137.2

103.1 81.8
113.9 9.0
82
82

Transpor-
Health Misc.
95.7 116.0 102.6
93.0 73.4 94.2
102.2 87.4 98.3
98.1 87.3 98.0
113.9 110.7 99.4
107.8 113.4 107.3
110.6 147.8 118.8
107.0 97.4 100.7
95.3 101.9 92.4

126

Estina-
tion
Accuracy
Level
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Table 3. Cost of COnlulption and Componants, 1986

Note: See.last page of table 8 foi‘conunnptlon foraulas and estimation accuracy levels.

New York
Mew York
New York
Mew York
New York
New York
New York
New Yori
New York
Mew York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
Mew York
New York
New York

3% EZ B BREEE

North Car
North Car
North Car
North Car
North Car
North Car
torth Car
worth Car
North Car
North Car
North Car

B2 B BRE

Morth Dak
North Dak
North Dek
North Dak
North Dak
North Dak
North Dak

2 ¢

127

City or Urban Area

Bobbs

Las Cruces
Roawell
Santa Fe

Albany
Binghanton
Buffalo
Elmira
Glen Falls
Jamestown
Kingston
Nassau

New York
Plattsburgh
Potsdam
Poughkeepsie
Rochester
Schenectady
Syracuse
Utica
Watertowm

¥hite Plains, Rye

Asheville
Charlotte
Fayetteville
Goldaboro
Greensboro
Lenoir

New Bern
Raleigh
Rocky Mount
Wilmington
Winston-Salem

Bismark
Devils Lake
Fargo
Grand Forks
Jamestown
Minot
Williston

County

Lea
Dona Ana
Chaves
Santa Fe

Albany
Broome

Brie
Cheaung
Warren
Chautaugua
Ulster
Rensselaer
Nanhatten
Clintor
Saint Lawrence
Dutcless
Monroe
Schenectady
Onondaga
Oneida
Jefferson
Westchester

Buncombe
Mecklenberg
Cumberland
Wayne
Cuilford
Caldwell
Craven
Wake
Bdgeconbe
New Hanover
Forsyth

Burleigh
Ransey
Cass

Grand Forks
Stutssan
Wsrd
¥illians

MSA or
County
Population

56,634
96,340
51,103
75,519

835,800
263,460
1,015,472
97,658
109,649
146,925
158,158
2,605,813
8,274,961
80,750
114,347
245,085
971,230
149,946
642,971
320,180
88,151
868,599

160,934
884,727
247,160
97,084
851,851
67,746
71,074
561,222
55,988
103,471
243,704

79,988
13,048
88,247
66,100
24,154
58,392
22,237

~--CONSUMPTION---

Population City
Weighted Average costs

98
93
91
v

103
9
102
99
97
99
101
112
130
93
99
102
100
101
9
98
9
113

96
21
93
97
88
93
88

102
96
95
98

107
108
108
108
101
108
108
116
13¢

103
107
104
108
104
102
103
117

102
95
97

101
92
97
92

Annual

property const

88

107

113

137
165

113
108

119

73

74

74

101

89
91

costs

102
94
97
97

103

99
108
102

8
104
108
116
138

98
104
108
3104
102
113
108
104
128

-
01
90
89

85

Tranpor-

Food Utilities tation

101.

104.

97.
105,
100.
104.

108.

108.
102.

103.

R =

7

82
82
70.6
82

118.¢6
125.4
107.1
139.4
121.6
121
121
121
180.1
121
121
121
121
118.9
121.1

118

118.5
116
116
116

bt s b
o
o

383 8¢
[ B -N -]

118.8

23
@~ o

Hiealth

93.7
91.4

156.8

94.8

Misc.

Se5d
2888
b O

113.3

88
-]

2332
- - N J

108.7

128

Batima-
tion
Accuracy
Level
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| table 8. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1986

Note: See last page of table S for consumption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.

. Estina-
H . MSA or ~-~COMSUMPTION--- Annual New ACCRA data--------cweu-e tion
. ! . County Population City property const Transpor- Accuracy
. * State City or Urban Ares County Population Weighted Average costs costs  Food Utilities tation  Eealth MNisc. Level
’: Ohio NBA Akron Sumait 660,328 96 100 101 111 94.0 117.8 98.1 101.1 93.8 1
\f Ohio Athens Athsns 86,309 98 9 98 104 4
; Ohio NSA Canton stark 404,421 85 89 23 108 86.1 94.9 85.6 88.6 87.3 1
3: oChio MSA Cincinnati Hamilton 1,100,982 ] 100 98 108 101.6 112.6 98.8 92.4 97.8 1
' Ohio MSA Cleveland, North Olmsted Cuyahoga 1,898,825 101 1058 118 119 $0.7 102.3 107.8 109.8 102.3 1
b Ohio NSA Columbus . Pranklin 1,243,833 100 104 104 109 108.4 112.5 101.2 95.2 101.1 1
'; Ohio NSA Dayton, Brokvile, Grantwn Montgomery 942,083 es 100 o8 1058 98.5 102.1 102.8 92.1 106.4 1
Y Chio Decatur Brown 32,920 97 101 100 1058 104 3
ohio Eaton Preble 38,223 98 100 100 104 4
5 Ohio MNSA Rlyria Lorain 274,908 101 108 110 119 104 3
5, oOhio Lowisburg Logan 39,155 101 108 108 104 4
g ohio NSA Lima Allen 184,7¢8 92 96 94 108 84.6 102.6 98.2 92.0 98.1 1
7 . Ohio MSA Mansfield Richland 131,208 2] 97 90 1058 104 3
§ Ohio Xilms, Cortland, Minrl Rg Trumbull 241,882 102 108 110 104 4
: Chio Painesvills Lake 212,801 108 110 116 104 4
i ~ Ohio Polk Ashland 46,178 100 104 108 104 4
a Ohto Portsmsouth 8cioto 84,548 100 104 105 104 4
f Ohio Sandusky Brie 79,0688 103 107 111 104 4
: Ohio spring Valley, Xenia Greene 129,769 100 104 108 104 4
¥ Ohio NSA Stsubenville Jelfsrson 91,564 98 102 103 104 4
i Ohio MSA Toledo Lucas 616,864 98 103 103 108 104 ]
% Ohio RSA Youngstomm Mahoning 831,360 90 93 95 110 98.9 105.4 85.4 94.2 92.8 1
4 Ohio Zanesville Muskingum 83,340 98 100 100 104 4
: Oklahoma Ardaore Carter 43,610 03 97 %4 100 4
’ Oklahoma Bartlesville “eshington 48,113 5 29 o8 100 4
; Oklaboma Clinton Custsr 26,995 %8 100 99 106 4
; Oklahoma MSA Enid Garfield 62,820 80 94 81 97 100 s
H Oklahoma Hugo Choctaw 17,203 87 90 83 100 4
: Oklahoma NMSA Lawton Comanchi 112,436 0 93 80 23 100 3
K Oklahnaa McAlester Pittsburg 40,524 98 102 91 104.6 100.4 108.6 110.1 111.1 2
: Oklahona Muskogee Muskogee 67,033 23 97 94 100 4
: Oklahoma MSA Oklahoma City Oklahoma 860,969 93 96 91 98 105.5 110.0 89.8 94.1 95.1 1
. Oklahona Stillwater Payne 62,438 95 29 e 100 4
Oklahoma NSA Tulsa Tulsa 657,173 97 101 4 103 109.9 96.4 98.2 98.9 10s.1 1
3 Oregon Astoria Clatsop 32,489 101 106 108 . 4
i Oregon Bend Deschutes . 62,142 102 106 109 78 4
Oregon MSA Eugene Lans 275,226 1068 110 122 108 78 3
N oregon MSA Medford Jackson 132,460 98 102 104 103.2 91.8 97.8 120.8 102.8 2
; Oregon Pendelton Umatilla 58,861 99 103 108 78 4
- Oregon MSA Portland Multanossh 1,105,699 108 112 128 109 110.7 3.1 119.1 139.1 108.0 1
:’ Oregon MSA Salems Marion 249,898 101 108 123 112 99.0 78.3 9.8 127.6 104.9 1
o Oregon The Dalles Wasco 21,732 100 104 107 18 4

129 3 130




Tsble 3. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1988

Note: See last page of tsble 8 for ‘consumption forsulas and estimation scourscy levels.

Estima-
NSA or ~=~CONSUMPTION--- Annusl New = vemrmmmecemcome—, ACCRA data----v-ccw-e--= tion
County Population City property const Transpor- Accurscy
State City or Urban Ares County Populstion Weighted Average costs costs Pood Utilities tation Health Misc. Level

Penn MSA Allentown Lehigh 852,280 105 110 121 109 121 b
Pann MNSA Altoona Blair 138,621 o4 98 95 99.1 106.9 91.4 94.7 101.2 2
Penn Camp Hill Cumberland 179,625 95 9% 98 121 4
Pena Dayton, Sagamore Armstrong 77,768 100 104 107 121 4
Penn DuBois Clsara.nld 83,578 o8 102 102 121 4
Penn MSA Rrie, Wstsrford Erie 279,760 97 101 104 103 99.2 105.4 100.2 100.7 99.6 1
Penn Greensburg, Murrysville Westmoraland 392,184 104 109 113 121 4
Penn MSA HBarrisburg, Middletown Dauphin 555,158 100 104 2] 99 100.7 120.1 104.5 105.9 107.7 1
Penn Indiana Indiana 92,281 100 104 107 121 4
Penn NSA Johnstowm Casbris 284,508 100 104 107 i21 4
Penn NSA Lancaster, Bart, Adsmstwi Lancaster 362,348 96 102 85 91 103.4 124.2 108.85 87.1 108.5 1
Penn Levittowm Bucks 479,180 109 1138 121 121 4
Penn New Castle, Bllwood City Lawrence 107,150 103 107 111 121 4
Penn NSA Philadelphia Philadelphis 8,682,450 116 121 131 121 107.0 1668.2 110.0 132.0 112.0 1
Penn NSA Pittsburgh Allegheny 2,218,870 96 102 118 113 91.8 93.5 104.1 94.0 97.6 1
Pann Pottstowm Montgosery 643,371 109 113 121 121 4
Penn MSA Resding Berks 312,509 103 107 105 108 112.6 140.% 92.2 97.2 105.0 1
Penn NSA Scranton Lackswanna 728,790 98 100 97 101 121 s
Penn Somerset, Jnrstwn, Ursina Somerset 81,243 100 104 107 121 4
Penn Washington Wsshington 217,074 99 103 104 121 4
Penn West Chester, Coatasvle Chester 316,680 109 113 121 121 4
Penn ¥Wilkes-Barre Luzerne 343,079 91 o4 100 98.6 122.1 78.3 88.6 88.7 2
Penn NSA Williamsport Lycoming 118,416 96 100 29 121 4
Rhode Is MSA Providence Providence 618,514 108 110 118 107 103.7 128.2 110.7 113.6 98.9 1
South Car MSA Anderson Anderson 183,238 92 ] 88 66 102 3
South Car Besufort Besufort 65,365 91 94 90 102 4
South Car MNSA Charleston Chsrleston 430,402 87 91 73 83 102 3
South Car MSA Columbis , Richland 410,068 92 96 76 1.2 08.1 125.9 97.5 98.1 102.8 1
South Csr MSA Florence Florence 110, 163 87 o1 73 86 95.8 96.2 99.0 76.6 97.2 1
South Csr MSA Greenville Greenville 569,060 87 o1 70 63 90.1 103.0 97.4 89.5 101.0 1
) South Cer Greenwood Greenwood 57,847 89 92 88 102 4
s South Cer Myrtle Beach Horry 101,419 90 93 79 97.2 101.6 94.3 95.2 100.7 2
South Csr Orsngeburg Orangeburg 62,276 .1:] 92 65 102 4
South Dak Aberdesn Sromm 36,862 93 97 77 97.8 124.3 109.3 85.3 94.8 2
South Dak Chamberlain Brule 58,245 92 96 92 113 4
South Dak Huron Beadle 19,195 93 93 93 113 4
South Dak Plerre Highes 14,220 69 93 86 113 4
South Dak MSA Rapid City Pennington 70,133 93 97 86 .13 104.6 103.2 99.7 109.2 94.2 1
South Dak MNSA Sioux Falls Minnehaha 109,435 95 29 95 91 113 S
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Tabla 3. Cost of Conswmaption and Cosponants, 1908

Note: See last page of table S for consumption formulss and estination accuracy levels.

. » Bstima~
3 H . MSA or ---CONSUMPTION--- Annual New ACCRA dats tion ;
g County Population City property const Tr anspor- Accuracy ’
. Stata City or Urban Area County Population Weighted Average costs costs Food Utilities tation Hoalth Misc. Leval
South Dak Wstartown Codington 20,885 90 o4 89 113 4
Southk Dek Yankton Yankten 18,952 o1 o4 ] 113 4
- Tennessee MNSA Chattanooga Hamilton 820,781 [ 1.3 89 78 as 9.2 85.8 98.8 78.2 92.4 1
! Tannessee MNSA Clarksville Nontgomery 83,342 87 o1 74 88 01 s '
¢ Tannesses Columbia Naury 51,005 84 87 77 01 4
. Tennessee Cookevilla Putnam 47,601 86 89 79 9.7 100.4 92.3 89.8 88.7 2
‘ Tennessne Jackson Madison 74,54C 3 o4 83 104.0 8t.8 100.2 7.4 100.6 2
N Tannessee NSA Johusom City Washington 343,041 1] 92 78 89 01 3
Tannessee Kingsport Sullivan 143,908 o4 7 89 4.4 90.68 111.8 8.0 100.1 2
Tennesese MSA Knoxville Knox 585,970 01 13 79 86 98.5 101.0 106.0 93.5 97.7 1
Tennessos MSA MNeaphis Shelby 809,880 93 08 91 o5 99.5 86.9 102.8 87.2 100.3 1
Tannessee MSA Nashville Davidson 850,805 20 o4 72 83 101.4 109.9 98.5 90.3 101.2 1
" Tennessae Union City Obion 32,781 88 92 88 01 . 4
: Taxas NSA Abilene Taylor 110,932 01 13 82 93 105.3 1.2 9.7 91.0 99.9 1 5
U‘ Texas NSA Amarillo Potter 178,608 90 3 87 7 97.8 88.8 92.4 4.6 102.0 1 '
Texas MSA Austin Travis 536,888 98 102 8 93 106.9 87.8 102.4 108.2 108.8 1
Texas MSA Beausont Jefferson 375,497 4 1] 92 95 91 s
. Texas Bridgeport Wise 28,525 ] 100 0 91 4
s Tixas NSA Prownsvilla, Harlingen Cameron 209,880 87 91 76 82 9.5 89.0 .0 91.8 01.6 1
: Texas Claburne Johason 67,349 o6 100 19 14} 4
! Texas MSA Corpus Christi Mueces 326,228 -1 9 93 89 121 s
¢ Toxas NSA Dallas Dallas 1,957,378 101 108 100 99 105.8 103.1 110.1 118.0 104.4 1
‘ Texas Dawson Navarro 35,323 . 87 01 84 01 4
4 Texas Del Rio Vai Verds 35,010 80 83 71 91 4
M Texas NSA El Paso El Paso 479,809 o3 07 81 83 104.93 80.7 108.0 101.3 104.3 1
Texss Gainesville Cooke 27,856 89 c2 86 91 4
Texas Granbury Hood 17,714 o8 100 99 91 4
Texas #illsboro aill 25,024 87 ‘91 84 01 B |
Texas Honey Grove Pannin 24,285 89 22 88 - 01 4
Texas NSA Houston Herris 2,738,766 101 166 163 o4 101.7 108.8 1058.2 107.2 107.1 1
Texas NSA Lubbock Lubbock 211,651 92 o5 82 89 90.8 90.2 107.4 ¢6.3 97.2 1 !
Texas Nacogdoches Nacogdoches 46,788 92 08 81 108.7 108.0 97.8 §7.0 99.6 2
Texas MSA Odessa Ector 115,374 93 7 78 85 105.8 90.8 108.8 97.8 108.8 1
Texas Panpe Cray 26,380 91 1] 91 01 4
Texas NSA San Angelo Tom Greene 84,784 89 02 78 83 01 3
Texas MSA San Antoaio Bexar 1,071,054 93 07 83 88 107.1 100.7 105.2 92.0 4.4 1
Texas NSA Sherman Grayson 39,7906 93 97 87 86 108.8 109.9 4.5 $0.7 99.9 1
Taxzs MSA Taxurkana Souie 75,301 88 92 84 90 100.5 85.1 $3.7 85.8 95.2 1
Taxas MSA Tyler Smith 128,368 92 88 .1 a8 107.8 91.8 91.2 103.8 103.0 1
| Texas MSA  Wsco McLennan - 170,788 88 92 80 84 102.2 91.7 20.7 93.4 98.1 1
} Texas White Settlement Tarran 860,880 93 97 99 102.3 100.1 08.8 01.4 98.3 2
3 Texas Whitaey Hi11 26,024 87 01 o4 01 4
‘ Texas NSA Wichita Falls Wichite 121,082 07 101 84 o4 108 .8 118.9 106.4 93.4 101.1 1
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Table 3. Cost of Consumption and Components, 1988

Note: See last page of table 3 for-consumption forsulas and eatimation sccurasy !avala.

Stats

Utah
Utah
Utah
Utah

Varsont
Varsont
Versont
Versont

virginia
vVirgiaia
Virginia
Virgiania
Virginia
virginia
Virginia
Virgiaia

33344

Weshiagton
Washington NSA
Washington NSA
Neahington
Mathington
Washingtoa NSA
Washington NSA
Washington MSA
Mashington NSA
Washington MSA
Washington
Washingtoa NSA

West Vir
West vir
Neat Vir NSA
Wast Vir
West Vir
West Vir
West vir

NSA
NSA

City or Urban Arce

Cedar City
Ogden

Provo

Salt Lake City

Burlington
Noatpelier
Rutland

Saint Johnsbury

Charlottasville
Lynchburg
Norfolk
Richmond
Roanoke

Suffolk
Warreatoa
¥inchester

Absrdean
Sellingham
Bremerton
Everett, Index
Pasco

Richland

Sesttle, Baring, Renton

Spokane
Tacosa
Vancouver
Wenatchee
Yakina

Becklay
Bluefisld
Charleston
Clarksburg
Fairsont
Huntington
Parkeraburg

County

Iron
Weber
Utah

Salt Lake

Chittenden
Washingtor
Rutland
Caledonia

Indep City
Indep City
Indep City
r~dep City
idep tity
Indep City
PFauquier
Indep City

Grays Hsrbor
Whatcom
Kitsap
Snohounish
Pranklin
Benton
King
Spokane
Plerce
Clark
Chalan
Yakina

Raleigh
Mercer
Kanawha
Harriszon
Marion
Cabell
Wood

N3A or
County

17,349
144,618
218,108
910,222

116,308
62,393
68,347
25,808

113,568
141,289
1,160,311
761,311
220,393
47,621
37,889
20,217

68,314
108, 701
147,162
m.ole

35,028
144,489

1,807,469
341,835
483,867

192,227

45,061
172,808

86,821
73,870
289,5¢8
77.710
65,789
152,858
93,827

~~-CONSUNPTION--~

Populetion City
Populstion Weighted Avarags costs

95
98
v2
9%

106
io1
103
104
101

107
9%
101
102
100
97

100

o
€8
o8
95
98

101
104

93

103
97

93
98
100
100

109
103
105

106
112
105
108
105
101
104

99
102
102

100

Annual

e —————

property const

o¢
99

v

102
121
102
112

101

100

101
97

cos*s

97

97

101
102
94

102
86
92
96
85
23

100

114
108
116
113
108
109
113
106
134
110

104

106

113
102
102
118
104

Esiina-

ACCRA data tion
Transpor- Accuracy

Pood Utilitiss tation Health Nisc. Level
84 4
84 3
98.4 79.1 9.9 92.9 100.4 1
93.5 88.9 98.2 104.3 108.1 1
138 4
108.1 145.1 88.9 85.8 99.7 2
138 4
138 4
20 4
©o 3
20 3
98.8 100.1 92.8 103.7 10s.68 1
9.8 79.4 105.3 92.3 98.3 1
90 4
0 4
90 4
70 4
70 4
70 3
70 4
70 4
96.4 77.6 101.3 138.8 99.4 1
113.3 66.1 120.0 149.9 112.8 1
99.4 78.2 106.1 112.2 95.1 1
108.7 4.3 105.4 131.2 111.¢ 1
70 4
104.8 58.9 111.9 129.8 105.9 2
101.4 96.2 101.8 123.8 97.9 1
102 4
102 &
108.6 87.6 98.1 92.9 100.2 1
102 4
102 4
100.1 116.4 88.1 83.5 103.9 1
102 3
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State City or Urban Area
Wisconsin NSA Eau Claire
Wisoonsin Fond Du Lac
Wisconsin MSA Green Bay
Wisconsin NSA Janesville
Wisconsin NSA La Crosse
Wisconsin NSA Madison
Wisconsin Marinette
Wisconsin NSA Milwaukee
Wisconsin Rhinelander
Wisconsin Rice Lake
Wisconsin NSA Sheboygan
Wisconsin NSA Wauseu
Wyoming MSA Casper
Hyoming MSA Cheyenne
Wyoming Gillette
Wyoming Rock Spring
Wyoming Sheridan
Wyoming Thermopolis

UNITED STATES 583 cities

Accurscy Levels:

#1 152 cities Conauaption
#2 61 cities

#3 90 cities

#4 279 cities

Table . Cost of Consumption and Components, 1986

County

Eau Claire
Fond Du Lac

Brown
Rock

La Crosse
Dane
Marinstte
Milwaukee
Oneida
Barron
Sheboygan
Marathon

Natrona
Laramie
Canpbell

Sweetweter

Sheridan

Hot Springs

Utility values without decimal are sstimated.

MSA or
County
Population

130,932

89,952

175,280
139,420

91,036

323,645

39,314

1,397,148

31,218
38,730

100,938
111,270

71,858
68,849
24,367
41,723
25,048

5,710

98
9
95
87
%
100
9%
107
98
o6
95
91

98
102
102
100

99
101

Note: See last page of table 3 for constmption formulas and estimation accuracy levels.

--~CONSUMPT1ON---
Population City
Weighted Average

100
98
99
91
88

104
98

111

102

100
98
95

98
107
106
104
103
105

Annual
property const
costs

107

126

87

costs

100
102
99
101
104
9
99
109
103
100
97
93

100
108
107
105
104
108

© ©
2888
- 0o

288
QLo
838
Sooa

22

Trznspor-
Pood Utilities tation

108.2
12.8
-J5.9

.243 x annual property costs + .168 x food + .111 x util + .231 x trans + .043 = health + .205 x misc
substitute new construction for annusl property costs in above equation
.4 x annual prop cost + 61.3

.6 x new const cost + 40.5

Health

5833
Lwom

2
Q

105.4
116.7
114.3

138

2888
[ -

oMW N

P Y Y




‘égbla 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1083

Residential singla family home.

on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

SITE PRICE CONSTRUCT10M COST
. 7,700 sq £t lot 1,800 sq ft house
City or Urban Area $/sq ft Dollars $/3q ft Dollars
Annisten, Bynum $0.44 $3,403 $33.63 $50,474
Ashland $33.65 $50,474
Birainghan $0.69 $3,209 $33.65 330,474
Brent $33.65 $50,474
Dothan . $35.86 $353,798
Florence $0.60 $4,605 $34.08 852,467
Gadsden $0.59 $4,505 $34.54 $51,803
Runtsville . $0.61 $4,690 $33.21 $49,610
Mobile $0.70 $5,408 $368.76 $55,128
Montgomery $0.85 $6,807 $33.21 $49,810
Munford $33.65 $50,474
Selna $34.09 $51,139
Tuscalcosg $0.57 $4,404 $33.65 $50,474
Anchorags $5.97 $46,002 $62.43 $93,643
Pairbanke $62.87 $94,307
Juneau $61.99 $92,979
Casa Grande $38.08 857,118
Douglas $38.52 $57,780
Flagstaft $42.95 $64,421
Kingsan $34.54 $351,808
Phoenix ’ $1.98 $15,238 $41.62 $62,429
Prescott $42.50 $63,7587
Tucson $1.68 $12,043 $38.52 $57,780%
Yuma $43.88 $85,750
Batesvillls $27.01 $40,512
Blytheville $33.21 $49,810
£l Dorado $34.09 $31,139
Payetteville $0.70 $5,384 $31.88 $47,818
Porest City $33.21 $49,810
Port Smith $0.73 85,649 $34.09 $51,139
flot Springs $33.65 850,474
Jonesbaro $32.76 $49,146
Little Rock $0.85 $8,540 $34.5¢ $51,803
Pine Bluff $0.74 $5,703 $33.65 $32,474
Bakersfield $2.14 $16,800 $46.49 369,734
Bishop $48.70 $73,088
Chico $2.25 $17,328 $46.93 $70,3088
Eureka $47.38 $71,063
Fairfield, Vacavle, Elmra $3.68 $28,208 $50.03 $75,047

PROPERTY  PROPERYY TAXES

VALUB
Dollars

m.878
$55,774
$57,071
$56,307
$54,501

$60,529
$56,317

”‘.879

$139,648

$77,667

$70,723

353,181

$%56,788

$68,342
$5€,177

$86,244

$87,723

$103,262

rate
Percent Dollars

0.38%
0.47%
0.51%
0.34%
0.51%

0.55%
0.42%

0.80%

0.97%

0.75%

0.83%

0.71%
1.16%
0.97%

tax

$207
$263

$289
$190
$278
$338
$239

$272

$1,388

$581

$887

$704

$670

$900
$827

$808

$1,019
$1,004

Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits dut not inm city core,
83% suburban, 5% rural.
* Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% interest and principle rata

TOTAL ANNUAL
PROPERTY COST®
Dollacs Index
$3,685 60
$3,833 62
$3,942 64
$3,794 62
43,766 61
$4,209 (]
$3,843 o3
43,785 62
$10,293 168
$5,552 )1
$5,113 83
$4,108 67
$4,303 70
$4,634 76
$4,422 72
$6,128 100
$6,63¢4 108
87,612 124
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:»Table 4, Property Ownership Costs by City, 1985
Residential aingls family home.

Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in city core,
53% suburban, 8% rural,
* Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% interest and principle rate

s . . on 80% of property value, plus property taxes,
SITE PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST  PROPERTY PROPERTY TAXES TOTAL ANNUAL
7,700 sq £t lot 1,600 aq ft house VALUB rate tax PROPERTY COST*

City or Urban Area $/3q ft Dollara $/sq ft Dollara Dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Index:
Fresno $2.68 $20,6857 $560,03 $73,047 $95,704 0.84% $808 $6,033 118
Los Angeles (1) $4.98 338,226 $50.47 $75,712  $113,937 0.93% $1,122 $8,414 187
Narysville $46.26 372,391
Monterey $50.47 $75,712
Oskland, Newark $5.40 $41,880 $53.18 $7¢,608 $121,276 6.88%  $1,082 $8,824 144
Pacifica, 21 Granada $33.13 $79,696
Pala Springs $49.18 $73,719
Placerville . $48.26 372,301 -l
Redding $2.00 $15,400 $46.4% 309,734 $85,134 1.24% $1,08% $6,5 ¢ 108
Redwood City, San Bruno $51.36 $77,G30
Sacramento $2.74 321,121 $48.26 372,391 $93,8512 1.04% 2968 $6,983 118
Saint Nelena, Rutherford $39.03 $75,047 ,
Salinas $5.05 $38,88¢2 $50.47 $75,712 $114,600 0.89% $1,028 $8,359 138 °
8an Bernardino, Barstow $2.27 $17,443 $48.70 $73,085 $90,408 1.08% $978 $6,767 3110 ?
San Diago $5.88 345,204 $49.59 $74,383 $119,677 1.07% $1,284 $8,944 146
San Pranciso $5.70 $43,900 $83.18 $79,608 $123,596 0.96% $1,188 $9,098 148
San Joae $7,51 $57,827 $51.80 $77,704 $135,531 0.78% $1,082 $9,726 159
San Luia Cbispo $49.15 $73,719
Santa Barbara, Snta Maria $4.18 $32,194 $49.59 $74,383 $108,578 0.94% $1,008 $7,827 128
Santa Roaa, Bodega $5.69 343,785 $50.03 $75,047 $118,632 0.98% 81,148 $8,751 143
8tockton $2.95 322,738 $48.26 $72,39: $95,128 1.02% $986 $7,054 118
Susanville $47.82 $71,727
Visalia $1.94 314,913 $47.38 $71,063 $85,975 0.83% $714 $6,216 101

. Winters $48.26 872,391

5

P Boulder, Allenspark $43.59 $65,085

Castle Rock $43.39 365,085

x Central City $43.39 $65,085

: Colorado Springs, Calhan $1.46 311,266 $45.60 $68,408 $79,872 1.01% $806 $5,907 ]

% Colorsdo Denver $2.67 $20,535 $43.39 $65,085 $85,821 0.95% $818 36,287 103

> :Colorado  Plorissant $45.60 $68,406

Colorado Fort Collina 21.85 $14,217 $41.18 $81,783 $75,982 1.08% $821 $5,084 23

{* Colorsdo Grand Junction $40.29 $60,438

» .Colorado Greeley $1.76 $13,514 $43.39 365,085 $78,599 1.10% $863 $5,804 96

7 ‘Colorado La Junta $38.52 $57,780

Y Colerado  Lake George $45.60 $88,406

‘Colorado NMontrose $40.20 $60,436

,5 Colorado Ppueblo $1.47 311,311 $21.62 $62,429 $73,740 1.07% $788 $5,507 90

: Colorado Sterling $42.95 $64,421

‘. Colorado  Strasburg $43.39 $68,088

. .Colorado Trinidad $38.86 $58,444

’ Conn Hartford $1.70 $13,105 - $42.50 843,757 $76,862 1.68% 81,272 $6,191 101

» Conn New Haven, Waterbury $2.17 $16,748 $42.95 884,421 $81,167 1.86x $1,508 $6,701 109

! Conm Norwich, New Londoa $1.30 $10,000 $40.29 370,436 $70,436 1.40% ' $988 $5,494 90

3
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“ -Delaware

.>Dist Col
A

-:Florida
¢, Plorida
< *Morida
- {Plorida
;" Morida
~“Plorida
iMorida
~ 'Morida
".Morida
i Jlorld!
;" Morida
: ‘Morida
-Morida
- .Plorida
Plerida
Plorida
PFlorida
Plorids

[Py

e

e

Georgis
Gaorgia
Georgis
Georgis
, Georgis
" Georgis
Georgia
Georgia
Georgis
Georgils
Georgis
: Georgis
Georgis
Georgis
Georgis
> Georgis
Georgisa

<
>

<

M
]

[AruiToxt Provided by ERIC

City or Urban Area
Stamford, Bdgeprt, Grnwch

Torrington

Dover
¥ilmington

Washirgton, 0. C.

Cocoa
Daytona Beach

Tort Lauderdale

Port MNyers

‘Yort Plerce

Gainesville
Jacksonville
Lakeland
Niami

Naples
Orlando
Panama City
Pensacola

Saint Petersburg

Sarasota
Tallahassee
Tampa

West Palm Besch

Albany
Athens
Atlanta
Augusta
Brunswick
Cslhoun
Carters
Columbus

Covington, New Born

Dublin
Gainesville
oriftin
Hoganaville
Jackson
Nacon
Milner

Newn _n

Residentisl single family home.

SITE PRICE
7,700 sq £t lot
$/3q ft Dollars

$2.88 $190,831

$1.44 811,112

$3.18 $24,111

$1.46 $11,259
$1.16 88,058
$2.06 $22,808
$1.28 $9,863

$1.11 $8,528
$1.00 87,889
$0.97 87,440
$2.35 818,061
$1.49 $11,487
$0.77 $5,948
$2.57 $19,820
$0.81 36,259
$1.50 $11,544
$2.11 818,268
$0.60 $¢,805

$0.69 95,300
$0.81 4,727

$0.49 $3,804

$0.48 83,734

$47.38
$41.82

$42.28
$43.62

$39.68

$35.88
$35.42
$37.10
$35.42
$37.19
$35.42
$54.98
$36.31
$37.19
$36.91
$35.42
$33.21
$34.98
$28.31
$36.31
$34,00
$38.31
$37.19

$35.42
$29.22
$36.31
$35.42
$38.75
$34.908
$34.98
$30.99
$38.31
$33.85
$20.68
$368.31
$368.31
$36.31
$33.21
$33.21
$38.31

Dollars

"$71,063

$62,429

361,765
$62,429

$89,772

$63,798
$53,131
$35,767
$53,131
$55,7687
$53,131
$52,487
$54,459
$55,767
354,459
$383,131
$49,810
$52,4687
$54,459
$54,459
$51,139
$64,459
$55,7687

$63,131
$43,633
$54,459
$83,131
$35,123
$52,407
$52,487
$48,490
$54,459
$50,474
$44,497
$54,459
$84,459
$54,459
$49,810
$49,610
$54,459

141

VALUE
Dollars

$90,894

$73,841

$83,884

$63,084
$62,087
$76,593
$62,904

861,657
$60,135
$61,600
$73,848
$64,508
$58,415
$74,279
857,397
$66,003
$72,083
$57,738

$59,759
$57,088

$50,293

$53,544

rate
Percent

1.50%

0.94%

1.42%

1.38%
1.05%
0.77%
0.92%

1.33%
0.93%
0.61%
0.C2%
1.03%
0.80%
0.75%
0.86%
0.681%
0.70%
1.00%

1.14%
0.98%

0.97%

1.18%

CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY PROPERTY TAXES
1,800 sq ft house
$/sq 't

tax
Dollars

$1,362

$694

© 81,198

$877
$654
$808
$582
$817
$559

$380
$6"7

$685
$470
$584
$4985
$404
$502
$82¢

$681
$5581

$490

$833

R

L ¥l

Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in city coce,

83% suburban, 5% rural.
* Yotal annual cost = mortgage of 8% intersst and principle rate
. on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

TOTAL ANNUAL ;
PROPERTY COST® i
Dollars  Index- °
$7,179 117
$5,400 8 |
38,582 107 ;
$5,041 2
$4,827 78
$5,636 92
$4,813 L
$4,763 .
$4,408 7 .7
$4,342 n 3
$5,403 88 "
$¢,200 e !
$5,308 87
$4,138 68
$4,828 % ¢
$5,113 e3
$4.324 70
$¢,505 78
$4,254 89
$3,709 60
$4,060 88

DR




.~ I11inogr.
*+I11inols
¥ (I111nels
T :111inois
« .I1linofe
¢ :I1llinois
. “I1linois
i, Illinois
I1linois
. I11inois
* 'I11inois

I1linois
~“111inois
. Illinois
.111inois
-1111nois

Illinois

Illinois

Illinois

PR

PREC T Ay gver teecrmrmy

o

Indiana
Indiana
Indiana

" -Indiesna
Indians

" Indiana
Indiana
Indiana

Py

5

RN Tt

Residential single family home.

~a

City or Urban Area

Rome
Savannah
Valdosta
Waycross
Zebulon

Honolulu

Boise

Idaho Falls
Ke)iogg
Taniston
‘Pocatello
fwin Falls

Alton
Aurora
Carbondale
Centralia
Champaigm
Chicago (2)
Freeport
Galesburg
Glen Ellyn
Juliet
Kankakee
Mattoon
Olney
Peoria
Quincy

Rock Island, Noline
Rockford
Springtield
Waukegon

Bloomington
Evansville
Fort Wayne
Gary
Gresnsburg
Indianapolis
Kokomo
Lafayette

:;: Table 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1985 Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in city core,

83% suburban, 3% rural.
® Total snnual cost = mortgage of 8X interest and principls rate
on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

SITE PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY PROPERTY TAXKES TOTAL ANNUAL
7,700 sq £t lot 1,500 sq £t Nouse VALUE rate tax PROPERTY COST®
$/sq tt Dollars $/sq ft Dcilars Dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Index
$34.98 $52,467
$1.12 $8,603 $38.08 $57,118 865,719 1.18% $773 $4,9079 81
$27.89 841,841
$29.22 $43,833
$36.31 $54,459
$8.06 $53,554 $51.80 $77,704 $131,2587 0.54% $703 $9,108 148
$1.33 $11,780 $38.08 $87,1186 $88,808 0.94% $648 48,058 82
$38.52 $57,780
$42.50 $63,757
$41.82 382,420
$38.98 358,444
$10.20 $60,438
$42.50 $83,7587
$1.77 $13,820 $42.95 $64,421 $78,050 1.65% 81,291 $6,280 102
$39.41 $59,108
$41.18 $81,795
$1.058 $8,088 $41.18 $81,763 $690,830 1.77%  $1,238 $5,707 23
$2.03 $15,820 $42.50 $63,757 $79,377 1.52% $1,203 $8,283 102
$43.30 $85,085
$43.30 $85,085
$42.08 $83,093 .
$1.24 $9,548 $44.72 $87,078 $76,62¢ 2.01% 81,538 $8,442 108
$42.95 364,421
$40.29 $6€0,438
$39.41 359,108
$0.04 87,202 $42.50 $63,787 $70,960 2.36% 81,878 $8,217 101
$38.52 $57,780
$1.37 $10,548 $41.82 $82,420 $72,978 1.80% $1,185 $5,835 L]
$0.84 $8,501 $43.30 $85,085 $71,8586 1.37% $984 $5,568 21
$1.21 $9,310 $40.73 $61,101 $70,411 1.85x  $1,299 $5,608 98
$43.83 $65,750
$30.41 359,108
$0.886 $8,744 $42.560 $63,757 $70,501 0.98% $693 $5,200 88
$0.70 $5,368 $39.41 $59,108 $64,474 1.08% $808 $4,822 79
$0.79 $6,051 $42.50 $63,757 $69,808 1.31% $913 $5,381 88
$39.85 $59,772
$0.72 $5,5682 $43.83 $85,750 $71,311 1.29% $022 $5,488 89
$0.87 $86,707 $39.85 $59,772 $68,479 0.90% $596 $4,851 ki
$1.50 $11,512 $38.08 $57,118 $68,627 0.13% $890 $4,481 13
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B

Kansas

Kansas

,'Kantucky

Kantucky
Kentucky
Kentucky

satucky

AXN

City or Urben Area

Muncie

New Albany
Richmond
South Bend
Terre Haute

Surlington
Cedar Repids
Counci. Bluffs
Creston
Davenport
Des Moines
Dubuque

Fort Dodge
Marshalltomm
Macon City
Ottumwa
8ioux City
Spancer
Waterloo

Arkensas City
Atchison
Colby

Dodge City
Emporia
Gar-en City
Gvuat Bend
Hays
Independence
Kansas City
Lawrence
Leavenworth
Liberal
Loufsburg
Salina
Topeka
Wichita

Ashland
Bowling Green
Covington
Elizabethtown
Lexington

. e PR

hbln 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1988 Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in city cora,
Residential single family home.

53% suburban, 8% rural.
¢ Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% intarest and principle rate
- on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

SITE PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY PROPERTY TAXES TOTAL ANNUAL

7,700 sq £t lot 1,800 sq £t house VALUB rate tax PROPERTY COST®

$/sq £t Dollars $/sq ft Dollars Dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Index
$0.87 $4,404 - $39.41 $59,108 $83,513 1.108 $697 $4,781 78

$38.75 855,122
$42.50 883,757

$0.53 $4,095 $39.41 359,108 $63,203 1.26% $792 $4,837 79
$40.29 800,436

$39.41 859,108
$1.31 $10,054 $38.08 857,118 $87,170 1.808 81,073 $5,372 88
$35.86 833,705
$37.19 85,787
$1.38 210,852 $30.88 859,772 $70,424
$1.30 $10,087 $38.08 857,118 $67,183
$1.83 $12,513 $37.19 858,787 $08,300
$39.41 $59,108
$37.63 858,452
£34.98 $52,467
$38.08 857,118
$0.93 87,149 $36.75 856,128 $82,272 1.768 $1,098 $5,084 83
$33.85 $50,474
$1.24 $¢,519 $36.96 $58,444 $67,963 1.41% $959 $5,309 87

.47%  $1,038 $5,842 90
.52%  $1,020 $5,318 87
.52% 31,041 $38,412 es

bt bbb

$33.685 $50,474

$41.18 $81,785 .

$33.85 $50,474

$30.99 848,490

$38.98 858,444

$33.21 $49,810

$34.64 $51,803

$34.54 851,803

$34.564 851,803
$0.93 87,134 $41.18 861,788 $68,899 0.92% $838 $5,044 o2
$0.75 85,787 $41.18 261,785 $87,832 1.07% $'721 $5,043 82

341.18 881,785

$42.06 $63,093

$41.18 881,765

$34.54 851,803
$0.04 87,222 $38.52 $57,780 $65,002 1.15% $744 $4,908 80
$0.81 $6,228 $36.42 853,131 $59,358 1.03% $611 $4,410 72

$38.82 $57,780
232.32 $48,472
$41.62 882,420
$31.44 847,104
$1.27 $9,787 $37.63 858,452 $68,218 0.98% $633 $4,871 ki
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Residential single family home. 63X suburban, 5% rural.

b

%

i* Table 4. Propurty Ownership Costs by City, 1985 Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in city core,
e ® Total annual cost = mortgage of 8X interest and principle rate

' ‘s on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.
SITE PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY  PROPERTY TAXES TOTAL ANNUAL
7,700 sq ft lot 1,600 sq ft house VALUE rate tax PROPERTY COST*
City or Urban Area $/sq £t Dollars $/sq ft Dollars Dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Index
Louisville $0.98 $7,28% $36.31 834,459 $61,742 1.18% $726 $4,6878 78
¥adisonville - $35.42 $83,131
Niddlesboro $32.82 $48,482 .
Owensboro $0.97 $7,488 $39.88 $59,772 167,287 1.04% $697 $6,002 62-
Paducah $38.78 $88,123
Pikosville $38.82 3%37,760
Somerset $30.556 $45,828
’ Lowislana Alexandria $0.65 $5,048  $31.88 $47,818 952,808 0.14% $77 3 56
+~;Louisiana Baton Rouge $1.33 $10,264 $36.31 $54,45¢ 364,723 0.08% $5¢ $4.1v, [
viLouisiana Bogalusa $33.52 $57,760
.Louisiana Gonzales $36.31 854,489

$34.98 852,407
$36.31 854,489
$36.31 384,469
Lake Churles $1.27 $9,787 $36.52 857,760 $67,537 0.20% $136 $4,489 48

| MNetairie, Gretna $37.63 336,452
fg -Louisfana Monroe $0.03 $4,840 $34.63 852,407 $57,313 0.20% $114 $3,782 [/ 8
{ ‘Louisisna New Iberia $36.76 365,123
. Louisiana New Orleans $3.02 $23,n89 $37.63 $58,452 $79,711 0.10% $104 $58,208 85
i+ 'Louisiana Po>t Sulphur $37.63 $56,452
. Louisiana Ressrve $37.63 $88,452
i Louisiana Shraveport $1.23 $¢,076 $36.31 $84,459 $64,138 0.3¢e% $234 $4,338 "
‘ Naine Acgusta $37.63 $56,452
> Maine Bangor $0.69 36,838 $34.98 $52,467 $89, 308 1.32% $963 $4,769 78
- ‘Maine Machias $38.08 857,116
. Maine Portland $1.22 $9,401 $39.41 889,108 $68,809 1.43% $982 $8,967 87
. Maipo Presque Isle 3$37.63 $56,4682
{ "Maryland annapolis, Glen Burnie $40.26 360,438
: MNaryland Baltimore ¥2.79 $21,814 $41.18 861,786 $83,279 ..22% 81,019 $6,349 108
i MNaryland Cambridge $37.63 866,452
i  Maryland Cumberland $40.20 $60,436
7 :Maryland Baston $36.31 $54,4589
. Maryland Edgewood $41.18 861,768
i Maryland Hageretown $1.40 $10,793 $39.41 $89,108 $89,904 0.04% $5868 $6,132 .2
{° Maryland Randallstown, Reisterstwn $41.16 381,788
. Naryland Salisbury $37.63 856,452
! Maryland Silver Springs $40.73 381,101
* Mass Boston, Lexington, Nilton $2.09 $16,106 $49.50 8$74,.83 $90,489 1.62% 81,844 $7,438 121
- Mess Brockten $1.27 $0,804 $44.28 $88,414 $76,218 2.04% $1,588 $6.434 105
} ) '
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Table 4. Property Ownershiip Costs by City, 1985 Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in city core,
Residential single family homs, 53% suburban, 8% rural.
¢ Total annual cost = mortgege of 8% interest and principle rate
T . on 80x of propsrty value, plus property taxes. |

rCvRay

3 SITR PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST . .. 'RTY  PROPERTY TAXES TOTAL ANNUAL
o, 7,700 sq ft lot 1,500 sq ft house ~:iik rate tax PROPERTY COST®
. State City or Urban Area $/3q tt Dollars $/sq ft Dollars bL.'. . Percent Dollars Dollars Index -
?
i Mass Coacord $49.50 874,383
S Nass Nyannis : $44.72 $67.078
:  Nass Lowell $44,28 308,414
~ Mass Lynn $49.50 $74.383
i Mass New Bedford $43.83 365,750
. ‘Nass Norwood $49.59 874,383
; Mass Pittstield $39.41 859,108
¢ Nass Salen $43.39 865,088 .
! 'Nass Springtield $0.83 $£,408 342.06 $63,008 $69,499 0.81% 3563 $5,011 82
:  Nass Worcester, Ftchbrg, Wbstr $44.28 $84,414
¢ .Michigan Alvena $39.85 859,772
; 'Mickigan  Ann Arbor $47.82 871,727
‘Michigan Charlotte $0.79 $6,097 $42.50 $63,757 $69,08584 0.96% $6861 $5,132 o
: .Michigam Clinton, Adrian $47.82 871,727
. -Michigan Detroit $0.92 87,065 $47.82 871,727 $78,792 S$.10x 82,448 $7,488 122
Jichigan rlint, Penton., Goodrich $0.59 $4,808 $45.16 $67,742 $72,250 2.52% 81,819 306,443 108.
H :Klohlm Grand Rapids $0.82 $8,323 $39.41 859,108 $65,431 2.08% 81,351 $58,538 0
, ‘Michigan Hamburg $47.82 871,727
Michigan Imlay City, Hadley $45.16 $67,742
. Michiga®  Ironwood $37.63 856,452
¢ "Michigan Kalasagoo $0.70 $5,364 $40.78 861,101 $66,404 2.16% 81,437 $5,690 s
: NMichigan Lansing $0.990 $7.590 $42.850 $63,757 $71,347 2.02% 81,871 $6,437 108
‘Michigmis Marquette $37.19 855,787
Michigsr NMuskegon $38.068 $58,444
.Michigan Petersburg, Luna Pler $47.82 $72,72%
: ~Nichigan Petosky $38.52 857,780
»  Michigan Port Huron 2.95 864,421
i Michigan Portland $42 80 363,787
I’ Bichigan Saint Johns $42.50 $62,757
Michigan Sault Sainte Marie $38.06 858,444
‘Michigan Stockbridge $42.50 863,757
Michigaa Traverse City $39.65 $59,772
Ninnesota Braiierd $38.52 867,780
Ninnesuta Chanhassen $45.16 $67,742
Minnesota Duluth, Virginia 80.94 $7.250 $42.06 $63,008 $70,343 1.10% $7738 $5,275 88
Ninnesota Hutchinson $45.16 867,742 P
Minnesota MNankato $37.88 856,452
Ninnesota Minneapolis $1.78 $13,732 $45.16 367,742 361,474 1.08% $877 $6,002 9
Minnesota MNontevideo $34.54 851,803
Ninnescta Northfield $45.16 $87,742
s Minnesota Owatonna $40.73 861,101
% Minnesota Princeton $40.29 860,436
. F'nnesota Rochester $1.86 $14,801 $40.73 381,101 $78,601 0.71% $539 $5,378 a8

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1988 Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but mot in ocity core,

Residentis] eingle family home. 53% suburban, 5% rural.
¢ Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% interest and principle rate
N on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.
SITE PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY  PROPERTY TAXES
N ) 7,700 sq £t lot 1,500 sq ft house VALUR rate tax
. state City or Urban Area $/sq £t Dollars $/sq ft Dollsre Dollsrs Percent Dollars Dollars
" -Mimmesots Saint Cloud, Kimball Prs  $i.41 $9,310 $40.29 360,438 369,747 0.87% $469 $4,938
. ‘Ninmesots Saint Paul $45.18 $87,742
;. Winnesota Winona $40.78 $81,101
? Ninnrsota Winthrop $37.63 350,452
i
L. Nise Clarksdale $33.21 $49,810
: Niss Columbus . $30.556 $45,825
. Miss Gresnville $32.78 $49,148
T Nise Greenwood $30.11 845,181
Niss Culfport $0.78 $5,8%8 $35.86 $53,798 $59.882 0.83% $493 $4,310
Nise Nattiesburg $37.19 855,787
1 Riss Jsckson $0.88 86,848 $35.42 853,131 888,779 0.92% $580 $4,378
‘Nise Neridian $30.85 $45,825
Niss Ratches $30.85 $45,828
r Niss Tupelo $33.85 $80,474¢
‘Nissouri Cape Giradecu $37.83 858,452
Nissouri Chillicotha $38.75 $55,123
.Missouri Clinton 240.29 $60,438
; Missouri Colurbis $0.77 88,910 $38.82 $67,730 $83, 390 1.29% $823 4,899
: Nissouri Farmington, Bismark $41.82 $82.429
Nissouri Nannibel $32.98 $55,444
Nissouri Hermann, Owe.sville $30.82 $57,780
: Wissour!  Jeffersca City $35.08 837,118
¢ Nissouil Joplin $0.55 34,202 $38.08 $57.118 $81,318 0. 4% $516 $4.441
! -Rissouri Kenvee City, Independence $0.92 87,088 $40.29 $60,438 $87,822 0.93% $928 $4,947
I "Hissuurd  Kirksville $35.88 353,795
¥ ‘issour! Nontgomery City, Egh H1l $38.82 $57,780
Misscuri  Mox Havtford $39.41 $59,108
i Missouri Plurtsburg 340.20 560,43
1 Aiswourd  Poplar Blulf £98.08 $87,110
" Nissour! Pavasi $39.41 859,108
. Nissourd{ Rolla £32.41 €59,100
i «Missourf Sainl Josenh 90,77 $5,648 £38.82 287,789 $63,728 0.80% $508 $4,808
‘Mfssczri  Saint loals 21.02 $7,88% $41.63 832,629 $70,310 1.05% $740 $8,240
Nissour: Sprinpficlc $0.82 $( &3 £237.03 953,432 $61,243 1.57% $963 $4,882
Nissouri <ullivan, Ge.rld R.61 389,108
Missouri Wercemaburg $400.2¢0  $U0,436
Missour’ ‘ast Flains £28.57 $30.%8
! Montana Billings $1.77 $13,650 $40.29 $60,438 274,087 1.19% 2882 “e.824
Moatans Putte . $38.52 $57,780
© Montana Creat PFalls $1.48 $11,417 $39.85 859,772 $71,190 1.39% $991 $65,847
Nontana Havre $3R.968 388,044
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Table 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1085
Residertial siugle fanily home.

Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not im city core,
83% suburban, 8% rural.

* Total annual cost = mortgage of 8x intsrsst and principla rate
on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

SITE PRICE CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY PROPERTY 7ANES TOTAL ANNUAL
. . 7,700 sq ft lot 1,500 sq ft house VALUE rate tax PROPERTY COST®
+ 'State City or Urban Area $/3q ft Dollars $/sq ft Dollsra Dollars Percent Dollare Dollars Index
. ‘Nomtana  Kelenma $38.52 $87,780
‘£ Noatams Kalispell $39.41 859,108
. Nontana  MNiles City $38.96 858,444
. 'Momtana  Nissoula $40.20 360,436
{,_ N
. Nebraska Columbus $34.54 851,808
‘Nebrasks Grand Island $31.88 $47,818
; Nebraska Kearney $33.85 $50,474
: ’,lobr_ulu Lincoln $1.44 811,124 $33.21 849,810 $60,934 1.00% 81,158 $5,085 82
U MNebraska Norfolk $35.88 353,796
. Nebraska North Platte $34.64 331,803
. Nebraska Omaha $1.00 $7,710 $38.31 854,489 $62,189 2.34% 831,458 $5,438 89
I _Mebraska Scotts Bluff $32.78 349,148
Nevada Klko $48.93 370,308
7 Nevads Las Vegad $2.49 $19,137 $48.49 389,734 $88,872 0.83% $741 $6,429 108
T Kevada Reno $3.52 827,068 $48.70 873,055 $100,121 0.890% $089 $7,097 118
New Hamp Claremont $38.06 308,444
Mew Hamp Manchester $1.94 $14,937 $40.20 $80,498 $76,374 2.02x 81,521 $6,345 108
Mew Namp Portsmouth $1.06 $6,143 $40.29 860,438 $68,579 1.60%  $1,004 $5,483 89
New Jeryey Asbury Park $1.44 $11,053 $41.82 $62,429 $73,482 2.43% 81,783 $8,485 108
New Jsrsey Atlantic City $1.08 $6,130 $48.93 $70,398 $78,528 1.97% 81,547 $¢,872 107
New Jsrasey Bridgeton $0.69 85,328 $48.49 389,734 $75,083 2.78% 33,088 $8,8900 112
New Jarssy Caaden, Cherry Hill $42.50 363,757
New Jsrsey Plemington -$42.80 883,757
Wew Jsrsey HNackensack $42.95 $64,421
© New Jarsey Jusiysey City $2.89 822,222 $45.60 888,408 $90,828 3.64% 83,200 $9,009 148
- Mew Jsrsey Norristowm $43.39 385,085
New Jsrsey Mew Brunswick, Hast Brawk  $3.03 $23,340 $44.28 368,414 $89,784 2.17x 81,951 $7,896 128
Ylew Jersey Newark, Orange $2.28 317,588 $44.28 306,414 $83,878 2.71%  $2,328 $7,701 126
New Jsrsey Paterson $2.12 $18,321 $42.80 $83,757 380,078 2.81% 82,0903 $7,218 118
New Jersey Phillipsburg $43.83 365,780
New Jersoy Toms River $43.39 885,085
New Jsrsey Trenton $2.11 818,230 341.82 %62,429 $78,859 2.87%x $2,103 $7,137 118
New Jarsey Wildwooa $48.49 362,734
New Mexico Albuqusrque $2.09 $16,100 $37.63 858,452 $72,562 1.08% $790 $5,434 89
New Mexico Clovis $40.29 380,438
New Mexico Farmington $40.29 380,438
Wew Mexico Gallup $38.98 $58,444
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Table 4. Property Ownarship Costs by City, 1985 Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not ia city core,

Residential single family home. 83X suburban, 8% rural.
! * Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% intersst and principle rate
¢ " on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.
N SITE PRICR CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY  PROPERTY TAXES TOYAL ANNUAL
: 7,700 sq £t lot 1,800 sg £t house VALUE rate tax PROFERTY COST®
State City or Urban Area $/sq ft Dollars $/sq ft Dollars Dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Index
N New Mexico Nobbde $40.20 880,438
. Wew Nexico Las Cruces $1.89 $13,018 $37.19 885,787 $08,808 0.60% $410 $4,813 70
Yeow Hexico Roswell $38.08 $57,118
New Nexioco Sants Fa $38.08 857,118

M Mew York Albeny $0.83 $8,408 $40.78 $81,101 $87,509 2. ]
: Neow York Bimghamton $1.01 87,810 $38.068 358,444 $66,264 1.88% $1,248 45,488 0
i New York Buffalo $0.84 $6,441 $44.50 $83%,7187 $70,108 2.38x 31,688 $5,160 100
¥ew York Rizirs $40.20 $80.4°8
., Wewm York Glen Falls $38.52 867,780
New York Jamestowm $41.38 861,768
°  New York Kingston $42.50 363,757
R ¥ew York MNassau $1.26 $9,728 $45.60 368,408 $78,132 8.23%x $2,522 $7,522 128
4 ¥ew York New York City $3.52 $27,108 $54.48 $81,689 3108,74 1.91x $2,074 $9,037 147
New York Plattsburgh $38.62 $57,760
Maw York Yotsdam $41.13 $81,788
'Q' York Poughkeepeie $0.92 $7,073 $42.50 883,787 $70,830 2.37% 81,878 $68,211 161
New York Rochestexr $0.92 $7,000 $41.18 $81,768 $68,854 2.15% 81,478 $5,888 98
¥ew York Schenectady $40.329 360,438
New York Syracuse $0.9¢ $7,257 $44.72 367,078 $74,338 2.38% 33,741 35,800 108
. Mew York Utica $40.73 $81,101
. New York Watertowm $41.18 381,785

'.0' York White Plains, Rye $50.47 875,712

North Car Ashevilla $5,028 $28.78 $43,109
Mor h Car Cbariatte $38.31 884,459

$45,198 $3,478

. Morth Car Cayetteville $31.88 $47,818
; Morth Car Goldsbors $28.78 $43,189
North Car Greensbore $0.685 85,020 $33.21 $49,810 $54,83¢ 0.80% 34908 $4,008 [ 1]
Morth Car Lenoir $29.22 $43,833
florth Car New Bern $20.11 845,181
North Car Ralaigh $0.90 $8,921 $31.88 $47,818 $84,739 1.02% $560 $4,083 [ ]
. Korth Car Rocky Nount $32.82 848,482
4 Morth Car Wilaington $0.71 38,438 $33.21 $49,810 $55,248 0.84% $520 $4,C368 [}
- Jorth Car Winston-Salems $34.98 852,467

Morth Dak Bismark $1.87 $14,368 $38.82 $57,780 $72,148 $5,528
: Morth Dek Devils Lake $35.85 $53,798
. dorth Dek Pargo $1.46 $11,270 $35.42 $53,131 $64,400 1.13% $7%% $4,851 79
f Morth Dak Grand Porks $1.56 $12,049 $34.98 $52,407 $64,5158 1.82% 3860 84,879 [ )]
Morth Dak Jamestown $33.865 $50,474
Morth Dak MNinot $37.1¢ $55,787
North Dak Williston $33.77 $50,474



- ~Tabl. 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1985
Residential singls femily home.

: -Ohio
Ohio
: ‘Ohio
: -Ohio
> Ohio
. Ohio
‘Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
~ Ohio
: Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio

Oklahoma
- Oklahosa
Oklahona

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Akron
Athens
Canton
Cincinnati

Clevoland, North Olmsted

Zolumbus

Dayton, Brokvile, Grantwm

Decatur
Raton
flyria
Lewisburg
Lina
Mansfisld

Rilss, Cortland, Minrl Rg

Painesville
Polk
fortamouth
Sandusky

Spring Vallsy, Xsnla

Stsubenville
Toledo
Youngstown
Zanesvills

Ardmore
Bartissville
Clinton

Enid

Bugo

Lawton
XcAlester
Muskogee
Oklahoma City
Stiliwater
Telsa

Astoria
Bend
Eugene
Medford
Psndelton
Portland
Salem

The Dalles

S1TR PRICE
7.700 sq £t lot

City or Urban Area $/3q £t Dollars

$1.03 87,923

$0.34 36,477
$1.17 $9,038
$1.54 $11,841
$1.28 $9,839
$0.93 87,184
$0.93 $7.172

$1.41 $10,873

$0.99 $7.608
$0.63 $4,819

$1.11 88,588

$0.68 $5,274

$0.75 85,811

$0.85 38,508

$1.98 $10,475

$1.53 $11,747

$2.21 $17,00%

$2.52 $19,390

$1.75 $13,499

Neighborhcod location: 42% within city limits but not inm city core,

83% suburban, 8% rural.
® Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% intsrest and prineiple rats
on 80X of property value, plus property taxss.

$/sq £t

$43.83
$38.52
$42.50
$42.8¢
$48.93
$42.95
$41.62
$41.82
$39.41
$45.93
$42.50
$41.82
$41.82
$43.39
$45.60
$41.82
$41.82
$43.83
$41.c2
$40.73
$42.50
$43.39
$39.41

$37.19
$38.52
$35.98
$38.08
$32.78
$38.78
$35.86
$37.19
$38.52
838,52
$40.73

$42.50
$42.95
$41.62
$41.18
$41.18
$42.95
$44.28
$42.08

CONSTRUCTION COSY
1,600 sq ft house
Dollars

$85,780
$57,760
m.157
$63, 757
$70,398
304,421
$62,429
882,429
$69,108
$70,208
$63, 757
$82,429
$82,429

$85,085 °

$08,400
$62,429
$62,429
$65, 750
$62,429
$62,101
483,757
$63,088
$59,108

$85,787
$57,780
$58.444
$57,118
$49,148
$55,123
353,798
$55,787
$57.780
$57,780
$81,101

$63,757
$84,421
$62,429
$81,786
$81,785
$64.421
388,414
$83,093

VALUE

Dollars
$73,872
$70,23¢
$72,798
$82,239
$74,281
369,813
$89,801
$81,271

$70,038
$67,248

$72,318
$70,360

$82,927

$81,831

$68,2565

$72,848

$79,434

$83,811
$79,912

PROPERYY  PROPERTY TAXES

rats

Percent
1.11%
0.81%
0.00%
1.22%
1.20%
1.16%
1.47%
0.98%

0.98%
0.92%

0.84%

0.74%

0.90%

1.01x

tax
Dollars
s81e
$871
$721
$1,008
$985
$807
$1,024
$798

$8885
$820

$1,012
$710

$404
$457

$811

$737

$1,589

$1,499
$1,025

$5,833
$5,088
46,380
$8,28¢
$5,708
$5,282
$5,479
$5,987

$65,187
$4,923

$6,840
$5,213

$4,431

$4,401

$4,980

$8,399

$8,872

$8,888

$6,739

[

g2 3 382388 2

72

72

81

109

112
110




Teble 4. Property Ownarship Costs by City, 1988
Residential single family home.

State

Pena

fenn
Penn
Pennn
Penn
Penn
Penn
Penn
Ponn
Penn
Penn
Penn

Rhode Is

South Car
South Car
South Car
South Car
$outh Car
South Car
South Car
South Car
South Car

South Dek
3South Dak
South Dak
South Dak
South Dak
South Dak

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LY

City or Urban Arsa

Allentosm

Altoona

Camp NMill

Dayton, Sagamore

DuBois

Srie, Waterford
Greemaburg, Murrysville
Harrisburg, Niddletown
Indiana

Johnstown

Lancaster, Bart, Adamstwn
Levittomn

New Castle, Ellwood City
Philadelphia

Pittaburgh

Pottstown

Raading

scraaton

Sceerset, Jarstwn, Ursina
Washington

¥est Chester, Coatsvie
¥ilkes-Barre
¥illiamsport

Providsnce

Anderson
Beaufort
Charlsaton
Cuoluabia
Zlorence
Oreenville
Greenwood
Kyrtle Beach
Orangeburg

Aberdeen
Chasberlain
Huron
Pierre
Rapid City
Sioux Falls

$2.

$1.
$1.

$1.

$1.

$1.

$1.

$1

$1.

$1

$0.
$0.
.78 36,014
$0.

$1.
.19 $9,183

$1

SITE PRICE
7,700 sq £t lot
$/3q ft Dollars $/s8q ft

33 $17,908

18 $9,103

20 $9,900
30 $10,028
70 $13,088

68 $12,191

18 $8,932

.08 $8,182

45 $11,172

.87 $12,853

93 37,174
70 $5,398

51 $3,042

28 $9.710

Nsighborhiad location: 42% within city limits but not in city core,
83% suburbaz. 5% rural.
® Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% intersst and principle rate
on 80% of property valJe, plus property taxes.

CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY  PROPERTY TAXES

1,500 sg £t houss

$42.95
$37.68
$38.52
$42.06
$40.29
$40.73
$44.72
$38.96
$42.08
$42.08
335.86
$47.82
$43.83
$47.82
$44.72
$47.82
$42.80
$39.88
$42.08
$41.18
$47.82
$39.41
$38.90

342.06

$34.09
$35.42
$32.78
£33.85
$34.09
$32.78
$34.09
$30.99
$33.88

$30.55
$38.31
$38.78
$34.54
$33.85
$35.86

150

Pollara

$64,421
$68,452
$87,780
$83,003
m.‘se
861,101
367,078
$88,444
$63,003
363,093
$53,796
$71,727
$85,750
$71,727
$67,078
$71,727
$69,767
$59,772
$83,093
361,785
$71,721
$59,108
$58,444

383,093

$51,138
$53,131
$49,148
$50 "4
351,139
$49,148
$51,139
$48,490
$380,474

$45,828
$54,459
$55,123
$51,803
$50,474
$53,795

VALUE
Dollars

$82,328

870,203

$68,353
$03,821
$84,779

$79,289

$72,089
$87,934

$74,265

$83,991

$58,320
356,889
$57,163
$63,088

$60,184
$82,948

rate
Parcent

1.89%

0.89%
2.04%
1.73%

1.49%
1.42%

2.07%

0.94%

0.72%
0.95%
0.83%
0.81x

tax
Dollars

$1,372

$1,189

$756
$571
$1,734

$1.388

$1,087
$963

$1,538

$598

$408
$532
$382
$431

$940
$1.171

TOTAL ANNUAL
PROPERTY COST®
Dollars Index
$6,640 108
$5,682 ?3
$5.120 7}
$4,855 1
$7,159 117
$8,441 108
$6,739 o4
35,311 % §
$6. 489 103
$4,89¢ 11
$4,012 88
$4,108 o7
$4,020 68
$3,829 82
$4,792 78
$5,199 85




3
i
¢

«
i ‘State

=80uth Dek
lontll Dak

I Tennessee
'l‘cmuu
. ‘Tennesses
* ‘l‘onnouu
! Tennessee
- Tennesses
Tennessee
N *,fg:m-m
! ‘Tennessoe
Tennessee
Tennessee

i Texas
" Texas
{ Texas
. Texas
© Texas
Texas

" Texas
Texas
. Texas
' Texas
. Texas
! Texas
. Texas
* Texas
, Texas
Texas
. Texas
Texas
+ Texas
: Texas
. Texas
. Texas
. Texas
 Texas

Texas

Texas

Texas
. Texas
" Texas

Texas

Q

s
RN A rext Provided by ERIC

- ERIC

‘hblo 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 1985 Neighborhood location: 42%x within city limits but not in city core,

Residential single family honme. 83% suburban, 5% rural.
* Total sarucl cost = mortgage of 8% interest and principle rate
B onh 80% of property value, plus property taxes.
SITE PRICB CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY PROPERTY TAXES TOTAL ANNUAL
7,700 sq ft lot 1,500 sg ft house VALUE rate tax PROPERTY COST*

City or Urban Area $/sq ft Dollars $/sq ft Dollars Dollars Percent Dollars Dollars Indax
Watertown $34.98 $52,487

Yankton $35.42 $53,132

Chattanooga $0.35 $2,731 $34.54 351,803 $54,534 0.92% $501 $3,991 [ 1.
Clacksville $0.53 84,104 $34.54 $51,803 $55,907 0.86% $481 $4,059 [ ]
Columbia $30.556 $45,825

Cookevilla $30.99 $48,490

Jackson $32.78 $49,148

Johnson City $0.49 83,790 $34.98 $52,487 $66,257 1.18% $863 84,264 70
Kingsport $34.08 $52,487

Knoxville $0.84 $4,192 $35.09 $51,139 $55,330 1.38% $763 $4,304 70
Neaphis $0.98 87,6511 $37.63 $56,452 $63,963 1.36% $882 $4,958 81
Nashville $0.79 $6,007 332.78 349,148 $55,243 0.77% $424 3,059 (1]
Union City $33.65 $50,474

Abilene $0.82 88,328 $38.75 853,128 $81,452 0.90% $550 $4.403 73
Amarillo $0.82 $4,780 $38.08 $57.118 $61,878 1.29% 37905 $4,765 78
Austin $1.88 $14,444 $38.75 $5C,123 $69,587 1.35% $937 $5,389 88
Beaumont $0.71 $5,481 $37.83 $68,452 $61,933 1.71x  $1,082 $5,025 82
Bridgeport $38.7 , $58,444

Brownsville, Harlingen $0.90 $06,918 $32.32 $48,482 $55,400 1.15% $638 $4,181 ]
Cleburne $38.96 353,444

Corpus Christi $1.54 $11,850 $34.92 $52,467 $64,317 1.56% $968 $5,118 83
Dallas $1.60 $12,349 $25.98 $58,444 $70,793 1.34% $950 $5,481 89
Dawson $13.21 $49,810 ¢ .

Del Rio $27.89 841,841

El Paso $1.14 88,806 $32.78 $49,148 457,952 1.27% $736 $4,645 72
Gainesville $34.09 $51,139

Granbury $36.96 $58,444

Hillsboro $33.21 249,810

Honey Grove $34.09 851,139

Houston $1.75 $13,508 $37.19 $55,787 $89,204 1.71x  $1,187 $3,621 92
Lubbock $0.81 88,257 $34.98 $52,467 $58,724 1.22% $714 $4,473 73
Nacogdoches $31.88 $47,618

Odessa $0.85 $8,530 $33.65 $50,474 $57,C04 1.08% 4815 $4,2064 70
Panpe $35.83 $53,796

San Angelo $1.12 $8,851 $32.76 $49,140 $57,797 0.97% $559 $4,258 89
San Antonio $1.01 87,761 $34.54 $51,803 $59,584 1.19% $709 $4,522 74
Sherman $0.88 $6,607 $34.09 $51,139 357,745 1.85% $1,066 $4,762 78
Texarkana 30.70 $5,394 $35.42 $53,131 $58,525 1.47% $859 $4,604 78
Tyler $0.75 $5,806 $34.54 $51,803 $57,608 1.70% $977 $4,864 78
Waco $0.61 $4,705 $33.21 $49.810 $54,815 1.61% $877 $4,388 7
White Settlement . $38.96 $58,444

Whitney $33.21 $49,810

Wichita Falls $0.69 85,284 $37.19 855,787 $61,072 1.00% $663 $4,572 75

oo - o ke ot e et el = = e e e e e e 3




Table 4. Property Owmership Costs by City, 1988

State

Utah
Utah
Utah
Utah

Versont
Veraoat
Veraont
Versmont

Virginia
Yirginis
Virginis
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia

City or Urban Area

Cedar ity
Ogden

Provo

Salt Lake City

Burlington
Moatpelier
Rutland

Saint Jchnsbury

Cherlottesville
Lynchburg
Norfolk
Richmond
Roanoke

Suffolk
Warrenton
Winchester

Washington Aberdeen
Washington L21lingham
Washington Bremerton
Washington Everett, Index
Washington Pasco
Washington Richland

Washington Seattle, Baring, Renton

Washington Spokane
Washington Tacoma
Washington vancouver
Washington Wenatchee
Washington Yakima

West Vir
West Vir
West Vir
West Vir
West Vir
West Vir
West Vir

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Beckley
Bluefield
Charleston
Clarksburg
Fairmont
Runtington
Parkersburg

Residential single family home.

$1.
$2.

$1.

$1.
$2.
$1.
$1.

$1.

$1.

$1.
$1.

%
01

.54
$1.
$0.
$0.

68
89
83

67

21
31
34
62

61

29

09
22

S1TB PRICE
7,700 sq ft lot
$/sq £t Dollnrs

$14,088
$15,490

$4,120
$12,783
$8,800
$6,416

£12,853

$9,354
$21,667
$10,324
$12,451

$12,387

$9,969

$8,408
$9,409

Neighborhood location: 42% within city limi<s but not in city core,

53% suburban, 5% rural.
® Total annual cost = mortgage of 8% interest and principle rate
on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

CONSTRUCTION COST PROPERTY PROPERTY TAXES
rate
Percent Dollars

1,500 sq ft house
Dollars

$/3q £t

$38.08
$39.41
$38.08
$38.52

$39.858
$40.29
$37.19
$3¢4.54

$42.30
$34.09
$36.31
$37.03
$33.65
$36.78
$38.98
$39.41

$4k. 16
$42.50
$45.60
$44.72
$42.50
$42.95
$44.72
$41.62
$45.16
$43.39
$44.28
$41.18

$41.62
$36.31
$44.72
$40.29
$40.29
$45.60
$41.18

152

$57,118
$59,108
$87,116
$57,780

$59,772
360,438
$55,787
$581,808

$6s,757
351,139
$54,459
$56,452
$50,474
$55,123
$58,444
$59,108

$67,742
$63,757
$68,408
$87,078
$63,757
364,421
$67,078
$62,429
$67,742
368,088
$66.414
361,768

$62,429
$54,459
$67,078
$60,43¢
$60,430
$68,408
$61,765

VALLE
Dollars

$72,072
$73,270

365,288
$67,242
$63,341
$56,890

$81,259

$73,775
$88,745
$72,763
$80,193

$74,152

$77,047

$76,312
$71,174

b b bbb

»o00
88

.74%
.01%

E

.86%

.94%

.20%
.05%
.26%
.22%

-05%

.88%

.81%
.03%

tax

$535
$742

$444
$574
$624
$870

$760

$833
$935
$507
$981

$779

$526

$828
$733

TOTAL ANNUAL
PROPERTY COST*
Dollars Index
$5,147 84
$5,431 9
$3,980 [ 1.}
$4,878 80
$4,678 73
$4,211 69
$5,961 24
$6,608 21
$6,615 108
$5,563 21
$6,113 100
35,524 90
$5,487 89
$5,541 20
35,288 88




Tabls 4. Property Ownership Costs by City, 198%

Residential single family home.

»

state City or Urban Area

- Wisconain Ean Claire
- Wisconsin Fond Du iac
Wisconsin Green Bay

Wisconsin Janesville
Wisconsin La Crosse
Wisconsin NMadison
Wisoconsin MNarinette
;  Wisconsin Kilwaukee
7 Wisconsin Rhinelander
Wisoonsin Rice Lake
¥isconsin Sheboygan
Wisconsin Wausau

Wyoaing Casper
Wyoming Cheysnne
Wyoming Gillette
.. Wyoming  Rock Spring
., Wyoming Sheridan
Wyoming Thermopol is

ALL C1TY POPULATION WTD AVERAGE

| o

SITE PRICE
7,700 sq £t lot
$/sq ft Dollars $/sq ft

$1.30 $9,981
$0.73 85,592

$1.79 $13,809
$1.91 $14,720

$2.01 315,489

$2.08 $16,016

Neighborhood location: 42% within city limits but not in citv core,

59% suburban, 8% rural.
¢ Total annual cost = mortgege of % interest and principle rate
on 80% of property value, plus property taxes.

CONSTROCTION COST  PROPERTY  PROPERTY TAXES
1,500 aq ft house

$39.41
$40.29
$38.96
$39.85
$41.18
$38.96
¢53.98
$42.98
$37.74
$36.51
$35.28
$34.05

$36.51
$39.39
338.97
$38.5¢
$38.15
$39.39

$41.583

153

LR

Dollars

$89,108
$60,436
$58,444
$59,772
$61.765
$58,444
$68,444
364,421
436,816
$584,770
$52,924
$51,078

$54,770
$59,078
$58,462
$57,847
$57,232
$59,078

$62,298

VALUR
Dollars

$68,426
$65,365

472,283

$79,141

$70,269

$79,626

rate
Percent

1.62%
1.82%

1.74%

2.24%

0.41%

1.31%

tax
Dollars

$1,109
$1,189

$1,256

$1,772

$286

$1,043

TOTAL ANNUAL

PROPERTY ([OST7T®

Dollarz Index
$5,488 89
$5,372 88
$5,881 26
$6,837 111
$4,782 78
$6,134 100

'
33
eols

5
R




Arizona
" Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Arizons
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona

Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas
Arkansas

Calif
Calif
Callf
Calif
calif

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Home Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = dagrae-days x energy price
x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,800 ft 3q)
® price in $/million BTU & Kfficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day

: .-HEATING COOLING

Degree- Price Yearly Degree- Price Yearly TOTAL HEATING &

days/yr prisary Efficiency heating days/yr Blectri- Sfficiency heating COOLING COST
City or Urban Area 65 deg energy* of use ¢ .cost 70 deg city* of use & cost Yearly Index

Anniston, Bynum 2,872 $6.59 14.4 $409 1,043 $19.61 4.2 $129 $5838

Ashland 2,872 $8.59 14.4 $409 1,043 $19.61 4.2 $129 $538
Birsinghan 2,943 $8.59 14.3 $416 1,138 $19.61 4.3 $148 $561

Brent 2,878 $6.59 14.7 $389 1,278 $19.61 4.6 $171 $560

Dothan 2,082 $6.59 15.6 $319 1,460 $19.61 4.3 $208 $526

Plorence 3,279 $6.59 13.8 $447 208 $19.61 4.1 $121 $5687

Gadsden 3,180 $8.659 14.0 $436 938 $19.61 4.1 $118 $581
Buntsville 3,279 $6.59 is.8 $447 298 $19.61 4.1 $121 $5687

Mobile 1,895 $6.59 ic.2 $272 1,847 $19.61 8.1 $248 $5820
Montgomery 2,277 $6.59 15.3 $348 1,387 $19.81 4.7 $103 $537

Nunford 2,872 $6.59 14.4 $409 1,043 $19.61 4.2 $129 $538

Selma 2,040 $6.59 18.7 $318 1,498 $10.61 4.9 $216 $532
Tuscaloosa 2,878 $8.89 14.7 $389 1,278 $19.51 4.6 $171 $380
Anchorage 10,816 $4.62 7.8 $582 ] $28.82 2.8 $0 $062 [ 24
Fairbanks 14,274 $4.62 7.8 $742 13 $26.82 2.6 $1 $743 129
Juneau 9,108 $4.82 7.8 $473 1] $268.82 2.8 $0 1473 82
Casa Grande 1,890 $7.20 18.4 $281 2,494 $24.85 6.0 $538 $839 148
Douglas 2,798 $7.20 14.8 $439 848 $24.88 3.9 $123 $562 o7
Plagstaff 7,284 $7.20 7.1 3303 9 $24.85 2.6 $1 $604 108
Kingman 3,119 $7.20 14.0 $473 1,187 $24.88 4.4 $108 $868 116
Phoanix 1,442 $7.20 16.8 $287 2,721 $24.88 6.0 $809 $866 150
Prescott 4,949 $7.20 11.2 $600 220 $24.83 2.9 $24 $824 108
Tucson 1,734 3$7.20 16.1 $302 1,907 $24.86 8.8 $302 3608 120
Yuma 983 $7.20 16.8 $178 3,123 $24.85 8.0 3698 $874 181
Batesville 3,872 $5.21 13.3 $372 %.023 $22.81 4.2 $144 2316 89
Blytheville . 3,432 $5.21 13.8 $383 1,238 $22.852 4.8 $188 $5851 13
Bl Dorado 2,768 $5.21 14.8 $314 1,280 $22.81 4.6 $197 $511 [ 1]
Fayettevills 4,174 $5.21 12.4 $408 782 $22.51 3.8 $97 $502 87
Forest City 3,207 - $5.21 13.9 $348 1,289 $22.51 4.6 $199 $547 o8
Fort Saith 3,477 $5.21 13.8 $368 1,229 $22.81 4.5 $188 $582 26
Hot Springs 2,932 $5.21 14.3 $328 1,349 $22.81 4.7 $212 $840 93
Jonesboro 3,821 $5.21 13.4 $389 1,207 $22.51 4.4 $181 $580 98
Little Rock 3,182 $5.21 14.0 $34¢ 1,272 $22.51 4.5 $133 $840 93
Pine Bluff 2,729 3$8.21 14.8 $312 1,408 $22.81 4.8 $224 $838 93
Bakersfield 2,128 $5.78 15.8 $288 1,832 $21.98 4.9 $280 $838 93
Bishop 4,288 $5.78 12.2 $463 817 $21.98 3.4 $68 $510 a8
Chico 2,878 $8.78 14.4 $387 87 $21.98 3.8 $98 $483 78
Eureka 4,725 $8.75 11.6 $472 [} $21.98 2.8 $0 $472 82
Fairfield, Vacavle, Blnra 2,888 . $340 3.1

IjR383882s882:8
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Table D-1. dome Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-days x energy price 1
x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft sq) i
¢ price in $/million BTU ¢ Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day

‘ B HEATING COOLING :
L s Degres- * Price Yearly Degree- Price Yearly  TOTAL HEATING &
daya/yr prisary Bfficiency hesting days/yr flectri-~ 2fficiency heating COOLING COST !
L 3tate City or Urban.Area 85 deg energy* of use # cost 70 deg city* of use ¢ cost Yearly Index *
: -Calif Fresno 2,547 $8.78 14.8 $337 1,042 $21.98 4.2 $144 $481 83 .
. Callf Los Angeles (1) 1,508 $8.75 18.4 $225 228 $21.08 2.9 g22 $247 43 .
: Calif Marysville 2,551 $5.78 14.9 $328 837 $21.98 3.9 $107 $138 7’
i callf Monterey 3,170 $5.78 13.9 $381 [} $21.08 2.8 $0 $381 68
, Calif Oakland, Newark 2,877 $5.78 14.4 $357 11 $21.98 2.8 $1 $358 62 -
. Calif Pacifica, E! Granada 3,181 $5.75 14.0 $381 7 $21.908 2.8 $1 $381 [ ]
Calif Palx Springs 1,109 $5.78 18.5 $188 2,718 $21.98 8.0 $837 3805 120
- ‘Calit Placerville 4,087 $5.78 12.8 $442 358 $21.98 3.1 $37 $479 83
i Calif Redding 2,544 $5.73 14.9 $327 1,383 $21.98 4.7 $218 3542 73
- Calif Redwood City, San Bruno 2,806 $5.76 14.8 $332 82 $21.908 2.7 $7 $340 859 |
Calif Sacramento 2,772 $5.78 14.8 , $348 882 $21.98 3.5 $67 $415 72
Calif Saint Belena, Rutherforl 2,879 $5.78 14.4 $357 183 $21.98 2.9 $17 $378 [
Calif Salinas 3,170 $5.78 13.9 $381 [} $21.08 2.8 $0 $381 [0}
Calif San Bernardino, Barstow 1,777 $5.78 18.1 $248 962 $21.908 4.1 $129 $376 [ 1]
Calif San Diego 1,284 $5.78 18.5 $183 279 $21.98 3.0 $28 $211 8
Calif San Prancisv 3,181 $5.76 14.0 $381 17 $21.98 2.8 $1 $381 [}
Calif San Jose 2,439 $5.78 15.1 $317 102 $21.08 2.8 39 $328 86
Calif San Luis Obispo 2,49¢ $8.75 15.0 $323 39 $21.08 2.7 $3 9328 88
. Calif Santa Barbara, Santa Maria 1,993 25.75 15.8 $271 77 $21.98 2.7 $7 $278 48
‘ Calif Santa Rosa, Bodega 2,980 $5.78 14.2 $366 73 $21.98 2.7 $7 $373 o4 .
Calif Stockton 2,874° $5.78 14.7 $339 759 $21.08 3.8 $04 $433 78 .
Calif Susanville 8,233 $5.78 9.3 $498 120 $21.98 2.8 $11 $509 ]
Calif Visalia 2,480 $5.75 15.0 $319 1,049 $21.98 4.2 $145 $464 80
Calif Winturs 2,893 $5.78 14.8 $332 814 $21.98 3.8 $103 $438 75
Colorado Boulder, Allenspark 5,460 $5.45 10.4 3466 363 $20.75 3.2 $38 $803 87
Colorado Castle Réck 6,348 $5.48 9.1 $472 193 $20.78 2.9 $17 $489 [ 1]
Colorado Centril City 5,460 $5.48 10.4 $466 388 $20.75 3.2 $38 $503 87
Colorado Colorado Springs, Calhan 8,348 $5.45 9.1 3472 193 $20.78 2.9 $17 $489 88
Colorado Danver 8,014 $5.45 9.8 $472 289 $20.78 3.0 $27 $499 [
Colorado Florissant 8,348 $5.48 9.1 $472 193 $20.78 2.9 $17 $489 83
. Colorado Port Collins : 8,483 $3.48 8.9 $471 184 $20.78 2.8 $18 $485 84
. Colorado Grand Junction 5,683 $5.48 10.1 $489 889 $20.78 3.8 $76 $545 -2
- Colorado Greeley 8,442 $5.48 8.9 $471 288 $20.75 3.0 $28 $496 &3
Colorado La Junta 5,289 $5.48 10.7 $483 753 $20.75 3.8 $88 $551 95
Colorado Lake George 10,7584 $5.43 7.8 $689 [} $20.78 2.8 30 $85% 114
Colorado Montrose 8,400 $5.45 9.0 $471 219 $20.78 2.9 320 $491 2]
Colorado Pueblo 5,488 $5.45 10.4 $488 .1.1.3 $20.75 3.4 $80 $528 91
Colorado Sterling 5,814 $5.48 8.7 $489 334 $20.75 3.1 $32 $502 87
Colorado  Strasburg 8,014 $5.45 8.8 $472 289 $2( .78 3.0 $27 $499 88
Colorado Trinidad 5,544 $5.45 10.3 $468 311 $20.78 3.1 230 $497 ]
Conn Hartford 8,174 $8.32 9.4 $721 289 $31.10 3.0 $38 $759 131
Conn New Haven, Waterbury ' 5,801 $8.32 10.4 $713 297 $31.10 3.1 $42 $785 131
Conn Norwich, New London 5,501 $8.32 10.4 $713 297 $31.10 3.1 $42 $785 131
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+*Table D-1. Howe Hesting and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-dayr x energy price
" x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,300 ft sq)
N * price in $/million BIU ¢ Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day
-------------- HEBATING COOLING-=~~=reccccccran
N Degree-  Price Yearly Degree- Price Yearly TOTAL HEATING &
H days/yr primary Bfficiency heating days/yr Electri- Efficiency hesting COOLING COST
.- State City or Urban Area ' 85 deg energy* of use ¢ cost 70 deg city* of use ¢ cost Yearly 1ndex
.’Conny * Stamford, Bdgeprt, Grawch 8,100 $8.32 9.5 $721 166 $81.10 2.9 $22 $743 128
“Conn Torrington 6,174 $6.32 9.4 $721 289 $31.10 3.0 $38 $769 131
£
Delaware Dovsr 4,358 $7.89 12.1 2810 882 $28.11 3.5 $88 $895 120
-Delaware Wilmington 4,966 $7.89 11.2 $643 484 $26.11 3.3 $68 $711 128
“ 0iat Col  Washington, D. C. 4,122 $7.87 12.8 $608 774 $10.96 3.8 $88 $808 120
_Morides  Cocoa 607  $9.49 18.5 8143 1,808  $26.29 6.5 $398 $540 o4
i.Plorida Deytona Beach 900 $9.49 18.5 $211 1,692 $26.29 5.2 $333 $844 o4
i-Plorida Port Lasuaderdale 254 $9.49 18.85 480 2,434 $26.29 8.0 9564 $814 108
.~Morida ort Myers 441 $9.49 16.5 $10~ 2,301 $26.49 6.0 $524 $327 100
«~PMorida Port Plerce 800 $0.49 18.5 $117 1,980 $26.29 5.8 $423 $540 93
S ‘Morida Gainesville 1,009 $9.49 18.5 $261 1,707 $26.29 5.2 $337 $589 102
: :Florida Jacksonville 1,402 $9.49 18.5 $329 1,484 $26.29 4.9 $274 $603 106
:.MNorids Lakeland 818 $9.49 18.85 $145 2,138 $26.29 5.0 $475 $821 107
? Mlorida Niemi 199 $9.49 18.8 $47 2,664 $25.20 8.0 $564 $630 109
* Morida Naples 323 $9.49 16.5 $78 2,227 $25.29 8.0 3508 $583 101
’MNorida Orlando 856 $9.49 16.5 $154 2,091 $26.29 8.3 $460 $614 106
Plorida Panana City 1,871 $9.49 18.4 $387 1,664 $26.29 5.1 $328 $692 120
. Morida Pensscola 1,871 $9.49 18.4 $3687 1,684 $26.29 5.1 $325 $692 120
. Morida Saint Peteraburg 5458 $9.49 18.8 $128 2,327 $25.29 8.0 $530 $658 114
- Mlorida Sarasota 818 $9.49 18.5 $145 1,668 $25.29 5.5 $387 $531 92
Plorida Tallahassee 1,862 $9.49 16.3 $363 1,804 $26.29 4.9 $280 $682 118
. Plorida Tampa 739 $9.49 16.5 $174 2,039 $25.29 8.7 $442 $818 107
. Florida West Palm Beach 282 $9.49 16.8 $62 2,289 $26.29 8.0 $523 $585 101
Georgis Albany 2,082 $8.89 15.8 '$324 1,460 $10.64 4.8 $208 $532 82
Georgis Athens 2,968 $8.89 14.3 $424 947 $10.64 4.0 $113 $537 93
Georgla Atlanta 3,021 $6.69 14.2 $430 942 $19.64 4.0 $112 $542 94
. Georgila Augusta 2,568 $8.€9 14.9 $363 1,138 $10.64 4.3 $145 $528 91
Georgia Brunawick 1,385 $6.89 16.8 $229 1,828 $10.64 5.1 $u2a $473 82
: Georgla Calhoun 3,122 $6.89 14.0 $439 914 $10.84 4.0 $108 $547 95
- .Georgia Carters 3,122 $6.69 34.0 $439 914 $19.64 4.0 $108 $547 96
: Gaorgls Columbus . 2,368 $6.69 18.2 $359 1,281 $10.84 48 $172 $531 92
Georgla Covington, New Born 2,641 $6.69 14.5 $412 946 $19.64 4.0 $113 $528 91
. Georgila Dublin 2,337 $6.89 18.2 $367 1,300 $10.84 4.8 $176 $533 92
- Georgia Cainesville 3,404 $6.69 13.6 $464 767 $19.64 3.8 $85 $560 98
Georgia Criffin 2,279 $6.69 18.3 $360 1,347 $19.84 4.7 $165 $535 93
Georgla Hogansville 2,279 $6.69 18.3 $350 1,347 $19.64 4.7 $165 $535 93
Georgis Jackson 2,279 $6.69 18.3 $350 1,347 $19.64 4.7 $165 $535 93
_ Georgia Macon 2,279 $6.69 15.3 $350 1,347 $19.64 4.7 $185 $535 93
Georgla Milner 2,279 $6.69 15.3 $360 1,247 $19.64 4.7 $165 $535 93
Georgla Newnan 2,722 $6.69 14.€ $400 \ Ped $19.64 4.0 $112 $512 89
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‘State .,

! .Georgia

‘Georgia
{ Georgla
. Gsorgla
;" Georgia

?
2

: Kawaid

. 1daho
- 1daho

‘Idaho
- 1daho
_ 1daho
! ldaho

. I1lanois

I11inois
. 1111ipois
I11linois
I11inois
Illinofs
I11inois
I11linois
I1linois
I11inois
I11inois
I11inois
I1linois
I11inois
" I11inois

I11linois

I11inois

I11inois

I11linois

Indiana
. Indiana
Indians
Indians
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
Indiana
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City or Urban Area

Rone
Savannah
Valdosta
Waycross
Zebulon

Honolulu

Boise

Idaho Falls
Kelloge
Lewiston
Pocatello
Twin Falls

Alton
Aurora
Carbondale
Centralia
Champaign
Chicago (2)
Froeport
Galesburg
Glen Ellyn
Joliet
Kankakee
Mattoon
O0lney
Peoria
Quincy
Rock Island, Moline
Rockford
Springfield
Waukegon

Blooaington
Evansville
Fort Wayne
Gary
Greenuburg
Indianapolis
Kokomo
Lafeyotte

;?_llhls_ntl:-ﬂelt.B!Itlnl-lnd.Cooling_c it8_by City, 1984. Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-deys x energy price

x efficiency of use x i.proved living area (1,500 ft sq)
¢ price in $/million BTU ¢ Efriciency in BTUs/sq ft degrec-day

HEATING COOLING

Degree- Price Yearly Degreec- cice Yearly TOTAL HEATING & '
deys/yr primary Bfficiency heating days/yr EBlectri- Efficiency heating COOLING COST :
85 deg energy® of use ¢ cest 70 deg city* of use ¢ cost Yearly Index .
3,122 $6.89 14.0 $439 914 $19.64 . 4 $108 $547 5
1,921 $6.89 15.9 $306 1,349 $19.84 4.7 $188 $491 1.3
1,672 $8.89 18.2 $273 1,438 $19.684 <.8 $203 $478 82
1,878 $8.89 15.9 $300 1,385 $19.84 4.7 $193 $492 1]
2,279 $8.89 15.3 $350 1,347 $190.64 4.7 $185 $535 oS
0 $18.04 18.5 $0 2,598 $36.61 8.0 $8/58 $858 148
. 1802 $6.70 9.9 779 382 $11.02 3.2 $19 E 13 1C8
8,828 $8.70 7.8 $650 73 $11.02 2.7 $3 $853 113
8,781 28.70 8.4 $373 112 $11.02 2.8 $8 $379 100
5,429 $6.70 10.5 $5%2 359 $11.02 3.1 $19 $591 102
7,123 $8.70 7.9 $566 189 $11.02 2.9 38 $574 29 .
8,704 $8.70 8.8 $576 143 $11.02 2.8 $7 $582 101
5,129 $5.29 11.0 3446 801 $27.11 3.8 $128 $370 29
8,818 $5.29 8.7 $458 311 $27.11 3.1 $39 $494 88
4,583 $5.29 11.8 $428 782 $27.11 3.8 $117 $545 ¢
8,049 $5.29 11.1 $444 781 $27.11 3.8 $118 $560 o7
5,758 $5.29 10.0 456 508 $27.11 3.4 $89 $525 91
8,454 $5.29 - 8.9 $457 321 $27.11 3.1 $40 $497 o8
8,982 $5.29 8.2 $450 311 $27.11 3.1 $39 $489 83
8,302 $5.29 9.2 $458 439 $27.11 3.3 388 $518 o9
8,818 $5.29 8.7 $458 311 $27.11 3.1 $39 $49¢ a8
5,912 $5.29 9.8 $458 f 517 $27.11 3.4 $71 3529 92
5,012 $5.29 9.8 $458 817 $27.11 3.4. $71 $529 92
5,813 $5.28 10.2 $435 548 $27.11 3.4 $7C $831 92
4,843 $5.29 11.4 $438 899 $27.11 3.7 $104 $542 ¢
8,228 $5.29 9.3 $458 485 $27.11 3.3 $83 $521 20
5,789 $5.29 9.9 $457 591 $27.11 3.5 $84 $541 1}
8,498 $5.29 8.9 $457 429 $27.11 3.3 $57 $514 o9
8,852 . $3.29 8.2 $450 311 $27.11 3.1 $39 $489 1.3
5,854 $5.29 10.1 $455 814 $27.11 3.5 $88 $544 94
8,881 $5.29 8.3 $452 238 $27.11 3.0 $29 $480 83
5,509 $8.01 10.4 $515 437 $20.19 3.3 $48 3561 7
4,260 $8.01 12.3 $472 924 $20.19 4.0 $112 $584 101
8,320 $6.01 9.1 $820 338 $20.19 3.1 $32 $552 o6
8,251 $8.01 9.2 $320 419 $20.19 3.2 $41 $582 97
5,562 33.01 10.3 $616 379 $20.19 3.2 338 $552 o6
5.650 $8.01 10.2 $517 470 $20.19 3.3 $47 $585 98
8,035 $6.01 9.6 $520 493 $20.19 3.4 $50 $571 99
8,035 $8.01 9.6 $520 493 $20.19 3.4 £50 $571 99
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Table D-1. Home Hesting and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Note: Yrly hesting (cooling) costs = degres-days x energy price
x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft sq)
® price in $/million BTU ¢ Bfficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-dsy

’

—==-——-—~~~-HEATING ~=-=COOLING .
Degree- Price Yesrly Degree- Price Yesrly TOTAL HEATING &
. days/yr primary Bfficiency hesting days/yr EBlectri- Bfficiency hesting COOLING COST -
Fotate City or Urban Ares 85 deg energy® of use $ cost 70 deg city* of use # cost Yearly Index
. Indiana Nunc.e 5,804 $8.01 9.8 $5820 428 $20.19 3.3 $42 $582 o7 .
< Indiana New Albany 4,826 $6.01 1.9 $4684 723 $20.19 8.7 $81 $866 98 .
‘ Indiane  Rivmmond 5,973 $6.01 9.7 $520 202 $20.19 8.0 g27 $547 ]
. Indtana South Send 8,377 $8.01 9.0 $520 308 £°72.19 S.1 $29 $549 o8
Indiana Terre Haute 5,521 $6.01 10.4 $518 812 $20.19 3.4 $52 $568 90
; ‘Jowa Burlington <,;161 $5.60 9.3 $502 490 $23.12 3.3 $57 $559 97
., lowa Cedar Rapids 8,871 $5.80 8.8 $499 s8e $23.12 8.2 $43 $5841 o4
‘ lowa Council Bluffs " 8,592  $5.80 8.7 $590 494  $23.12 sS4 $57 $567 (]
< Iowa Creston 8,484  $5.80 8.9 $501 4“9 s$23.12 s.3 $51 $552 %
T Jowa Davenport 6,274 $5.80 9.2 $5802 508 $23.12 3.4 $59 $5682 97
. lowam Des Moines 8,854 $5.80 8.8 $500 820 $23.12 3.4 $61 $561 7
! lowa Dubuque 8,749 $5.80 8.5 $498 391 $28.12 3.2 $43 $541 94
) -Towa Fort Douge 7,178 $5.80 7.8 $488 370 $23.12 s.2 341 $522 92
. lowa Marshallcown 7,013 $5.8¢C 8.1 $492 355 $23.12 s.1 $39 3831 92
" Jowa Mason City 7,608 $5.¢ 7.% $500 296 $23.12 s.1 $31 $532 92
© Jowa Ottumwa 8,339 $5.80 9.1 $5802 819 $23.12 3.4 $61 $563 97
* lowa 8ioux City 8,947 $5.80 8.2 $494 479 $23.12 3.3 $58 $549 8
Towa Spencer 7,840 $5.80 7.5 $512 283 $23.12 s.0 $30 $841 o4
Towa Waterloo 7,537 $5.80 7.8 $492 300 $23.12 8.1 $32 $524 91
Kansss Arkansas City 4,787 $4.72 11.8 $389 1,051 £23.48 4.2 $1568 $545 9%
. Kansas Atchison 5,261 $4.72 10.8 $400 728 *2%.45 8.7 $958 $496 86
Kansss Colby 8,150 $4.72 9.4 $409 556 123.45 3.8 $68 $477 62
‘ ‘Kansss Dodge City 5,089 $4.72 11.1 $396 099 423 .48 4.0 $126 $522 90
Kaness Eaporis 5,121 $4.72 11.0 $398 831 $23.45 3.9 $113 $511 (1]
- Kansas Garden City 5,261 $4.72 10,8 $400 847 $25.45 3.9 s$116 $517 )]
Kansss Creat Bend 4,839 $4.72 11.4 $380 1,042 $23.45 4.2 $154 $34¢ o4
'Kansas Hays 5,859 $4.72 10.1 $406 778 $23.45 3.8 $104 $510 88
, Kansas Independence 4,288 $4.72 12.2 $372 1,013 $23.45 4.2 $148 $5820 90
Kansss Kansss City 5,283 $4.72 10.7 $401 769 $23.45 2.8 $100 $501 87
Kaagcss Lawrence 4,019 $4.72 11.4 $390 951 $23.45 4.1 $138 $526 91
Hansss Leavenworth 5,184 $4.72 10.9 $399 778 $23.45 8.8 $104 $508 87
Kansss wviberal 4,318 $4.72 12.2 $373 1,061 $23.45 4.2 $158 $5830 92
Kansas Louisburg 4,763 $4.72 11.5 $389 802 $23.45 4.0 $1268 $515 89
Ksnss3 Sslina 5,187 $4.72 10.9 $3989 976 $23.45 4.1 3141 $539 93
Kansas Topeka 5,318 $4.72 10.7 $402 808 $23.47 8.8 $108 $510 as
Kansss Wichita 4,787 $4.72 11.8 $389 1,681 $23.48 4.2 $158 $545 94
Rentucky Ashland 4,900 $5.68 11.3 $468 844
Kentucky Bowling Green 4,309 $5.65 12.2 $448 793
Kentucky Covingron 5,247 $5.65 10.8 $478 497
Kentucky Elizabethtown 4,417 $5.65 12.0 $451 788
Kentucky Lexington 4,814 $5.68 11.4 $467 594

';‘ 158

B
hon et 0o




i state.

. .Rentucky
+ Kentucky
. Kentucky
. Kentucky
© Kentucky
. Kentucky
" Kentucky

Loulsiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisians
Louisiana
Louisiana
Louisiara
Louisiana
Louisiana

Maine
Maine
Maine
Maine
Maine

Maryland
Marylsud
Marylsad
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Maryland
Naryland
Marylsnd
Maryland

Mass
Mass

Table D-1.

City or Urban Ares

Loufaville
Madisonville
Niddlesboro
Cwensboro
Paducah
Pikeaville
Somerset

Alexandris
Baton Rouge
Bogelusa
Gonzalzs
Hammond
Houma
Lafayette
Lake Chsrles
Metairie, Gretna
Monroe

New Iberis
New Orleans
Port Salphur
Reserve
Shraveport

Auvgusts
Bangor
Machias
Portland
Presque Isle

Annapolis, Glen Burnie
Baltimore

Canbridee

Cumberland

Esston

Bdgewood

Hagerstown

Randallstown, Reisterstwn
Salisbury

Silver Springs

Boston, Lexington, Milton

Brockton

Home Hesting and Cooling Costs by City, 1984.

Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-days x energy price
x efficiency of use x improved livirg srea (1,500 ft aq)
®* price in $/million BTU ¢ Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft dsgree-day

Yearly TOTAL HEATING &
Bfficlency heating COOLING COST

e HEATING: COOLING

Degree- Price Yearly Degree- Price

days/yr primary Efficiency heating days/yr Electri-

65 dcg energy®* of use & cost 70 deg clity* of use 2 cost
4,828 $5.85 11.9 3455 723 $17.58 3.7 K71
4,738 $5.85 12.4 $438 758 $17.56 3.8 $76
4,424 $5.65 12.0 $451 518 $17.56 3.4 848
4,279 $5.85 12.8 $444 800 $17.68 3.8 $81
4,130 $5.83 12.8 $437 895 $17.58 4.0 394
5,289 $5.65 10.7 $480 327 $17.56 3.1 $27
4,435 $5.65 12.0 $452 498 $17.58 3.4 $44
1,061 $5.906 15.8 $2717 1,585 $20.25 6.0 $237
1,873 $5.06 18.2 $243 1,592 $20.25 5.0 $244
1,877 $5.96 15.9 $267 1,566 $20.25 8.0 $235
1,673 $5.98 18.2 $243 1,592 $20.25 5.0 $244
1,711 $5.96 18.2 $248 1,457 $20.25 4.8 $214
1,315 $5.98 18.5 $194 1,677 $20.26 8.2 4263
1,560 $5.96 18.4 $229 1,852 $20.28 5.1 $2587
1,579 $5.98 18.4 $231 1,859 $20.25 5.1 $259
1,490 $5.06 1e.6 $220 1,860 $20.25 8.1 $237
2,404 $5.98 15.1 $325 1,447 $20.28 4.8 $212
1,585 $5.96 18.4 $228 1,811 $20.25 5.1 $248
1,490 $5.98 18.5 $220 1,830 $20.25 5.1 $257
1,490 $5.36 18.5 $220 1,880 $20.25 8.1 $257
1,625 $5.98 16.3 $237 1,647 $20.25 5.1 $258
2,269 $6.98 15.3 $311 1,532 320.25 4.9 $230
7,598 $7.80 7.5 $867 122 $23.88 2.8 $12
7,047 $7.80 7.6 $697 s $23.88 2.7 $7
7,947 $7.80 7.5 $697 68 $23.68 2.7 $7
7,501 $7.80 7.5 3658 87 $23.468 2.7 38
9,237 $7.80 7.5 $3811 41 $23.68 2.7 34
4.414 $7.58 22.0 $603 672 $21.81 3.8 379
4,708 $7.58 11.8 3621 871 $21.51 3.5 $84
4,331 $7.58 2.2 $589 18 $21.51 3.8 3485
5,106 $7.58 11.0 $638 395 $21.51 3.2 $41
4,211 $7.58 12.4 $592 651 $21.51 3.8 376
4,700 $7.58 11.8 $621 871 $21.51 3.C $84
5,086 $7.38 11.0 $837 421 $21.51 3.2 $44
4,706 $7.58 11.6 $621 il %¢c. %1 3.5 $64
4,016 $7.58 12.7 $578 887 $21.51 3.8 366
4,122 $7.58 12.8 $586 774 $21.51 3.8 $95
5,593 $7.87 10.2 3676 280 $29.59 3. 338

. 9.2 $681 89 2.8 319

Yearly

$528
$513
$497
$528
$530
$508
3495

$514
$488
$808
$488
$48°.
$/57
488
$490
$477
$537
$478
$477
$477
$493
$543

$879
$704
$7c4
4485
7814

$683
$885
$884
$679
$667
$885
$681
$685
$844
$620

$714
$701

Index



Tabls D-1.

Stats.

Nass
Nass
Nuss
Nass
Nass
Nass
Nass
Nads
Nass
Mass

Nichigan
Nichigan
Michigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Kichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Michigan
Kizhigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan
Nichigan

Ninnesota
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Ninnesots
Minnesota

ERIC
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Home Hssting and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Ncta: Y:rly hesting (cooling) costs « degree-days x ensrgy price
x efficiency of use x improved 1iving ares (1,500 £t 8q)
® price in $/million BTU ¢ Bfficlency in ETUs/sq ft degree-day

Y eeememccccnans HEATING ~====CO0LING-~--rmemaane. N———

Degree- price Yesrly Degree~ Price Yearly TOTAL NZATING &

days/yr primary Efficiency heating  dsys/yr Elsctri- Bfficiency hesting COOLING COST
City or Urban Ares ° 85 deg energy®* of use ¢ cost 70 deg citys of uss ¢ cost Yesrly Index
Concord 5,593 $7.87 10.2 $878 280 $29.59 3.0 $38 $714 124
Hyannis 5,965 $7.87 9.7 $881 134 $29.59 2.8 $17 $898 121
Lowell 8,232 $7.87 9.3 $882 199 $29.59 2.9 $28 $707 122
Lynn 5,593 $7.87 10.2 $878 280 $20.58 S.0 $38 $714 124
New Bedford 5,308 $7.87 10.7 $889 s $29.58 S.1 $43 $712 123
Norwood 5,503 $7.87 10.2 $878 280 $29.59 3.0 $38 $714 124
Pittsfield 8,927 $7.87 8.2 $871 173 $29.59 2.9 $22 $603 120 -
Salem 5,593 $7.87 10.2 $878 280 $29.59 3.0 $38 $714 124
Springfizld 5,953 $7.8. 0.7 $681 289 $29.59 3.0 T 889 $720 -128
Worcester, Ftchbrg, Wbstr 8,950 $7.87 8.2 $870 101 $29.59 2.8 12 $682 118
Alpena 8,410 $8.22 7.8 $588 39 $21.40 2.7 33 $892 io2
Aann Arbor 5,348 48.22 9.1 $538 303 $21.40 3.1 $30 $s868 o8
Charlotte 6,988 $8.22 8.2 $529 198 $21.40 2.9 $18 $84% [ 1]
Clinton, Adrian 8,848 %48.22 8.8 $536 237 $21.40 3.0 $23 $558 98
Detroit 8,583 $8.22 8.8 $338 238 $21.40 S.0 $23 $569 97
P1int, Penton, Goodrich 7,088 $8.22 8.0 $527 1358 $21.40 2.8 $14 $5841 94
Grau! Rapids 8,927 $8.22 8.2 $530 235 $21.40 3.0 $22 $552 3
Hamburg 8,987 $6.22 8.1 $529 208 $21.40 2.9 $19 $548 2.}
Inlesy City, Hadley 8,583 $8.22 8.8 $538 238 $21.40 s.0 $23 $5590 97
Ironwood 9,190 $6.22 7.5 $843 82 $21.40 2.7 $7 $6580 112
Kslamazoo 6,281 $8.22 9.2 $539 318 $21.40 3.4 $32 $570 9
Lansing 8,987 $8.22 8.1 $529 208 $21.40 2.9 $19 $548 o8
Marguetts 8,448 $8.22 5.9 $463 57 $21.40 2.7 $5 $488 81
Nuskegon 8,928 $8.22 8.2 $530 151 $21.40 2.8 $14 $544 04
Petersburg, Luna Pier 8,348 $8.22 9.1 $538 303 $21.40 3.1 $30 $568 98
Petosky 7,977 $8.22 7.5 $558 93 $21.40 2.7 38 $566 ]
Port Huron ¢,611 $8.22 8.7 $538 248 $21.40 3.0 $24 $569 o7
Portiand 8,987 $8.22 8.1 $529 208 $21.40 2.9 $19 $548 98
Ssint Johns 8,788 $8.22 8.4 $533 210 $21.40 2.9 $20 $563 -, ]
Ssult Ssinte Narie 9,308 $8.22 7.8 $851 27 $21.40 2.6 $2 $803 113
Stockbridgo 8,987 $6.22 8.1 $529 208 $21.40 2.9 $19 $548 95
Traverce City 7,798 $8.22 7.5 $545 144 $21.40 2.8 $13 $558 07
Brainerd 8,823 $8.48 7.8 $841 173 $19.3%4 2.9 $15 $856 113
Chanhassen 8,007 $8.48 7.8 $582 302 $190.84 3.1 $28 $809 108
Duluth, virginia 9,901 $8.48 7.5 $720 35 $19.84 2.7 $3 $722 128
Hutchinson 8,328 $8.48 7.5 $805 244 $190.84 3.0 $22 $627 108
Mankato 7,987 $8.48 7.5 $579 294 $19.84 3.0 $27 $808 108
Ninnespolis 8,007 $8.48 7.5 $582 302 $19.84 3.1 $28 $809 108
Montevideo 8,291 $3.48 7.5 $603 287 $19.84 3.0 $28 $829 109
Northfield 7,987 $6.48 7.5 $579 294 $19.84 3.0 $27 $606 108
Oratonna 8,277 $8.48 7.5 $802 183 $10.84 2.9 18 $817 107
Princeton 8,823 $8.48 7.5 $841 173 $19.84 2.9 $185 3636 113
Rochester 8,277 $8.48 7.5 $802 183 $19.84 2.9 $18 $617 107
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. Home Neating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984.

Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-days x anergy price
x efficiency of rse X improved living area (1,500 ft sq)
® prl’«e in $/cillion BTU ¢ Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft dagree-day

HEATING COOLING-—~=rmomcmmmraan

Degree- Price Yearly Degree- Price Yaarly

days/yr primary BEfficiency heating dsys/yr Blectri-

65 deg energy* of use § cost 70 deg city* of use § cost
8,965 $6.48 7.8 $652 148 $19.84 2.8 $12
8,007 $8.460 7.8 $582 302 $19.84 3.1 $26
7.819 $6.46 7.8 $588 292 $19.84 8.0 s$26
8,328 $8.46 7.5 $603 244 $10.84 3.0 $22
2,963 $8.25 14.3 $397 1,438 $18.38 4.8 $190
2,860 $6.26 14.4 $387 1,197 $18.38 4.4 3146
2,638 $8.28 14.8 $385 1,386 $18.38 4.7 $180
2,716 $6.26 14.6 $373 1,382 $18.38 4.7 $160
1,539 $8.26 16.4 $238 1,821 $18.38 6.1 $227
2,027 $6.26 18.7 $299 1,412 $18.38 4.8 $185
2,389 $6.26 15.1 $340 1,308 $18.38 4.7 $183
2,479 $8.26 15.0 $349 1,308 $18.38 4.6 $163
1,941 $6.26 15.8 $289 1,506 $18.38 4.9 $204
3,088 $8.26 14.1 $408 1,208 $18.38 4.4 $148
4,074 $5.98 12.6 289 988 $18.93 4.1 $115
5,346 $5.908 10.6 $509 718 $18.93 3.7 $78
8,203 $5.98 10.8 $506 749 $18.93 3.7 $80
8,206 $5.98 10.8 $506 707 $18.93 3.7 $74
4,843 $5.96 11.4 $495 628 $18.93 3.6 383
5,613 $5.908 10.2 $514 889 $18.93 3.5 $59
4,898 $5.96 11.8 $497 744 $18.93 3.7 $79
4,607 $5.98 11.3 $197 744 $18.93 8.7 379
4,321 $5.98 12,2 3472 1,002 $18.93 4.1 $118
5,283 $5.98 10.7 $508 789 $18.93 3.8 $81
5,843 $5.98 9.9 $517 510 $18.93 3.4 $49
8,208 $5.908 10.8 $806 707 $18.93 3.7 $74
5,613 $5.98 10.2 $514 589 $18.93 3.8 $59
5,453 $5.98 10.5 $311 770 $38.93 3.8 $83
4,101 $5.98 12.8 $481 914 $18.93 4.0 $104
4,843 $5.98 11.4 $495 828 $18.93 3.6 363
4,843 $5.98 11.4 $495 625 $18.93 3.6 $83
5,483 $5.98 10.5 $511 770 $18.93 3.8 $83
4,938 $5.98 11.2 $498 867 $18.93 3.9 $97
4,660 $5.98 11.7 $488 786 $18.93 3.8 $58
4,796 $5.98 11.8 $493 712 $13.93 3.7 $78
4,849 $5.908 11.4 $485 917 $18.93 4.0 $104
4,561 $5.98 11.8 $484 697 $18.93 3.7 $73
7,212 $5.32 7.8 $447 252 $13.31 8.0 $18
9,613 $5.32 7.5 $575 20 $13.31 2.6 $1
7,766 $5.32 7.8 $465 188 $13.31 2.8 $9
8,660 $5.32 7.5 $516 174 $13.31 2.9 $10
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\“hblo P-1. Home Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Nots: Yrly heatitg (cooling) costs « degres-days x emergy price
. x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft sq)
¢ prics in $/millivn BTU ¢ Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day

' HEATING COOLING-~-cemcmccacanaa
Degreu- Price Yearly Degree- Price Yearly TOTAL NEATING &
i ! days/yr prisary Efficloncy heating days/yr Blectri- REfficiency heating COOLING COSY
© State | City cr Urban Areca €S deg energy® of use ¢ cost 70 deg city* of use ¢ cost Yearly Index
Nontana Nelsna 8,178 $8.32 7.8 $460 108 $13.31 2.8 38 $495 20
Noatana Kalispell 7,711 $5.32 7.8 $482 88 $13.31 2,7 $4 $468 0
Montana - MNiles City 7,044 $5.32 .6 $452 418 $13.31 3.2 $27 $4%8 83
.*Nomntana Missoula 7,838 $5.32 7.8 $489 50 $13.31 2.7 $3 $472 2
-Nebraska Columbus 8,803 $5.40 8.9 $488 5693 $18.68 3.8 $58 $524 91
‘Yebraska Grand Island 8,482 $5.40 8.9 $486 881 $18.58 28 $54 $520 90
Nebrasks Kearney 8,867 $5.40 8.8 $4068 843 $18.58 3.4 $52 $517 90
Mrllk& Lincoln 5,907 $6.40 9.7 $467 720 $18.658 3.7 $74 $542 o4
‘ Babraska Morfolk 7,008 $5.40 8.1 $489 492 $18.58 3.4 348 $508 7
;*Nebraska  North Platte 8,900 $5.40 8.2 $481 389 $18.58 3.2 $38 $495 [
Nebraska Omaha 8,082 $5.40 8.7 $485 494 $18.58 3.4 348 $812 o8
- Mebraske Scotts Bluff 8,702 $5.40 8,8 $484 344 $18.58 3.1 $30 $494 [ 1]
l Nevads Elko 7.248 $7.41 7.7 $821 188 $18.41 2.9 $13 $834 110
Nevada Las Vegas 2,832 $7.41 14.9 $420 2,182 $18.41 6.9 $3583 $778 134
Kevada Reno 8,030 $7.41 9.8 $842 120 $18.41 2.8 «9 $851 118
New Masp Claremont 7,942 $8.03 7.8 $719 8¢ $28.96 2.7 $10 $729 126
New Mamp Manchester 7,482 $8.08 7.8 $678 353 $28.08 3.1 $48 $728 126
New Hamp Portsmouth 7,482 $8.05 7.8 $878 353 $28.98 3.1 $48 $722 12¢
* New Jersey Asbury Park 5,158 $7.61 10.9 $834 317 $32.27 3.1 $47 $681 118
New Jerssy Atlantic City 5,088 $7.851 11.0 $831 349 $32.27 3.1 $53 3884 118
Maw Jersey Bridgeton 4,948 $7.51 11.2 $628 454 $32.27 3.3 $72 $898 121
New Jersey Camden, Cherry Hill 4,947 $7.61 11.2 $828 528 $32.27 3.4 $87 $718 123
" New Jersey PFleaington 5,783 $7.61 10.0 $848 300 $32.27 3.1 $44 $893 120
Nex Jersey Hackensack 4,972 $7.61 11.2 $827 842 $32.27 3.4 $90 $717 124
: New Jersey Jersey City 58,288 $7.51 10.7 $838 379 $32.27 3.2 $58 $898 120
.Mew Jersey Korristowm 6,171 $7.61 10.9 $834 424 $32.27 3.2 $87 $701 121
Yew Jersey New Brunswick, East Browk 8,239 $7.61 10.8 $836 346 $32.27 3.1 $52 $689 119
Few Jersey Newark, Orange 4,972 $7.61 11.2 $827 842 $32.27 3.4 $90 $717 124
New Jersey Paterson 4,972 $7.61 11.2 $827 842 $32.27 3.4 $40 $717 124
New Jesrsesy Philiipaburg 8,004 $7.61 8.8 $648 161 $32.27 2.8 $22 $871 1168
New Jersey Toms River 5,168 $7.851 10.9 $834 317 $32.27 3.1 $47 $082 118
New Jersey Trenton 4,950 $7.81 11.2 $828 457 $32.27 3.8 $73 $899 121
New Jersey Wildwood 4,541 $7.61 11.9 $808 439 $32.27 8.3 470 $478 117
New Mexico Albuquerque 4,414 $6.12 12.0 $483 871 $24.97 3.8 $91 $579 100
New Mexico Clovis £,078 $8.12 12.8 $470 818 $24.97 3.5 $82 $552 | ]
Kow Nexico Paraington 5,377 $8.12 10.6 $522 448 $24.97 3.3 $58 $577 100
New Mexico Gallup 8,181 $8.12 9.4 $530 119 $24.97 2.8 $12 $843
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Home Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984. Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-days X energy price
x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft aq)
* price in $/million BTU ¢ Efficienty in BTUs/sq ft degree-day
"« HEATING COOLING~wocecmmcamacaa
Degree- Price Yearly Degree~ Price Yearly TOTAL HRATING &
deys/yr prisary Efficiency heating days/yr Electri- Efficiency heating COOLING COST
City or Urban Area 85 deg  energy®* of use ¢ cost 70 deg city* of use & cost Yearly Index
Kobbe 2,881 $8.12 14.4 $381 1,074 $24.97 4.2 $171 $551 [ 1
Las Cruces 3,338 $6.12 13.7 $421 787 $24.97 3.8 $112 $533 2
Roswell 3,128 $8.12 14.0 $402 1,120 $24.97 4.3 $181 $583 101
Santa Fe 8,083 $8.12 9.5 $830 70 $24.97 2.7 $7 $537 [ ]
Albany 8,927 $7.78 8.2 $863 173 $33.24 2.9 $28 $888 119
Binghanton 7,344 $7.78 7.8 $648 85 $33.24 2.7 $12 $660 114
Puffalo 8,708 $7.78 8.4 $888 170 $33.24 2.9 $24 2891 119
Eluira 8,927 $7.78 8.2 $863 137 $33.24 2.8 $19 $882 118
Glen Falls 7,547 $7.78 7.8 $661 114 $33.24 2.6 $18 3878 117
Jamestown 6,829 $7.78 8.7 $870 140 $33.24 2.8 $20 $689 119
Kingston 8,388 $7.78 9.1 $873 228 $33.24 2,9 $33 8708 122
Nassau 8,927 $7.78 8.2 $663 173 $33.24 2.9 $28 $888 119
New York City 4,886 $7.78 11.4 $645 845 $33.24 3.4 $93 $738 ias
Plattsburgh 8,231 $7.78 7.8 $720 93 $33.24 2.7 $13 $733 127
Potsdan 8,097 $7.78 7.8 $709 95 $33.24 2.7 $13 $722 128
Poughkeepsie 8,388 $7.78 9.1 $873 228 $33.24 2.9 $33 $708 122
Rochester 8,713 $7.78 8.8 $666 205 $33.24 2.9 $30 3698 121
Schenectady 8,927 $7.78 8.2 $683 173 $33.24 2.9 $28 $888 119
syracose 8,787 $7.78 8.4 $667 192 $33.24 2.9 s$28 $894 120
Utica 7,368 $7.78 7.8 $647 180 $33.24 2.8 $21 3668 116
Watertowm 7.480 $7.78 7.8 $6558 144 $33.24 2.8 $20 $875 117
White Plains, Rye 4,888 $7.78 11.4 $648 548 $33.24 3.4 $93 $738 128
Asheville 4,139 $7.82 12.8 $590 378 $20.69 s.2 $37 $827 108
Charlotte 3,342 $7.82 18.7 $823 ¢ 688 $20.89 - 3.9 $108 $828 109
Fayetteville 3,158 $7.62 14.0 $804 938 $20.69 4.0 $117 $821 107
Goldsboro 3,102 $7.82 14.1 $498 870 $20.69 4.1 $123 $821 107
Greensboro 3,874 $7.82 12.9 $570 860 $20.89 3.8 $74 $644 111
Lenoir 3,660 $7.62 18.2 $552 842 $20.69 3.4 383 $810 108
New Bern 2,787 $7.62 14.8 $460 889 $20.89 4.1 $128 $589 101
Raleigh 3,531 $7.62 13.4 $541 720 $20.89 3.7 $83 $823 108
Rocky Mount 3,831 $7.62 13.4 $541 720 $20.69 3.7 $83 %623 108
¥ilmington 2,489 $7.82 156.0 $424 1,082 $20.69 4.3 $1<3 $487 [ ]
¥inston-Sale= 3,422 $7.62 13.6 $531 721 $20.69 3.7 $83 $813 108
Bissark 9,078 $8.22 7.8 $8385 209 $18.82 2.9 $17 $652 113
Devils Leke 9,868 $6.22 7.8 $692 145 $18.82 2.8 $12 $703 122
Fargo 9,343 39.22 7.8 $654 199 $16.82 2.9 $18 $870 116
Grand Porks 9,553 se.22 7.8 $666 186 $18.82 2.9 $18 $664 118
Jawestowm 9,034 $6.22 7.8 $632 226 $16.82 2.9 $19 $851 113
Minot 9,418 $8.22 7.8 $659 180 $16.62 2.9 $18 $873 117
Williston 9,241 $6.22 7.8 $647 188 $16.82 2.9 $18 $682 114
163 |
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;Table D-1. Home Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984.

N

ote: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degres-duys x energy price
X efficiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft sq)
price in $/million BIU ¢ Efficiency in BIUs/sq ft Cagree-day

Degree-

HEATING
Pricn

Yearly Degree- Price Ysarly TOTAL MEATING &'

days/yr pr sary Bfficiency heating days/yr Electri- Efficiency heating COOLING COST
e rgy* of use ¢

88 deg

6,241
8,487
6,241
4,650
6,178
5,447
8,285
4,950
8,973
8,020
00910
00910
8,249
8,923
5,987
8,589
4,702
8,018
8,559
5,587
8,370
8,580
8,777

2,809
3,842
3,805
3,784
2,718
3,237
3,381
3,409
3,738
3,793
3,731

a.z‘a
7,078
4,780
4,798
5,283
4,801
4,974
&,587

$8.09
$8.09
$6.09
$8.09
$6.00
$8.
$8.
$8.
$8
$8.
$8.
$8.
$6.
$s.
$6.
$s.
$6.
38.
$8.
$8.
$6.
$s.
$8.

2228233333238332838

$4.80
$4.80
34.80
$4.80
$4.80
$4.80
$4.80
$4.80
$4.80
$4.80
$4.80

$7.23
$7.23
$7.23
$7.23
$7.23
$7.23
$7.23
$7.23
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cost 70 deg city* of use & cost Yearly Index.
$327 237 $23.30 3.0 $33 K552 ]
$522 292 $23.30 3.0 $31 4583 g
$527 237 $23.30 3.0 $25 $532 ]
$508 58s $23.30 3.8 $71 $879 109
$528 234 $23.30 s.0 $24 $582 b
$321 488 $23.30 3.3 $54 $578 "
$517 822 $23.30 3.6 377 $504 108
$508 584 1i23.30 3.8 $71 3572 100-
$527 292 $23.30 3.0 $31 $538 o7
$527 282 $23.30 S.0 $3C 587 ]
$527 378 $23.30 3.2 $42 $56¢ 20
$527 378 $23.30 3.2 $42 $5689 [
$527 280 $23.30 3.0 $28 $583 e
$527 239 $23.30 3.0 $28 $552 %
$527 214 $23.30 2.9 $22 $549 ]
$528 148 $23.30 2.8 $18 $640 [ 2]
$499 809 $23.30 3.8 $88 $8C8 | [}
$327 358 $23.30 s.1 $39 $568 ]
$523 328 $23.30 s.1 $38 $558 ”
$523 307 $23.30 s.1 $33 $558 ”»
$528 248 $23.30 S.0 $25 $580 ;)
$523 182 $23.30 2.8 $18 $541 ™
$82~ 284 $23.30 s.0 $30 $556 |
$278 1,340 $19.58 8.1 $247 $523 1
$357 1,188 $10.55 4.4 $160 3508 8
$330 1,328 $19.55 4.8 $180 $530 2
$353 1,333 $19.55 4.6 $181 $333 83
$286 1,304 $19.53 4.7 $183 $480 83
$323 1,422 $19.88 4.8 $199 $522 90
$331 1,320 $10.55 4.8 $179 $509
$333 1,200 $10.55 4.8 $178 $508 8
$252 1,190 $19.55 4.4 $154 1506 [ ]
$355 1,208 $19.55 4.4 $157 $512 9
$352 1,318 $19.55 4.8 $178 $530 92
2813 ¢ $13.61 2.6 $0 $813 108
$612 17 $13.81 2.8 $1 $813 108
$508 89 $13.81 2.7 $4 $800 104
9,69€ 283 $13.81 3.0 $17 $614 108
$813 358 $13.51 S.1 $23 $838 110
1501 103 $13.51 2.8 38 $597 103
$504 38 $13.51 2.7 $3 $807 1¢*
t321 £8 $13.81 2.7 $¢ $824 100,
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Table D-1. Home Heating and Coouni Costs by Clty, 1984. Note: Yriy heating (cooling) costs = degrae-days x energy price
. x efficiency of use x improved 1living area (1,500 ft sq)
3 * price in $/millicn BTU # Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day

. HEATING COOLING~——==~m e
‘ Degree- Price Yearly Degree-~ Price Yearly TOTAL HEATING &
. days/yr primary BEfficiency heating days/yr BElectri- Efficiency heating COOLING COST
~State . City or Urban Area 85 deg  energy* of use # cost 70 deg  city® of use # co.c Yearly Index
‘Penn Allentown 5,818 $8.77 9.9 $585 317 $24.71 s.1 $38 $621 107
Penn Altoons 8,768 $8.77 10.0 $584 295 $24.71 3.1 $33 $818 107
-Ponm Camp H111 5,323 $6.77 10.7 $576 501 $24.71 3.4 $63 $839 110
-Penn Dayton, Sagamore 8,187 $8.77 9.4 $588 154 $24.71 2.8 $18 $803 104
‘Pean DuBois 8,247 , $6.77 9.2 $536 202 $24.71 2.9 $22 $608 105
{hnn Brie, Materford 8,788 $8.77 8.4 $580 120 $24.71 2.8 $12 $5903 108
Penn Greensburg, Murrysville 5,950 $6.77 2.7 $586 251 $24.711 3.0 $28 $614 108
‘Penn Harrisburg, Niddletown 5,335 $8.77 10.8 $578 491 %24.71 3.4 $81 $637 110
- Pend Indiana 8,157 $6.77 9.4 8568 154 $24.71 2.8 $18 $603 104
;Ponn Johnstown 5,768 $8.77 10.0 $584 296 $24.71 3.1 $33 3618 107
:Penn Lancaster, Bart, Adamstwn 5,203 $8.77 10.8 $573 394 $24.71 §.2 $47 $819 107
Penn Levittown 4,950 $6.77 11.2 $564 457 $24.71 3.8 $58 $820 107
.Penn New Castle, Ellwood City 5,865 $6.77 9.8 $585 242 $2..71 3.0 $27 $612 108
Penn Philadelphia 4,047 $8.77 11.C $564 528 $24.71 3.4 $86 $631 109
'penn Pittsbnrgh . 5,950 $8.77 9.7 $586 251 $24.72 3.0 $28 $614 108
' penn Pottstown 4,947  $6.77 11.2 $564 528  $24.71 3.4 Ses 3631 109
“Penn Reading 5,410 $6.77 10.5 $576 336 $24.711 3.1 $39 $817 107
- Penn Scranton 8,330 $6.77 9.1 $586 212 $24.71 2.9 $23 $609 108
_Penn Somerset, Jnrstwn, Ursina 5,768 $6.77 10.0 $584 295 $24.71 3.1 $33 $s16 107
-Penn Washington 5,950 $8.77 9.7 . 8588 251 $24.71 3.0 $28 $814 108
Penn West Chester, Coatavle 5,370 $8.77 10.8 $577 418 $24.71 3.2 $50 $827 i08
Penn ¥ilkes-Barre 8,330 $8.77 9.1 $586 212 $24.711 2.9 $23 $809 108
Penn ¥illiamsport 8,047 $8.77 9.5 $58¢ 2682 $24.72 3.0 $29 $615 108
. Rhode Is Providence 5,908 $7.711 9.8 $ce7 205 $20.19 2.9 $28 $693 120
South Car Anderson 2,949 $7.43 14.3 $470 909 $20.25 4.0 $110 $580 100
‘ South Car Beaufort 1,919 $7.43 18.9 $339 1,277 $20.26 4.8 $177 $518 89
. South Car Charleston 1,868 $7.43 15.9 $332 1,387 $20.25 4.7 $105 $527 91
- South Car Columbia 2,629 $7.43 14.6 $433 1,217 $20.25 4.5 $185 $598 108
South Car Plorence 2,727 $7.43 14.6 $445 1,043 $20.25 4.2 $133 $577 100
< South Car Greenville 3,239 $7.43 13.6 $500 813 $20.26 3.8 $95 $505 108
" South Car Greenwood 3,189 $7.43 13.9 $495 932 $20.25 4.0 $114 $609 108
- South Car Nyrtle Beach 2,226 $7.43 15.4 $382 1,197 $20.26 4.4 $161 $543 94
South Car Orangeburg 2,560 $7.43 14.9 $427 1,154 $20.25 4.4 $153 $58¢C 100
South Dak Aberdeen 8,570 $8.56 7.5 $632 274 $10.99 3.0 $25 $657 114
. South Dak Chamberlain 7,395 $6.56 7.5 $548% 474 $19.99 3.8 $47 $592 102
South Dak Huron 6,103 $6.56 7.5 $508 378 $10.99 3.2 $38 $634 110
South Dak Plerre 7,571 $6.58 7.5 $559 455 $19.99 3.3 $45 $804 104
South Dak Rapid City 8,616 $6.56 6.4 $561 346 $19.99 3.1 $32 $594 108
South Dak Sioux Palls 7,885 $6.856 7.8 $58. 382 £19.99 3.2 $38 $616 107
’
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. Home Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984.
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Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-days x energy price
x officiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft sq)
* price in $/million BTU ¢ Efficiency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day

.s HEATING
Degree- Price Yeariy Degree-
dsys/yr primary Bff{i.iency hezting days/yr

COOLING~~rrmemr e e —_—
Price
Blectri-

City or Urban Area 85 deg energy® of use # cost 70 deg city®* of use # cost Yearly
Watertown 8,822 $8.856 7.6 $651 224 $19.99 2.9 $20 $871
Yankton 7.474 $6.58 7.8 $5582 410 $19.99 3.2 $40 $591
Chattanooga 3,583 $5.68 13 *404 906 $14.83 4.0 $80 $483
Clarksville 4,014 $5.85 12.7 $431 867 $14.6°7 3.9 $78 S06
Columbia 38,781 $5.65 13.0 $418 841 $14.83 3.9 $73 $489
Cookaville 3,734 $5.65 13.1 $414 888 $14.83 4.0 $78 $492
Jackson 3,540 $5.886 13.7 $402 1,081 $14.83 4.3 $102 $504
Johnson City 3,920 $5.63 12.8 $428 544 $14.83 3.4 342 $467
Kingsport 3,920 $5.68 12.8 $426 544 $14.83 3.4 $42 $467
Knoxvilie 3,658 $5.65 13.2 $409 784 $14.83 3.8 $66 $478
Memphis 3,207 $5.68 13.9 $378 1,289 $14.83 4.8 $131 3509
Nashville 3,788 $5.68 13.1 $41¢ 977 $14.83 4.1 $69 $508
Union City 4,224 $5.68 12.3 $442 783 $14.83 3.8 $68 $508
Abilene 2,821 $5.92 14.3 $344 1,800 $22.98 8.0 $278 $822
Amarillo 4,231 $5.92 12.3 $483 807 $22.96 3.8 $107 $870
Austin 1,780 $5.92 18.1 $252 1,908 $22.98 8.8 2362 $814
Beaunont 1,477 $5.92 18.5 $217 1,812 $22.96 5.4 $333 $852
Bridgeport 2,838 $5.92 14.5 $384 1,087 $22.98 5.2 $298 $860
Brosmsville, Harlingen 609 $5.92 18.5 $89 2,442 $22.88 8.0 $504 {894
Clsburne 2,238 $5.92 15.4 $308 1,728 $22.98 8.2 $312 $618
Corpus Christi 248 $5.92 18.5 $138 2,350 $22.95 6.0 $488 $624
Dallas 2,407 $5.92 18.1 $323 1,888 $22.95 5.8 $357 $880
Dawson 2,407 $5.92 15.1 $323 1,888 $22.95 8.8 $357 $680
Del Rio 1,510 $5.92 16.8 $221 2,209 322.95 8.0 $455 $6'/6
El Paso 2,664 $5.92 14.7 $348 1,280 $22.98 4.8 $201 $549
Gainesville 3,041 $5.92 14.1 $382 1,520 $22.95% 4.9 .58 $640
Granbury 2,238 $5.92 18.4 $306 1,728 $22.98 8.2 $312 $618
Hillsboro 2,398 $5.92 18.1 $322 1,732 $22.98 8.2 $313 $836
Honey Grove 2,934 $5.92 14.3 $373 1,812 $22.95 4.9 $258 $629
Houston 1,549 $5.92 16.4 $228 1,736 $22.98 8.3 $314 740
Lubbock 3,816 $65.92 13.4 8419 979 $22.95 4.1 $138 3587
Nacogdoches 1,930 $%.92 15.8 $272 1,679 $22.95 8.2 $239 $570
Odessa 2,668 $0.92 14.7 $348 2,126 $22.95 5.9 $428 $778
Pampa 4,231 $5.92 12.3 2483 807 $22.98 3.8 $107 $870
Ssn Angelo 2,313 $5.92 18.3 $313 1,634 $22.95 6.2 $300 $614
San Antonio 1,608 $5.92 18.3 $233 1,958 $22.9¢ 5.6 $376 $609
Sherman 2,934 $5.92 14.3 $373 1,612 $22.95 4.9 $288 $629
“exarkana 2,501 $5.92 18.v $333 1,444 $22.98 4.8 $239 $872
Tyler 2,842 $5.92 14.9 $337 1,482 $22 95 4.9 $248 $588
¥Waco 2,126 $5.92 15.5 $294 1,929 $2...45 8.3 $369 $662
White Seitlement 2,800 $5.92 14.4 $370 1,822 $22.98 4.9 $261 $631
Whitney 2,433 $5.92 15.1 $326 1,664 $22.9% 5.1 $292 $818
Wichita Palls 3,011 3%.92 14.2 $379 1,686 $22.66 8.2 $640

Yearly TOTAL HEATING &
Bfficiency heating COOLING COST
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,8tate  City or Urban Area

.Utah Cedsr City
Bille Ogden

‘Utah Provo

Utah Salt Lake City

Versont Burlington
-Varsont Montpelier
‘Vermont Rutland
‘Vermont  Saint Johnsbury

Virginia  Charluttesville
Virginia Lynchbuzg
NVirginia Norfolk
Virgimis Richmend
Virginia Roenoke
‘Virginia Suffolk
Virginia Warrenton
Virginia Winchester

Washingtonr Aberdeen
Washington Eallingham
Washingtou Breperton
¥ashingtoi: Evereit, Index
Washington Fawsce
Nashington Richland
“Yashington Seattle, Baring, Renton
¥Yiohington Spokane
Washington Tacoma
fashington **~ncouver
Washington Wenatchee
Washington Yakima

West Vir Beckley
West Vir Blusfield
West Vir Charleston
West Vir Clarksburg
Yest Vir Fairmont
Weat Vir Huntington
West Vir Parkeraburg
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‘fable D-1. Home Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 1984.

HEATING
Degree- Price Yearly Degree- Price
dayn/yr primary Efficiency heating days/yr Eleotri-
85 deg energy* of use ¢ cost 70 deg city*
5,991 $5.41 9.8 $488 278 $22.95
5,973 $5.41 9.7 $468 409 $22.95
8,737 $5.41 10.0 $487 425 $22.85
5,802 $5.41 9.9 $467 828 $22.908
7,983 $8.35 7.5 $747 131 $20.60
8,527 $8.35 7.5 $801 1] $20.60
7,187 $8.385 7.9 $704 108 $20.80
7,883 $8.35 7.5 $740 98 $20.60
4,189 $7.40 312.4 $576 613 $20.87
4,323 $7.40 12.2 $585 805 $20.57
3,446 $7.40 13.5 $517 793 $20.57
3,960 $7.40 12.7 $560 706 $20.587
4,318 $7.40 12.2 $584 824 $20.57
3,608 $7.40 13.3 4532 722 $20.57
4,813 $7.40 11.4 $611 454 $20.587
4,823 $7.40 11.4 $811 457 $20.57
5,320 $8.91 10.7 3588 4] $11.64
5,838 $6.91 10.2 $595 1] $11.64
5,193 $6.91 10.8 3584 18 $11.64
5,362 $6.91 16.8 3589 0 $11.84
4,700 $6.91 11.6 $566 485 $11.84
4,700 $6.91 11.8 $568 485 $11.64
5,121 $6.91 11.0 $582 39 $11.64
8,882 $8.01 8.3 $550 167 $11.64
4,796 $8.91 11.8 $570 21 $11.64
5,028 $8.91 11.1 $579 78 $11.64
5,898 $6.91 10.1 $595 388 $11.64
8,031 $6.901 9.8 $598 200 $11.84
5,877 $5.91 10.3 3508 147 $17.38
5,217 $5.91 10.8 $500 181 $17.38
4,697 $5.91 11.8 $484 470 $17.38
5,489 $5.91 10.4 $506 324 $17.35
5,354 $5.91 10.8 $504 316 $17.36
4,876 $5.01 11.6 $483 867 $17.35
4,957 35.91 11.2 $4983 481 $17.38
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Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-daya x energy price
X efficiency of use x improved living area {1,500 ft sq)
* price in $/million BTU ¢ EfZiciency in BTUs/aq ft degree-day
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HRos2 Heating and Cooling Costs by City, 19384. Note: Yrly heating (cooling) costs = degree-days x energy price
x efficiency of use x improved living area (1,500 ft 3q)
® price in $/million BTU & EBfficlency in BTUs/sq ft degree-day
NS HEAT1ING COOLING~- v mmmmccee
; Degree- Price Yearly Degree- Price Yearly TOTAL HEATING &
s days/yr prizary Bfficiency heating days/yr Blectri- Efficiency heating COOLING COST X
>State | City or Urban Area 65 deg energy* of use ¢ cost 70 deg city*® of use & cost Yearly index -
fglhcmln Eau Claire 8,463 $6.89 7.8 $656 184 $20.55 2.9 $16 $672 116
“Wisconsin Fond Du Lac 7,668  $6.89 7.5 $537 199 $20.38 , 2.9 s1s $604 108
“Wisconsin Green Bay 8,148 $6.69 7.8 $631 131 $20.558 2.8 $11 $e42 111
;¥isconsin Janesville 8,762  $6.89 8.8 $591 349  $20.55 3.1 $34 $625 108
»’z;!hemln La Crosse 7,540 $6.69 7.8 $584 309 $20.55 3.1 $29 $614 108
E'llcmlll Madison 7.642 $6.892 . 7.8 $592 169 $20.35 2.9 $15 $607 108
‘Wisconsin Marinette 7,454 $6.872 7.5 $578 190 $20.55 2.9 $18 $596 103
;Wisconsin Nilwaukee 7,328  $e.89 7.8 $575 173 $20.88 2.9 $15 $599 102
‘Wisconsin Rhinelsnder 8,045  $6.89 7.8 3693 99  $20.55 2.8 ss $702 121
:Misconsin Rice Lake 3,778 $6.69 7.8 $680 127 $20.55 2.8 $11 $691 120
‘Misconsin Shsboygan 7.232 $6.89 7.7 $578 155 $20.55 2.6 $14 $592 102
;"lleomln Wausau 8,888 $6.69 7.8 3664 127 $20.55 2.8 $11 $675 117
:Wyoming Casper 6,807 3$5.69 8.2 $485 228 $17.17 2.9 $17 $502 87
. Wyoxing Cheyenne 7.310 $5.69 7.6 $475 97 $17.17 2.7 $7 $482 83
Wyoming Gillette 7,754 $5.69 7.8 $496 228 $17.17 2.9 $17 $518 9
“Wyoming Rock Spriag 7,878 $5.69 7.8 $504 73 $17.17 2.7 5 $509 88
-Wyoming gheridan 7.841 $5.89 7.8 $502 187 $17.17 2.9 $14 {516 89
Wyoming Thermopulis 7,258 $5.69 7.7 $477 251 $17.17 3.0 $19 $498 88
ALL C1TY AVBRAGE (~ = pop wtd) 4,044 $6.44 11.4 $478 683 $21.86 3.6 $929 $578" 100"
168
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