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PREFACE

These materials were originally prepared to aid the
Coastal Energy Impact Program of the Office of Coastal Zone
Management undertake forecasts of impacts of energy facilities
on local governments. Because the model developed may have
wider use for forecasting impacts on local government from any
major investment, we are considering a revision of the materials
and development of our own computer program for its use, followed
by making the materials widely available. Any comments on
either technical aspects, modes of presentation, or the use-
fulness of the materials to local governments will be appreciated.

Robert L. Bish
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I. EXPLANATION AND INSTRUCTIONS
FOR THE CEIP IMPACT MODEL

INTRODUCTION

The CEIP Impact Model forecasts the fiscal impact of an
energy facility and its associated population on a government.
To estimate the net fiscal impact of an energy facility,
several separate forecasts must be made. These forecasts are:

1) Baseline Revenues and Expenditures - Government

revenues and expenditures anticipated without any
energy facility.

2) Expenditures after the impact of the energy facility.
3) Revenues after the impact of the energy facility.

4) Net Fiscal Impact - The difference between expenditure
and revenue after the impact of the energy facility.

Estimation of net fiscal impact may be an important deter-
minant of the payback schedule of loans made through the CEIP
program, To assist in making forecasts for small local governments,
we have reviewed studies of more than 300 impacts of new economic
activities on their surrounding areas before designing a relatively
simple impact model which captures the most essential elements of
industrial impact processes. The model is generalized to accommo-
date a variety of governments. Each stage of the model is clearly
defined and can be easily modified to take into account unique
local conditions. Unlike other models used for similar purposes,
it is not merely a "black box" into which data goes and forecasts
emergemay: without being able to understand the calculations and
assumptions inherent in the forecasts. However, effective use of
such a model requires a cooperative effort by state and local
government officials, private interests, and persons familiar
with the consequences of economic impacts in local areas. The
processes through which this cooperation is to be achieved include:

1) Local officials complete the Data Schedules. Some of
the data requires cooperation of officials of companies
proposing the energy facility.

2) Using the data collected by local officials, 0OCZM
technical assistance personnel will use the CEIP Impact
Model to make baseline and impact projections.

3) After preliminary projections are made, OCZM personnel
will meet with local officials to discuss the projections
and the data and assumptions upon which they are based.
During this meeting it will be possible to alter data
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or assumptions and see how much difference is made

in the projections. This will enable local officials
to understand the potential impacts of the energy
facility and the methods by which the forecasts are
made. It will also insure that unique local conditions
that affect the forecasts can be taken into account.

It is believed that through common dialogue the fiscal impact
forecasts may be calculated in as accurate and equitable a
manner as is currently possible.

Every effort has been made to keep data requirements to a
minimum, To assist with all data collection, commonly available
sources are indicated in the following instructions. In addi-
tion, Appendix B lists members of The Association for Business
and Economic Research and Appendix C lists members of The Associa-~
tion of Government Research. These member institutes in a state
may be able to provide data or recommend data sources to assist
local officials to complete the Data Schedules.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING DATA SCHEDULES

Most of the data required will be available from local
government fiscal records, the environmental impact statement
for the energy facility, or by phone from energy facility company
officials and other knowledgeable citizens in the community. The
most likely sources for each item are indicated in the following
instructions. There are also a couple places where a hand calcu-~
lator for calculating percentages will be useful, and there are
some estimates where the best sources of information may be the
general consensus of government officials, realtors, bankers,
and/or other knowledgeable citizens,

There are several specific instructions that apply to all
schedules.

1) Most data will be filled in on lines or in columns which
have a specific number of spaces for entries. Please
fill in these places with one letter or number on each
space, with entries adjusted to the right margin. For
example, in Schedule 1, item 1.1, entries for an esti-
mated 1979 construction workforce of 2,100, with an
additional 300 new employees in local firms supplying
the construction activity would look like this:

1.1 Construction Workforce: Number of New Employees
In Local Business Supplying
Year* Number (CFE) Construction (ICFE)
1979 2100 300

—— - m_ me -
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2) In filling in columns, begin with the earliest year
at the top. Thus, columns requiring historical data
will begin with oldest historical data and finish
with current data. Columns requiring future estimates
will begin with current year data and terminate with
future data.

3) Where there are lines or blank spaces for writing in
answers instead of a specific number of spaces, please
print or type.

4) Where something is not applicable or unclear, make the
entry you feel is best and make a note that you have
placed a comment or guestion on the back of the page.
Before data is entered into a computer, forms will be
checked for omissions and comments so that instructions
or the format of the schedules can be improved in the
future.

Following instructions are suggested data sources for each
schedule.

SCHEDULE 1 - ENERGY FACILITY DESCRIPTION - CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Data to complete this schedule can be derived from the
energy facility Environmental Impact Statement or directly from
an official of the company proposing the energy facility. This
schedule, along with Schedule 2, is also the same for any govern-
ment impacted by the energy facility, so a cooperative effort
among impacted governments or completion by a regional or state
agency may be desirable.

1.1 - The number of construction employees is self-
explanatory. The estimate of new employees in local
businesses supplying energy facility construction
materials is very important. This estimate should be
obtained directly from energy facility company offi-
cials or from managers of local construction materials
supply firms. It may be helpful to obtain an estimate
of construction materials to be purchased from the
energy facility company official to help local suppliers
make new employee estimates.

1.2 - For land purchases indicate the estimated cost of land
to be purchased during each year. For total costs of
completed parts of the facility indicate all non-land
costs. Define completed as that part of the facility
completed so that it can be assessed for property tax
purposes.
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1.3 - These figures will be estimates, but they are

SCHEDULE 2

important if construction materials are taxed.
If construction materials are not taxed, this
data may be omitted.

= ENERGY FACILITY DESCRIPTION - OPERATIONS

Schedule 2 is similar to Schedule 1, except that it is
for operation of the facility instead of its construction.

2.1 -

2.2 -
SCHEDULE 3

3.1 -

Similar to l.1. Note that for the last line in the
table -- years 11-30 -- an estimate of the average

annual employment for those years is all that is
needed.

Similar to 1.3.

- LOCAL AREA DESCRIPTION

Data on population concentrations at different
distances from the energy facility may be obtained
from the Census of Population volume for the state
within which the facility is located. In some cases
good highway department maps will contain all the
information needed. Simply draw a set of circles
around the facility location and add up the popula-
tion of centers within the respective rings. Sub-
tracting out any population within the governmental
unit for which the Fiscal Management Schedule is
being prepared. Be sure the population data for the
rings is for the same year as the data for the popula-
tion "within the Local Government" even if data is
several years old.

For small governments, such as cities or towns,
simply estimate the distance from the center of town
to the energy facility. For large governments, such
as counties which contain several separate population
concentrations, it will be necessary to determine the
distance from the weighted average of subarea popula-
tion concentrations. The weighted average of several
population concentrations is calculated as follows:

Center 1 - population x distance
Center 2 - population x distance
Center 3 - population x distance

Total population Sum

Divide the sum by the total population to obtain the
distance from the population center of the government
to the energy facility.
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3.3 - Employment and unemployment for county areas from

3.4 -

3.6 -

January through December 1976 is published in

State and County Employment and Unemployment
January - December 1976 from The National Technical
Information Service. A list of state agencies
responsible for employment data on each state is
included at the end of these instructions as

-Appendix D. Finally, in smaller areas educated guesses

on the number of jobs in the government and the number
of employed and unemployed persons residing in the
government will have to be made. 1In addition to data
in possession of the local or county government
planning office, it may be useful to check with the
Chamber of Commerce, an economic development district,
or similar organizations in the area.

Population data for all counties is available from
1970 on in "Estimates of the Population of Counties"
from the Bureau of the Census. Data for before 1970
for large counties is available in "Population
Estimates for Selected SMSAs and Their Counties" also
Bureau of the Census. Smaller governments will need to
use their own estimates, data from a state agency, or
perhaps the Rand McNally Commercial Atlas, published
annually. See Appendix A for state agencies which may
be able to provide assistance with population data and
estimates.

Per capita personal income by counties is available
from the "Survey of Current Business" and "Local Area
Personal Income" (Table 3), both published annually.
The "Survey" is available from the Bureau of Economic
Analysis, U, S. Department of Commerce; "Local Area
Personal Income" is from the National Technical Infor-
mation Service. The state agency responsible for
employment data may also have income data. Use local
government data if it is available, otherwise use
county area data.

If the state or local government makes long range
population forecasts, that forecast may be reported
here and it will be used for making baseline revenue
and expenditure forecasts in the model.

Complete school enrollment figures for past 10 years
only if applying government is a school district.

School district enrollment forecasts (without the
energy facility) may be used for baseline forecasts
if the school district has such forecasts available.
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SCHEDULE 4 - GOVERNMENT REVENUE

This data will generally come directly from local government
fiscal records. Be sure and give the dates of the local govern-
ment's fiscal year in the blank at the top of the page.

4.1 - The column 2 list of total revenues should exclude

4.2

4.3

revenue from borrowing and revenue from grants for
specific projects. Revenues should include all tax
revenues, special assessments, user charges, fines

and fees, and revenues received from other governments
such as shared taxes, formula grants or revenue sharing.
Revenues from selling packages of services to other
governments may be either included or excluded; if
included also include expenditures for performance of
such services in total expenditures in 5.1; if excluded
also exclude expenditures for performing such services
from total expenditures in 5.1.

List the major taxes and their current rates used by
the government. List property tax rates in percent

of assessed value instead of in mills. (To go this,
simply place a decimal between the hundreds and tens
numbers in the millage designation. That is, 175

mills equals 1.75 percent, to be entered as 1.7 5)
Based on past trends in tax rates, estimate what future

tax is likely to be for each tax (without the enerqgy
facility).

Check with the assessor or tax collector to determine
whether or not property taxes are collected during the
same fiscal year assessments are made.

The assessor will know if a state agency makes such
studies. If not, the assessor should have an idea
of the appropriate percentages.

The assessor will have this information.

If a sales tax is used, indicate whether or not pur-
chases by a business which do not become a physical
part of the final product are taxed under it. In some
states, as much as one-third of the retail sales tax
revenues are derived from this source. A similar
situation exists for construction materials which are
sometimes taxed under the retail sales tax, unless the
constructed facility is itself to be sold.
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4.7 - There are unlikely to be previous studies of tax
exporting by businesses or tax revenues paid by
tourists. The reason for attempting to isolate
these revenues is that they cannot be expected to
increase in response to energy facility induced
growth along with taxes paid by local businesses
or local residents. Consult with the tax assessor
for an estimate of property taxes paid by businesses
who sell their products outside the local government.,
Consult with major retailers or hotel-motel owners
and other retailers serving tourists for an estimate
of tourist based revenues.

4.8 - User charges vary among local governments. Be sure
and consider utility charges. Contact an energy
facility company official if data is needed on
activities and requirements of the energy facility
to assist in making the estimates.

4.9 - Estimate as closely as possible.

SCHEDULE 5 - GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE

As with revenue data, the source will be general government
fiscal records.

5.1 = Include general expenditures for both operating and
capital projects. Exclude expenditures from project=-
related grants or from borrowed funds. Check with
4.1 to see if consistent.



»

SCHEDULE 1:

1.1

1.2

Year

Energy Facility Name

Name of Government

ENERGY FACLLITY DESCRIPTION - CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Construction Workforce

Year

Construction Costs (Energy Facility Components Within the

Number (CFE)

-— e

Land

Number of New Employees in Local Bus-
inesses Supplying Construction* (ICFE)

Government only)

Total Cost of Parts
of the Facility Com-
pleted During the Year
{Exclude land)

Total
(L)
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1.3 Construction Materials to be Purchased:

(Complete only if construction materials are subject to
taxation.)

Year Cost (BT)
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Energy Facility Name Code
Name of Government
SCHEDULE 2: ENERGY FACILITY DESCRIPTION - OPERATIONS
2.1 Operations Work Force
Year Number (OFE) Number of New Employees Likely in Local

Businesses From Which Operations
Materials Will be Purchased (ICFE)

Years 11 - 30

— e — e w——
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2.2 Materials Which Do Not Become a Physical Part of the Product
or Products: (Complete only if such materials are subject to
taxation by the government.)

Year Cost (BT)

Years 11 - 30 ’ ’
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Energy Facility Name Code

Name of Government

Fiscal Year

SCHEDULE 3: LOCAL AREA DESCRIPTION

3.1 Population Distribution Around Energy Facility Site

Population
Within 10 Miles - e — _t_ _ _ (pop10)
Over 10 to 20 _ _,__ _, _ _ (POP20)
Exclude population within
Over 20 to 30 -t et — _ (PoP30) the local government for
which the fiscal management
Over 30 to 40 _ _,__ _,_ _ _ (POP40) schedule is being prepared.
Over 40 to 50 ¥ — —_t_ _ _ (pop50)
Over 50 to 60 ' ’ (POP60)

Within Local
Government - t— — _t_ _ _ (pPoOPG)

Year of Population Data _ _

Distance From Energy Facility Site to Population Center of
Government _ _ _  (DIST)

3.2 Is the Energy Facility Located Within the Government?

Yes No

3.3 Employment

Year of
Within Government Within County Data

Number of Jobs (J)  _ _ _,_ _ _  _ _ _i_ _ _ - -
Number of Residents
Employed (Even if
jobs are outside of
area) (8 .,
Number of Residents

Unemployed (U) ’

- e wmm e e - — e ——
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3.4 Population of Government for Past 10 Years

Year

(Current) _

3.5

3.6

Population (P)

Per Capita
Personal Income (Y)

— e veae  —— —
- e - — —
- — — — —
v . oty e -

Area For Which Per Capita Personal Income Estimates Were Used

in 3.4

Governmental Unit _ _

Population Forecasts Without Energy Facility - For Up to 20 Years

Year

Population (P)

- e wme e’ e - a—
— a w= em’ o - —
— e — - emm  amm omm
— . —— " v —— —
o — o amm — - —
— - —— — — ——— ——
— — oy = o w—e
— — — "t — —
— v am— — — — —

County _

SMSA - — BEA Area

Year Population (P)
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3.7 School Enrollments (To be completed only if government is
a school district.)

Year Enrollment (S)

— — ——

(Current) _ ’

3.8 School District Porecasts of Future Enrollment, Without
Energy Facility - For Up to 20 Years

Year Enrollment (S) Year Enrollment (S)
_— . - — o - ot - e — s — N - _I__ — -
— - o= - Lt —_— o — PR Y .
— - - — _I_ — _I_ — — e e - _I__ — _I_ — -
-— - - - _I_ — _I- — — — o - - _I_ - _I__ — -
-— - ami — e —t e — — — awm = - PR Y
— - — — __l_ — __I_ — . — = o — —T e - __’__ - —
— m - — e e A - [ _I_ P
— e - — e Y — me . — _l__ —_ el
— e . - _I_ —_ et e - — . = — 1 __l__ I
— . — — e e e e — —_—— o — ol o T
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Energy Facility Name

16

Code

Name of Government

Fiscal Year

SCHEDULE 4: GOVERNMENT REVENUE

4.1 Total Revenues for Past 10 Years (Excludes borrowing and grants
for specific projects.)

(Current)
4.2 Major Taxes

Name of Tax

Expected Rates

Yrs

%

%

Year Revenue (BLR)
- b - _——t e .
- o — —_———t -t -
- e - —_— el e .
- e wm— o— —_ e e Tl L
- o o= = —_——T .
-— o — - —_——r
- e e - -t —
- . e —_ e o
— - - — -t - L —
— o — - -_wt e L L e
Current
Tax Rate (In Percent)
(In Percent) (T) In 5 Yr In 10
% %

(T)

Yrs
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When are property tax revenues received relative to
asgessments made?

Same Fiscal Year Following Fiscal Year

What is the ratio of assessed value to market value for
industrial property similar to the proposed energy facility?
% (qg)

What proportion of property tax revenues accrue from
residential property? _ _ _ % (q)

If retail sales taxes are used, does the tax base include:
(Yes or No)

a. Items purchased by a business which do not become a
physical part of the business's final product?

b. Construction materials? _ _ _ If not included in sales
tax, what tax rate, if any, applies to construction
materials? _ _ _ _ %

Revenues received by a local government are not all paid by
local government citizens. Taxes paid by nonresidents are
called exported taxes. Exported taxes are of two basic kinds.
First, taxes paid by local businesses whose revenues are
derived from products sold outside the local government and,
second, taxes paid by local businesses whose customers are
tourists. Please estimate below the proportion of government
revenues which may be characterized as exported taxes.

Proportion of Revenues Exported. _ % (m)
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4.8 Are there any specific user charges the new energy facility
will be subject to and, if so, please indicate the estimated
revenues below:

Kinds of Charges

Estimated Revenue

Year Revenue (UT)

— —— — — — vwm - a— —

— e — e " — o —

Years 11 - 30 ' ' per year
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4.9 If the energy facility will be subject to an inventory-type
tax (personal property), pipeline royalties, or any other
kind of tax not listed as a major revenue source in items
4.2, please provide an estimate of the revenues to be received
from the energy facility in future years.

Kinds of Taxes

Estimated Revenue

Year Revenue (OT)

-— e wws e — .
— ot e m— amm -
— o e am — -
— o o — — am-
-— e e - — v o e e ! - —— —

Years 11 - 30 ' ' per year

Lt T i
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Energy Facility Name Code

Name of Government

SCHEDULE 5: GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE

5.1 Total General Expenditures for Last 10 Years (Excludes
expenditures from project-related grants and borrowing. )

Year Expenditure

v . evm wwm w—
—_— e e e e e e e
— o w  —— wmm e wme
o wm o e e can ! e - —
— e o . e m— e—— w— =
— em e - e e o .
— e s wn s ——. - - o
— cam e emn s e ——

— e ovw ! - - —

(Current)
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II. CEIP IMPACT MODEL FORECASTING PROCEDURES

To assist users to understand the CEIP Impact Model, a brief
description of each forecasting process is presented here., This
description is for general users. Analysts interested in the
equations and the computer program may obtain a technical manual
directly from OCZM in  the near future.

The model is designed to make three final and three intermediate
forecasts. The final forecasts include (1) baseline expenditures
and baseline revenues, (2) post-energy facility impact expenditures,
and (3) post-energy facility impact revenues. The net fiscal impact
of the energy facility can be calculated from the post-impact expen-
diture and revenue forecasts. The three intermediate forecasts are
(1) baseline population, (2) population after the energy facility

impact, and (3) per capita personal income. Each forecast is made
for each year for 20 years.

The population forecasts are important intermediate Steps
because expenditures and revenues are forecast partially on a per
capita basis. The forecast of personal income is necessary because
revenue forecasts are tied to personal income growth. The basis of
each of these forecasts will be described in turn.

BASELINE FORECASTS

Baseline Population

Forecasts of baseline population are made by simply projecting
the historic trend into the future. The local government can

substitute its own population projections if it desires.

Baseline Per Capita Income

Forecasts of baseline income are made by simply projecting the
historic trend into the future. The local government can substitute
its own per capita income projections if it desires.

Baseline Revenues and Expenditures

The revenues forecast are revenues from all general sources
including taxes, user charges, special assessments, fines and fees,
and revenues received from other governments such as shared taxes,
formula grants, or revenue sharing. Excluded from forecasts of
revenues are revenues from borrowing or revenues from grants for
specific projects. It is assumed that revenues are spent and, thus,
the expenditures forecast are expenditures from general revenues

excluding expenditures from project-related grants or expenditures
from borrowed funds. ‘
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The baseline revenue forecast is made by estimating the
increase in revenues associated with past increases in population
and increases in per capita personal income, and then projecting
future increased revenues on the basis of the baseline population
and per capita income forecasts. Baseline expenditures are assumed
to equal baseline revenues because the same basic variables - changes
in population and per capita income - are also the strongest deter-
minants of government expenditure increases over time.

POST-IMPACT FORECASTS

Forecasts of population and revenues after energy facility
impacts are more complex than baseline forecasts.

Post-Impact Population Forecast

The number of employees at the energy facility and new employees
in local firms directly servicing the energy facility are added to
determine the total new direct employment. These employees are then
allocated to geographic areas, including the area of the local govern-
ment for which the impact forecast is being prepared, within commuting
distance of the energy facility. The formula for allocation is
inversely related to distance (the further the distance the fewer the
employees who will be located there) and directly related to existing
population concentrations (the larger an existing population concen-
tration the greater the number of employees who will reside there).
The weights of each variable in the allocation equation are based on
previous studies of the residential location of employees around a
facility. The forecasts of the employment residential distribution
are one element of the model that will be specifically discussed with
local government officials after preliminary forecasts have been made.

After employees have been allocated and the number expected to
locate within the local government area known, a multiplier is used
to estimate the number of secondary jobs that will be created in
response to the higher incomes and new employee population attracted
to the energy facility. The multiplier used varies from 1.05 to 1.5,
depending on the number of jobs in the existing community. (A
multiplier indicates the total number of jobs generated from one new
energy facility job, e.g., a multiplier of 1.05 indicates 1 enerqgy
facility job and .05 secondary jobs per energy facility job -- with
this multiplier it takes 20 energy facility jobs to generate 1
secondary job. With a multiplier of 1.5, it takes only 2 energy
facility jobs to generate a secondary job.) The fewer the number
of existing jobs in a community the smaller the multiplier, up to
5,000 jobs where the multiplier becomes 1.5, This is because
secondary employment in all but the most isolated communities will
tend to occur in areas where business activity already exists = not
in purely residential areas. '
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After the total direct and secondary jobs are estimated,
an estimate of the number of jobs that will be filled by new
residents in the community is necessary. This estimate is made
by subtracting .3 of the unemployed - who it is assumed find
either energy facility or secondary employment - and if the
employee/population ratio in the community is lower than the
national average, it is also assumed that some residents not
formerly employed will enter the labor force. The further the
local area employment/population ratio diverges from the national,
the more local residents who enter the labor force. If the area
has an employment/population ratio equal to or greater than the
national ratio, no additional old residents are assumed to enter
the labor force. These adjustments for unemployment and labor
force entry result in a forecast of the number of jobs which will
be held by residents new to the community.

Following estimation of the number of new resident job holders,
the increase in total population is estimated by multiplying the
number of new resident job holders by the average population per
employee. This estimate of impact population is then added to

baseline population estimates to obtain the post-impact population
forecast.

Post-Impact Revenue Forecast

The post-impact revenue forecast involves several steps. First
revenues from baseline revenue forecasts are adjusted to exclude
revenues from businesses whose products are sold outside the local
government or whose customers are primarily tourists or nonresidents.
These revenue sources are excluded because having new population
does not automatically result in increases in these two revenue
sources. A second adjustment in revenues is made by lagging and
adjusting residential property tax revenues from the new population.
The lag is based on the construction-assessment-collection lag
within local government and the rate of new population growth. The
greater the rate of new population growth, the lower the residential
property tax revenues per capita because of the increased likelihood
that new residents will occupy apartments or mobile homes. These
adjustments for taxes from nonresidents and in residential property
taxes from new residents provides an estimate of revenues to be
expected from new residents and regular businesses serving them.
Revenues expected from the energy facility itself must be added
before a final post-impact revenue forecast is achieved.

Revenues anticipated from the energy facility are calculated
by applying current or estimated future tax rates to the actual tax
bases created by the energy facility. This is a series of simple
calculations depending on the tax structure in use by the local
government. These revenues and the revenues generated by new
residents and existing service businesses are added to the baseline
revenue forecast to obtain the post-impact revenue forecast.
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Post-Impact Expenditure Forecast

The Post-Impact Expenditure Forecast is obtained by multi-
plying the increased expenditure associated with an increase in
population times the increase in population due to the energy
facility impact and adding this estimate of increased expendi-
tures to the baseline expenditure forecast. Because the impacts
of the energy facility and its associated population on revenues
and expenditures may differ, it is unlikely that forecast post-
impact revenues and expenditures will be equal to one another.

Net Fiscal Impact

The net fiscal impact forecast is made by subtracting forecast
post-impact revenues from forecast post-impact expenditures. The
net fiscal impact may be either positive or negative and in many
cases it will be negative in early years and positive in later vears,

SUMMARY

CEIP Impact Model Forecasts are simple. Each step must be
understood by users, however, to be sure that unigue local condi-
tions are taken into account and modifications made where neces-
sary to improve the forecasts.

The most important steps to pay attention to include (1) the
allocation of employees to different areas around the energy
facility depending on commuting distances and existing population
concentrations, (2) the estimation of secondary impacts from multi-
pliers, (3) the adjustment based on a comparison of local and
national employee/population ratios and the employment of the
unemployed to determine the number of jobs to be filled by new
residents, and (4) the lags and adjustments in collection of the
residential property tax from new residents or the energy facility.
The assumptions used are based on previous impact analyses; but if
something regarding one of these factors in a local government area
is unique, the forecasts could be in error unless an adjustment
based on local knowledge is made. Any of the assumptions can be
easily modified so that the difference made in final forecasts can
be easily identified. With cooperation among officials who possess
local knowledge, energy facility company officials and OCZM personnel
familiar with the impacts of energy facilities and other economic
developments, it should be possible to make reasonably accurate
forecasts with the CEIP Impact Model.
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III. CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR
ENERGY FACILITY IMPACT FORECASTS

Many governments have developed their own forecasting models
which may potentially be used for energy facility forecasts.
These models may be an acceptable alternative to use of the OCZM~-
developed model. 1In general, alternative models should meet the
following conditions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Take into account all significant revenues including
state shared taxes, formula grants, federal revenue
sharing, and other federal formula grants such as aid
to federally impacted school districts. Borrowing and
project-related grants may be excluded as long as
expenditures from borrowed funds or grant-financed
projects are excluded.

Expenditures should be forecast on a per capita marginal
cost basis, if possible. Marginal costs, however, should
not generally exceed average costs. Debt repayment
should be considered an expenditure.

The model must include an allocation of new employment

and population around the energy facility location in
relation to existing population concentrations and ex-
pected commuting patterns unless the applying local
government is so large as to include all potential employees.

Multipliers for induced employment and population should
have an empirical base taking into account different impacts
in areas of different size. Empirical bases should rely
primarily on actual impact studies and not just cross-
sectional analyses. Both direct and indirect population
and employment impacts are lower in actual impact analyses
than forecasts with cross-sectional data based multipliers.

The model must be able to forecast (a) baseline expendi-
tures and revenues, (b) population impact of the energy
facility, (¢) revenues with the facility, and (d) expendi-
tures with the facility.

All data and assumptions upon which the model is based must
be available to OCZM technical assistance personnel as
requested.

The quickest and easiest way to have an alternative model
accepted for forecasting purposes is to simultaneously provide data
necessary for calculating the CEIP Impact Model, with an accompanying
explanation of how the models differ.
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State

Agency

Steto

Agency

Aladans

Arisens

Arnansas

Californis

Colorate

Comecticut

Alsbams Developmest Office
808 State Office Butlding
Hontgonery, Alabams 38104
Sr. R.C, Bamberg, Director

+Center for Buainess sand Econonic Research
Graduste School of Business

University of Alstama

Box AK .

tniversity, Alabiea 3486

¥, Ldvavd Rutledre, Director

*¥s, Carolys Sanyer

Diviston of Policy Develop=ent snd Planming
0ffice of the Governor

Pouch AD

humesw, Alssks 99811

Rr. Robert K. Veeden, Director

Regcarch and Analysis Sectiom
Alesks Departnent of Lador
Box I~7000

Jusesu, Alsska 99301

tir. David L. Cale

*Departrent of Economie Security

Bureau of Planning

Post uiftec Box 5123

Phoenix, Argzons R5008

187, Jick Ironenteld, Demographie Specialist

*industrisl Rescarch and Extension Center
tniversity cf Arksnsas

Post Office Box 3017

Little Rock, Arkansss 72203

Dr. Bartoa A, Vesierlund, Director

tDr. Forrest Pollard, Head of Populatiou snd
Kanpover Studies

10, Jong Mo Ruce

cPopulstion Research Unft

Stote Depertzent of Finance

1023 # Street

‘ Sacrazento, Californts 9381¢

107, ¥alter P. Hollasnn, Chief

‘2. Sclson Rasausscn, Donographer
Ms, Issbell Hestright, Dercgrapher

*Colorado Oivision of Planning
Room 670

Columbine Building

18453 Sherram Street

Denver, Colorade 60203

Kr. Pnillp H. Scheuvek, Director
*®r, Arthur Thompsoa

Ur. lee Wiitney

tMr. Kenneth Prince

*Yital Statisties Section

State Sealth Depsrtaent

79 Eim Street .
Hariford, Cornectizut 05118

Dr, Douglse 3. Lloyd, Coraisstoner
¥r, Ksi Gurdo

1My, Pobert O'imil

*State Plsrntng Office

Theass Callins 3utlding

$30 south DiPunt Kighsey
Dnvar, Delensre 19901

€r, Devid R, Fetfer, Director

tMe, Helien Cejot

IThe District of Columbis 1s participating on an iaformal tesia.

Distriet of
Columbia’

Florids

Georgia

Rawati

ldaho

I111nots

Indians

lowa

Office of Planning and Usnspesent
Exccutive Office of the Mayor
Roon 113 - District Building
14th ond £ Streots, X.u,
VYashington, D,C. 20004

Mr, Gangu Ahujs

*Division of Population Studies

Buresu of fcononic snd Business Reseesrch
Collece of Business idninistration
Tniversity of Flortida

Gajnesvilie, Florida 32813

Dr. Carter C. Osterdind, Direesor

1Dr. Madelyn Lockharet

Hr, Jack D, Doolitele

Nr. Bart levis

*0ffice of Planning and Budget

270 washington Street, 8%,

Atlants, Georgia 30334

¥r, James T, Mcintyre, Jr,, Director

Rr. Riehard B, Cobb, Deputy Direetor

tir. Romald G. Crowe, Planner, State Data Comter

*Department of Planning ard Economse Developzent
Post Office Box 2359

Honoluly, Haweil CGBO4

ter, Robert C. Schoitt, Stale Statisticias

*ftato Department of Hoalth
Fost Office Uox 3378
Honolulu, Haweil 55801

titr, Shigeo Tengan

*Dureay of Vital Statistics

idsho Department of Heslth end Yelfsre
Statehouse

Boise, ldaho 83720

‘Ms, Janet ¥ick, Chief

*f11inois Departocat of Public Heelth
333 West Jelferson Street

Springfield, Iilinots 62761

‘Ur. Clyde A. Bridger, Chief Statistician

*Indians State Board of Hoalth
1330 ¥est Michigsn Street
ladisnspoils, fndisns 46206
Or. ¥illtes T. Paynter, State Heslth Cowmissicner
'Ur. Rebert A. Calhoun, Direetor of Publie
Beslth Stattstics

“Records snd Statistics Divisioo
lows State Health Dopartment
State Office Putlding
Des Noines, lIova 50319

t¥r, Jemas Taylor

*Hr. Steve Bnal

tis, Hazel Shesrer

Kanses Depertment of Fesnomic Development
Division of Planning

1238-¥ State Office Butlding

Topeks, Ksnsas 66612

¥r. John P, Halligan, Directoy

*populstion Research Ladnratory
Escses State Universicy
Kanhsttsn, Kanasa 66504

‘Ur, Cornelia binra

I¥s. Kszen Schmertz
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State

Agency State Agency
Keatucky *Urban Studics Conter Nebrasks Nebresks Cepartmont of Econnmic Development
Cniversity of loulsville Post Office Box 34668
Gardencourt Campus State Capitnl
Alta Vists Road Lincoln, Nebraska 63509
Louisville, Kentucky 1020% Yr. fonald J. Mertens, Dircctor
'0r. dike Spar *Burcay of Lusinnss Research
The Unjversity of Nebrasks -
Loutstans *Resesrch Division ‘ ’ Lincoln, Sebrasks 68508
College of Adatnistration and Business "Ms. Vickt Stepp
Loussiana Tech University ’
Ruston, Louisians 71270 Hevada “Bupeau nf Business and Econnuic Research
br, Don C, ¥ilcox, Ulrector University of ¥ a
'Ns, Barbars Denton y Seveda :
Reno, Nevade 89507
Dr, Robert C, Weenms, Jr,, Director
Maine *Research and Yital Records Dr, Shih-Fesn Chu
Stute Department of Health and Velfare *Mr, Sanuel Males
Augusts, Malne 04330 N
*8r, Dale ¥Nelch, Difcctor New Hampihire *DIfice of Conprehenaive Planning
Executive Departnent
Narylaod Meryland Center for Health Ststistics State H°°:.' Annex 03301
State Depsrtment of Health snd Vantal Hygiens Concord, Nev Haopshire 03
' My, James Mianoch, Planning Director
Q'Connor Guilding Ny, Thesas Duffy
201 west Preston Street :
(daltizars, arviaed 2101 Nev Jersey *Office 5l tusizess Feancnics
¥r. Luther frentz, Jr. Diviston of Plsaning snd Research
Lepsrinent of Labor and Industry
. Post Office Box 845
Eassachusetts *Bureau of Research and Statistics Trenton, Sew Jersey 08523
ifagsachusetts Department of Commerce end ‘¥e, Henvy A. Watson
Development s, Shirly Coets
State Office Butlding
100 Cazbridge Straet Sew Hexico +*Buresv of Pusiness and Econonie Resesrch
doston, Massschusetts 02202 The University of New Xexico )
*Rr, Willtas P. Tsaffaras, Director Albuquergue, Sew Mexico 87131
Dr. lee 3. Iink, Director
ichigan »Office of the Budget sr, Lsrry Adcock
Lewis Cass Building t¥r, James McCormick
Lansing, Michigsn 48913 :
Kr. Toa Clay, Dtrector New York Office of Btostatistics
iy, Bill O'Hare New York State Depsrtnent of Heslth
3rd Floar Tower Building
Minnenota sUinpesots State Planning Eapire s‘,"' _P""
101 Capitol Square Building Albany, Sew Vork 12237
$50 Cedar Street ¥r., Vite Logrillo, Director
€t. Paul, Minnesota 38101 tstr, Sid Prua_u. Sentor Research Scientist
s, Harel Reinhardt t¥r, Riehard Krueger, Dlostatisticism
North Carolina *0tfice of State Planning
Kisnissippt *Nepsrtnent of Sociolagy . Yorth Carolins Department of Adainistrstion
Wiseissippt State Uafversity 118 ¥est Jomes Street
Post Office Draser C Raleigh, Sorth Carolina 27603 .
§tate College, Vississtppl 39762 Dr. Lynn R, Mucrmore, 3tate Planaing Offtcer
Or. Johs Saunders, Depertsent Hesd ur, Altos Skinner, [1I, Asst, Siace Planning
M. Ellen Oryant, Assistaat Sonctologist Ofticer for Research
s, Eaily Chaney 'Ms. Francine J. Ewing
Msscurt eStace Planning and Anslysis Divisioca North Dskots *Division af Health Stetistics
Otfice of Adatnistrstion Departaent of Heslth
Btate Capitol 17th Floor
Post Office Box 809 Capitol Building
Jefterson City, Kissouri 63101 Bismsrck, Xorth Dakots 58303
1Mr, Michacl Soxberger *Mr, Richard ¥, Blair, Dircctor
: Ohta *ftuxan Resource Development Divison
Nomieas *Buresu of Susiness snd Economic Rescarch

toiversity of sontsna

Nissouls, Mnntana 33801

Me, Maxine C.; Johnson, Director
48, Sussa Solig Yallwors

Suresu of Resesrch snd Ansilysis

Department of Econortie snd Comwiatty Development
30 E, Brosd Street - State Office Tover
Columbus, Ohto 43218

t4s, Ariens Cis
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State

Agency State Agency
Oklahons Resesrch and Flanning Division Ctan *Uian Department of Exployment Security
' Oklatoms Emplovment Security Commission 174 2acial Hall Avenue
310 ¥i11 Rogers Building Solt Lake City, Utah Ra111
Oklakome City, Oklshoss 73108 ¥r, Kichard J, Arnold, Director of Reports and
Ke, ¥.J, Bownan, Chief Annlysis
Mr. ¥{)liam Hunter, Assistant Chief tNr. Kenneth Jensen
Mr. Roger Jacks
Vermont *Division of Puolic Health Statistics
Cregon Center for Population Resesrch and Census State Department of Health
Fortland State Untuversity - Box 751 113 Colchester Avenue .
Portland, Oregon 97207 Burlington, Vermont 03401
1Dr. Janes Weiss tNr, ¥alter L. Cooley, Chief
Pennsylventia *Office of State Planning and Developaent Virginia *Tayloe Murphy Institute
FPost Offtce Box 1223 Graduate Schocl of Business Administrstion
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 University of Virginis
Mr. A, Févard Sinen, Executive Direstor Post Qffice Pox 3430
*NE. Natnalie Sato Charlottesville, Virginia 22303
Dr, Charles 0. Melburg, Director
Puerto Rteco Puerto Rico Planning Roard thr. ¥illiam J. Serow
Kinillss Goverrment Center or. Julie Martin
North Butlding, De Diego Avenus .
Post Office Box 5447 Yashington Population Studies Divisien
Santurce, Puerto Rico 00908 Office of Frogrom Planning snd Fiscal Managemsnt
tMs, Carven G, Garcia dc Laguverre House Office Building
Ms, Edns Sclhroder, Consultant Olynpin, Washington 9R504
tyr, John R. Walker, Chief
Rhode 1sland +Stateside Planning Program

South Carolina

South Dakota

Teanessee

Toxas

Poom 201

263 Nelrose Street

Providence, Rhode 1sland 02907
Mr. Daniel Varin, Chief

*$r. Chester Symanski

*Nivision of Research and Statistical Services
South Carolins Rudget and Contro! Board

Post Office Box 11038

Coluzbla, South Carolinz 29211

Mr, Thomas P, Evens, Director

14T, Bobby Bavers

*¥s. Jackie Frishoan

*hublic Health Statystics
Ststs Deperiment of Health
Plerre, South fakots $7501
Mr. ¥tlliam Johnson, Director
e, Charles Sisk

¥r. Idvard Kehrvald

*Tennessee State Planning Office
Division of State Planning

€60 Capitol Hill puilding

301 Seventh Avenue, North
Nsshville, Tennessee 27219

Nr. ¥iles C. Schoening, Director
Tiés. Annte Voore

Division of Plaaning Coordimstion
Off1en ct the Covernor

Box 12420

Austia, Texss 7871t

‘Hr, John Perrin

*Ms, Joy Travis

¥est Yirginla

¥isconsin

¥yoming

thr, Domald B. Pittenger, Asst. Chief
s, Theress Love

*0ffice of Resesrch and Development .
Center for Extension snd Continuing Educstion
West Virpinis University

¥organtoun, Yest Virginia 26508

*Or, leonard M. Sizer

Federal-Scate Relations

Office of the Governor

Charleston, West Virginis 25308

Hr. Robert V, Barill, Leputy Director

*fureau of Health Statistics

State Division of Health

Post Office Eox 309

Sadison, Wisconsin 33701

Dr. Reymond D, Nashold, Director

tMr, Henry Krebs, Asst. Chief, Statistical
Services Scetian

s, Hargaret Hollerman

*Division of Business and tcunomic Research
College of Coomerce and Industry
University of Xyoming

University Station - Dox 3923

Larsnie, syoming 82070

Dr, Roger Mayen, Director

t¥r, Fred tnll

Aduinistrator ofr kesesrch and Statistics Divisiom
Depsrtment of Adzinistration and Fiscal Control
Room 317 - Capitnl Building

Cheyenne, Svoming 82001

¥z, Phil Kiner




ESTIMATES PUBLISHED IN SERIES P-26 REPGRTS SINCE 1970

(Reports (ssucd under the Federal-State Cooperative Program for Population Fstimates, jointly propared by the

Bureau of the Census and designated State agencics)

Report No. .Report No.
State 1973 snd 1972 and 1971 and State 19873 and 1972 and 1971 and
provisional provisional provisional provisional provisional provisionsl
1974 1973 1972 1974 1673 1972

AMa.......... 125 76 48 [Mont....... . 109 53 19
Alaska....... H (&3] ) | Nebr........ 104 58 25
Artz......... 94 50 #11 [ Nev......... 117 67 29
APK. ..oivaaae 115 70 33 (5. Hoooonals 107 . 52 18
Calif........ 119 ) LTS W 15 P 135 83 20
0" 1 TP 103 62 17 | N, Mex...... 123 8s )

116 79 (G - PO T (&) (& (&

111 57 15N ColLalel, 114 68 44

130 90 46 | X. Dak...... 102 60 )
- 124 92 37 {ohio........ 122 80 *40
Hawall,...... 103 56 23 {okla, .. ..., 112 63 24
Idaho........ 106 51 9 {Oreg...vvuus ) 74 (5]
1 5 § VAR 128 78 271 Pa...ceinn.s 136 93 .39
Ind.concesses 113 75 14 {R. 1....0uue o8 5 22
Towa.eouornn,s 138 72 31]s. C........ 108 n a4
[ TTY PO 129 64 43 |S. Dak..... . 101 61 »12
KY'eororonons 120 84 35 | Tenn........ 133 83 47
R 7 97 54 #16 | Tex......... (1) ) )
Maine........ 9g 59 28 |Utah....... 96 55 10
Md........... (O] (] () |ve...... 95 49 *13
Mass......... 137 )] 42 |va........ .. 127 88 36
Mich......... 110 69 32 [wash........ M 65 (&)
L1515, P 132 87 38 (W, Va....... 121 89 30
Niss......... 131 86 (Y {wis......... 126 81 26
MOLeernnnoaas 134 77 45 | ¥y0...uaan 100 73 (4]

#First year only.

For sccond year, sct Scries P-25, Yo, 417,

ICounty or county cquivalent cstimates for 1973 and provisional 1974 arc published in Series P-25 for the following

States:

Maryland, Yo, 596; Washington, No. 597; New Vork, No. 509; Oregon, No. 602; Alaska, No. €604; and Texas,No. 609,

2County or county cquivalent estinates for 1572 and provisional 1973 are published in Serics P-25 for the following
States: New VYork, No, $27: Maryland, No. 520: Alaska, Xo. 531; Califoraia, No. 522; and Texas, No, 5335,

County estimates for this State for 1971 and provisionsl 1972 are published in Series P-25, )

. 517,
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APPENDIX B

BUREAUS OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
IN COASTAL STATES

ALABAMA

CENTER FOR BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Graduate School of Business

The University of Alabama

Box AK

University, Alabama 35486
205/348-~-6191

ALASKA

INSTITUTE OF SOCIAL, ECONCMIC AND GOVERNMENT RESEARCH
University of Alaska

Pairbanks, Alaska 99701

907/479-7436

CALIFORNIA

INSTITUTE OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
156 Barrows Hall

University of California, Berkeley
Berkeley, California 94720

415/642-1922

BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH AND SERVICE
School of Business and Administrative Sciences
California State University, Fresno

Fresno, California 93740

209/487-2068

DIVISION OF RESEARCH
University of Southern California
Bridge Hall

Los Angeles, California 90007
213/746-5202

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
School of Business Administration, BA-410
San Diego State University

San Diego, California 92182

714/286-6838
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FLORIDA

‘BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH
University of Florida

22)1 Matherly Hall

Gainegville, Florida 32611

904/392-0171

GEORGIA

DIVISION OF RESEARCH
College of Business
University of Georgia
Athens, Georgia 30602
404/542-4085

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND SERVICES
School of Business Administration
Georgia State University

Atlanta, Georgia 30303
404/658-4256

ILLINOIS

CENTER FOR RESEARCH AND SERVICE
College of Business and Administration
Southern Illinois University
Carbondale, Illinois 62901
618/453-3328

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH
408 David Kinley Hall

University of Illinois

Urbana, Illinois 61801

217/333-2330

INDIANA

DIVISION OF RESEARCH
Graduate School of Business
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana 47401
812/337-5507
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LOUISIANA

DIVISION OF RESEARCH

College of Business Administration
Louisiana State University

P. 0. Box 17350-A

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803
504/388-5830

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION AND BUSINESS RESEARCH
P. 0. Box 5796

Louisiana Tech University

Ruston, Louisiana 71270

318/257-3701

DIVISION OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
College of Business Administration
University of New Orleans

Lakefront

New Orleans, Louisiana 70122

504/288-3161, ext. 248

MARYLAND

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
University of Maryland

Room 4118, Tydings Building

College Park, Maryland 20742
301/454-2303

MASSACHUSETTS

DIVISION OF RESEARCH

Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration

230 Morgan, Soldiers Field
Boston, Massachusetts 02163
617/495-6334

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Northeastern University

Boston, Massachusetts 02115

617/437-3252
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MICHIGAN

DIVISION OF RESEARCH

Graduate School of Business Administration
The University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109

313/764-1366

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Division of Research

5-J Berkey Hall

Michigan State University

East Lansing, Michigan 48824
517/355-7560

MINNESOTA

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
114 Social Sciences Building

University of Minnesota, Duluth

Duluth, Minnesota 55810

. 218/726-7298

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
School of Business

Mankato State College

Mankato, Minnesota 56001

507/389-2711

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Mankato State University

Mankato, Minnesota 56001

507/389-1623

MISSISSIPPI

BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH
University of Southern Mississippi
Southern Station, Box 94
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 39401
601/266-7247

DIVISION OF BUSINESS RESEARCH
College of Business and Industry
Mississippi State University

P. O. Drawer 5288

Missigsippi State, Mississippi 39762
601/325-5244
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BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
University of Mississippi

University, Mississippi 38677
601/232-7481

NEW JERSEY

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Rutgers University

The State University of New Jersey
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903
201/932-7451

NEW YORK

BUSINESS RESEARCH INSTITUTE

St. John's University

College of Business Administration
Jamaica, New York 11439

- 212/969~8000, ext. 480

MANAGEMENT RESEARCH CENTER

School of Management
Syracuse University

129 College Place
Syracuse, New York 13210
315/423-2052

NORTH CAROLINA

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CENTER
School of Business

Western Carolina University
Cullowhee, North Carolina 28723
704/293-7492

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH
College of Business

Appalachian State University

Boone, North Carolina 28608

704/262~2148

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Graduate School of Business Administration
University of North Carolina

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514

919/933-8301, ext. 225 or 221
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QHIO

CENTER FOR MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH
Case Western Reserve University

School of Management

Cleveland, Ohio 44106

216/368-2042

CENTER FOR BUSINESS AND ECONCMIC RESEARCH
The Ohio State University

1775 College Road

Columbus, Ohio 43210

614/422-5967

CENTER FOR BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
Graduate School of Business Administration
Kent State University

Kent, Ohio 44242

 216/672-2093

OREGON

BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH

140 Gilbert Hall
University of Oregon
Eugene, Oregon 99403
503/686~3376

PENNSYLVANIA

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH
Temple University

School of Business Administration
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122
215/787-8101 or 8102

BUREAU OF RESEARCH AND COMMUNITY SERVICES
School of Business and Administration
Duquesne University

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219
412/434-6229

CENTER FOR RESEARCH

College of Business Administration
801 Business Administration Building
The Pennsylvania State University
University Park, Pennsylvania 16802
814/865-7669 or 7660
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SQUTH CAROLINA

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC RESEARCH
College of Business Administration
University of South Carolina

Columbia, South Carolina 29208
803/777-2510

TEXAS

BUREAU QOF BUSINESS RESEARCH

P. O. Box 7459 '

University Station

The University of Texas at Austin
Austin, Texas 78712

512/471-1616

VIRGINIA

TAYLOE MURPHY INSTITUTE

The Colgate Darden Graduate School of Business Administration
University of Virginia

P. 0. Box 6550

Charlottesville, Virginia 22906

804/924~-7451

WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF FACULTY RESEARCH AND PUBLICATIONS
Mackenzie Hall, DJ-10

University of Washington

Seattle, Washington 98195

206/543-4598 or 4599

WISCONSIN

BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH AND SERVICE
110 Commerce Building

University of Wisconsin

1155 Observatory Drive

Madison, Wisconsin 53706

608/262~-1550
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APPENDIX C

BUREAUS OF GOVERNMENTAL RESEARCH

—Local and State Agzncies

ﬁ/aéama

MONTGOMERY

~iabama Lezavue of Municipalities (1235)
333 Adams Ave. 36104
Telephene: (203) 2683-1042
John F. Watkins, Exvecutive Director
san O'Dowe, Jr., Pub, Magr.
D. N. Hamilton. Gen. Counsel

Alabama Chamber of Commerce
Hesearen Division
. O.Box 76 36101
Telephone: 1205)262-7319
Facry C. Mcellillan, Director

3:3te of Alakama
Legislative Tinference Service 36104
Tulephone: 203) 269-6433
touts G. Greene, Director

Program LDevelopment Ofice
Svs Dexter Avenue 36104
Telvphore: (203) 269-7171
J. E. Mitchell, Jr.. Director

" UNIVERSITY

Uriversity of Alabama 35486
Sureau cf Pubiic Administration {(1938)
Telophone: (263 348-3980
Nobert B, Highsaw, Director
I.. Franklin Blitz
Coleman B. Ransone
“William H. Stewart
James D. Thomas

Ml
JUNEAU

State of Alaska
Local Affairs Agency
Touch AB 99801
Telephone: 586-6221

- Byron L. Mallott, Director

Ca/z’/om;z'a '

BERKELEY

Universite of California 94704
Crsduate School of Public Affairs
Telephone: (4151 642-45670
2607 Hearst
Aaron Wildavsky, Dean

nciitute of Govoznmental Studies
Telennone: (113) 642-5702
Eugene C. Lee, Director
*Stanley Scolt. Assistant Director .
*Barbara J. Hudson, Librarian
Phyllis Barusch
Ora Huth
Dorothy Tompkins

Institute ¢f Eusiness & Lconomic Hesearch,

Nerthern Section (1941)
156 Darrows Hall
Joseph W. Garbarino, Director

Institule of Uzban & Fegional Develcpment
Cenler of Rzal Estate and Urban Eco-

nomics
260 Stephens Memorial Hall 94720
Telephone: (4133 642-2491
Waliace ¥. Smith, Acting Chairman

109 Moses hall )

University of Czlifornia 94720
Telephcne: (413) 642-8722
Kenneth: Hunter, President
*Stanley Scott, Executive Secretary

BURLINGAME

Governmen?al Nezsazch Courpcil of
San Mateo County
1209 Bayshore Hwy, #217 94010
Telepnone: (415) 343-9100

Robert D. Harrison, Jr., Executive Director
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BAVIS

Univcrsify o! Califsrnia, Davis, Insti
Governmental Aifairs 9551§ Hute of
Telephone: ($16) 752-2042
1]ii_loyd Ii).‘{dusolf. Director
,xch.nr( ", Gable, Assaciate Director
I\ed)_elko Suljak, Librarian

LONG BEACH

City of Long Beach 30807
Budget & Research Divisien
Telephone: (213) <25-9041
Randall J. Verrue, Director -

*Roger Keast, Senicr Analyst

LGS ANGELES

Bureau of Municipal Research (1931)
117 Wast 0tk Street 50013
Telephone: (213) MAdison 7-3383

*James O. Stevenson. Director

California Taxpayers Association (1928)
639 Mohil Buiiding
12 South Flower Street 90017
Telophone: (213) lAdison 7-6001
*J. oy Holland, Regional Director of Local
Affairs

City of Les Angeles :
City Administrative Office (1951)
350 City tall unni2
Telephone: (213 MAdison $-2121
*C. Erwin Piper, City Admindstrutive Officer

City Council

Office of Legislative Analyst (1949)

479 City Hall 60012

Telephcene: (213) MAdison 4-5211

A. C. Estes, Chief Legislative Analyst
*Alfred Purvis. Legisiative Anglyst
Kenneih G. Spiker, Legislative Analyst

County of Los Angeles
Chief Adminisirative Office
Management Services Division
Telepnene: (213) MAdison 3-3611
Douglas R. Steele, Chief

League of California Cities (1898)
Los Angeles Olffice
702 thiiton Center .
Telephnone: (213) MAdison 4-4934
Murray Brown, Editor, Western City Mag-
azine

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce (1888)
404 South Bixel Street 90054
Telephone: (213) $31-1010
Vincent A. Bordelon, Manager, Government
Relations Depart:nent

{Washingion Office)

1000 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
Eleanor Buhler, Administrator

Municipal Referenc? Library
City Hall 90012
Room 1003
Telephonc: (213) 485-3791
Wilma J. Dewey

Properiy Owners Tax Association of
California (1931)
132 West First Street, Room 228
Telephone: (213) MAdison 9-3366
Melvin Horton, E.xrccutire Vice-President
Milton llarker, Resvarch Director

Southern California Research Council
1600 Campus Read  £5041
Telephone: (213) 255-3151 .
Joseph E. Haring, fesearch Coordinator

" Town Hall (1937)

Biitmore Hotel, 315 South Olive St. 90013
Telephone: (213) MaAdison 8-5141
Rolland D. Headlee, Execuiive Director

University of California at Los Angeles
Institute of Gavernmaeant and Pubiic Affairs
405 Hilgard Avenue 94023
Telephene: (213) 823-7117
Werner Z. Hirsch, Director
Graduate Schoo! of Business Administration

Housing, Real Estate & Urban Land
Siudies Program
Telephone: (2135 §23-3977
Fred E. Caze, Drector
Department of Pcliticzal Science
Winston W. Crouch
Public Afairs Service/Local
Teiephone: (2133 823-1042
*Dorothy V. Wells, Locel Doc:unents
Librariun

University of Southern California
von KleinSmid Center of Internationai &
Public Affairs 90607
Telephone: (213) 745-2241
Henry Reining, Jr.. Dean

MARTINEZ

Contra Costa Taxpayars’ Association, Inc.
{1928)
P.O. Box 72, 820 Main St 94333
Telephone: (415) 223-5510
James J. Carroll, Executive Vice-President

OAKLAND

Alameda County Taxpayers Association, Inc.
1404 Franklin Strecet 94612
Telephione: (413) 893-2311
*Edouard B. McKnight, Executive Vice-
President
Bert Maze, Field Representatire

SACRAMENTO

California Farm Bureau Federation
Public Af#airs Division
Room 531, 11th & L Bldg. 95814

Telephone: (916) 446—-4541
J. A, Junoli, Covernmental AfSairs
Specialict

Czlifornia Retailers Association
1127 Eleventh Strect 95313
Telcphone: (916) 413-1975
*Leslie D. Howe, Vice-President, Govern-
mental Afairs

California Chainber of Commeszce
435 Canitol Mall 95514
Telephone: (916) 444-6670 .
John T. Hay, Executive Vice Pre<ident
Econocmic Development & Research Deparg-
menat
Jack Sinith, Dircctor
Insurance Department
W. Edward Couch, Director



Commonwcalth Club of California {1503)
Mcnadrock Arcade, 631 Marv ot Street
Telepnome: (315) DOuglus 2-4003
Durward 5. Ripzs, Sxecnnve Necretary
Michael J. Brasuington, Jsiosisivat Executive

California Taxpayers Acsociation
11th & L Building. Suite 713 95814
Telephone: (916) 443-8163

*Robert C. Brown. Exceutive Vice President

Arlen K. Bean, Director of Research Secretary
Richard P. Simpson, Regional Director. San Francisco Bay Arca Ceuncil, Ine.
Local Afairs . .

Worlel Trade Center Y4113
Telephone: (155) YUken 1-0405
Stanley E. McCalfrey, Prezidert
Angelo Siracusa, Vice-Fresident
Kenneth Evansco, Direcior ot Rezearch

League of California Cities
1108 “O™ Street 05814
Telephone: (916) 444-5790
Richard Carpenter, Executive Director &
General Counsel

State of California
Council on Intergovernmental Relations
1300 Tenth Sireet 6381
elephene: (at4d) 445-7368
James A. R. Johnson. Executire Director
Department of Finance
1143 State Capito! 63314

San Francisco Bureau of Governmenial
Research (1916)
58 Sutter Street 94104
Telephone: (415) 362-3715
*Louis Clishee, Director

1 SR San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
Telephene: 19161 445-414] 400 Montgomery Stree: 94104
Verne Orr. Director : Telephone: (315) 392-3511 )
Deg,_ of Housing and Community ‘ . W. E. Dauer, Executive Vice-President
eveiopment : Francisco Planning and Urban Renewal
1120 0 Sireet. Room 3344 95814 san.A:sociation . ’ )
Telephone: 916) 445-4775 126 Post Street 94108
Donald F. Pinkerton, Director Telephone: (415) SUtter 1-37%
Department of Human Resources John H. Jacobs, Executire Director
Developrzent . Michael L. Fischer, Associate Director
§\00 Capitol Mall 23814
*Norman Blacher, Deputy Director
- Legislative Budget Committee SANTA RQSA
306 State Capitol 638514
Telephone: (918) 445-4538
A. Alan Post, Legislative Analyst
:!;.,)ogislaﬁve Counsel Buregu {1913)
021 State Capito! 95514 i H
Telephone: (915) 445-2731 STANFORD
George H. Murphy, Legislative Counsel Stanford Universiiy ) s
S!:te Board of Equalization T’;‘,’x;b;?;":;miﬁgg‘m on War. Revolutior
1020 N. Stregt 05814 . Telcphone: (4i3) 321-2300
Telephone: (916) 445-3036 iry C T

Sonoma County Taxpayers Association (1845}
2403 Professional Dr., Suite 105
Telephone: (707) 542-0442

.

Herbert F. Freeman, Executive Secretary

State Library

Library & Courts Builéing 95814
: Telephone: (915) 445-2585

(Mrs.) Carma R. Leigh, Librarian

SAN DIICD

Szn Dizzo Tiale Collega £2113

Burezu of Cusiness & EZconcomis Reseasc¢h

(15:7) .

John AicFall, Director

Puklic Aflairs Research Institule 92115

Teiephone: (T14) 286-6224

W. Richard Bigger, Director
San Disgo Texpayers Association

1330 U.S. Naticnal 2ank Peilamng  §2101

Telephone: (7i4) 234-6423

Staniey H. Coombs. .'»!c.nar:c.r

Charles E. Stire, Associate llanager

SAN FRANCISCO

Civic League of Improvement Cluks and

Ascociations (1€25)
859 Fiund Lutlding
870 Mariketl Street 94102
Telephone: (415, T51-4453
Augusia G. Hias, Execulive Secretery

W. Glenn Camgpbell, Director
*Roger A. Freeinan. Senior F eliow
Thomas L. Glenn, Research Associate

| VENTURA

Ventura County Taxpay.ts As:sciation
1668 East Main Street, Room 210
P. O. Box 818 93001
Telephone: (305) C42-6168
*Dariel J. Montero, Executive Seeretery

Conn eclicut

HARTFCED

Connecticut Rusiness & industry
Association, Inc.
60 Washington Street 16103
Telephone: (203; 547-1661



Cox;neciicut Public Expenditure Council, Inc.

(1942)

21 lLewis Street 06103,

Telephene: (203r 329-315%7

*Carter W. Atkins

*Rohert H. Frenklin, Excentire Divector

*Richard W. Lafferty, Directer, Munietpai
Consulting Service .

*Russell G. Mobley, Director, Membarshis
Field Service

*Mark T. Gendrich, Seninr Researcher

*Durwerd D. Wakefield, Researeh Assistar?

*Charles L. Miller. Seminr Rogvircher
*Arthur E. Schiuss, Senicr Researcher

Connecticui State Library
Legislative Reference Unit
231 Capitol Avenue 06115
Tclepnione: (2031 396-4344
Genrge Adams, Chief

Greater Hartford Chamber of Commerce, Inc.

55103

5-3451

230 Constitulion Fis
Telephone: (203) 52

Recearch and Governmental Affairs
Donatd W, Goodri~n, Maneger

State of Connecticut
HRudget Division
LB éapi!v:l Avenue 06115
Telephone: (203) 527-6345
t¥rod A, Schuckman, Budget Director
siaurice C. Winirode, Assistant Budget

Dtrector )

Frank J. Reilly, Assistant Budget Director

Devarimen! of Community Affairs
1179 Main Street, D.O. Box 786 06101
Telephone: (203) 366-3318/9

Donaid T. Dorsey, Commissioner

Giate Weltare Department (1835)

1590 Asyium Avenue

.‘Iames Norrison, Chief of Welfare Staff
Services

iavY NAVLY

Cannecticut Conlerence of Mayors
936 Chapei Street (6310
Telzphene: (203) 772-2163
Joel Cogen, Executive Director

New H’av?n Taxpayers Research Council, Inc,
(1933
P. 0. Box 1784 06507
Telephone: (2031 777-7639
*Francis J. Kelly, Executive Director
*Irene E. Trejsner

Yale University
Department of Political Science
tl. Bradford Westerfield, Chairman

Institute of Social Science .
Jurn -Perry Jliller, Director

STAMFORD

Stamford Area

Commerze & Industry Association, Inc.
Washingion Bldg., Ore Bank Street (5301
Teirphone: (203) 348-6246

Lohin Mitovitch, Executive Director

*Lirs. Pobie Juhnston

STORRS

Jniversily of Connecticut
Institute of Public Service
P O.Box U-14 06263
Tuiephone: (2031429-3311
Beldon H. Schatfer. Directer

Zdward T. Dowling, Assistant Directo-

'-.vL\ll'_E’.Q E.Hill ’

hasiline Levensen

George H. Murray

Patricia Stuarg

Myron E. Weiner

Instituie of Urban Research
Telephone: (203) 423-3311. Ext. 883
Jlorton Tenzer, Director

$0£1 ware

COVER

Delaware League of Local Governments

.0. Box 434 19901
Telephone: (302) 678-0991
David L. Press, Zxccutive Director

State of Delaware

Department of Community Affairs
and Eccnomic Development

Division of Housing

35 The Green 13901

Robert S. Moyer, Director

NEWARK

University of Delaware 13711
Livision of Urkan ARairs
Teleohene: €362y 728-23097
C. Harold Brovn. Director
Peter M. Ross, assistaal Director
James L. Cex, Poutice!l Scientist
Fruncis X. Tanntzn, Senier Economist
Marvin Brams, Economist
Robert A. Wilzun, Socivlogist

WILIAINGTON

Commitice of 39. Inc.
802 QOrange Sireet 13201
Telophcne: (302) €56-0766
Claude Caurty, President

Delaware Stzte Chamber of Commerce
Governmental Aalizirs Division
1102 Wes: Sircet (3651
Telephone: (232) 633-7221
Ross E. Anderson, Jr., Executive Vice-
President
.
Greater Wilmincton Development Council,
Inc.
3% Delaware Avenue 19301
Telephonse: (362) 658-3263
Peter A. Larson. Execntive Vice President
Robert W. Lang. Administrative Director
Robert D. Steddard, Education Director

Stare of Delaware
Cepartment of Housing
€01 Deiaware Avenue 133801
George E. Cunningham, Secretary
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CORAL GABLES

University of Miami 33124
Telephene: (303) 284-5133
*Henry K. Stanford, President

GAINESVILLE

Univessity of Florida 32801
Public Adminisiration Clearicg Service
Telephone: (904) 332-027vor (904) 392-0248
Ernest R. Barilev. Director
Bureau)of Economic % Business Resecarch

(1930

221 Matherly Hall 32601
Carter C. Osterbind, Director

JACKSONVILLE

Florida State Chamber of Commerce
P. 0. Box £046 32211
Telephone: (904) 724-2400
Ronald S. Spencer, Jr., Exccutive Vice-
President :

Jacksonville Area Chamber of Commerce
Governmental Affairs
604 Hogun Sireet 32201
Telephcne: (964) 353-6161
Richard E. Johnston, Acting Director

MIAMI

Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce
1200 Biscayne Boulevard 33132
Telephone: (305 FR 7-4711
Lester Freeman, Executive Vice-President

TALLAHASSEE

Florida State University 32308
Institute for Social Research
Telephone: (404) 540-2015, 599-4570

. Charies M. Griga, Director
E. Lester Levine, Associate Director

‘Florida League of Cities
P.O. Bax 431 32302
Telephone: (503) 224-3160
Raymond C. Sittig, Execurive Director
Liwynal B. Pettengill, Director of Research

. State of Florida

Department of Community A#Haj s
301 Oifice Plaza 32301 Y . i
Telcphon-e: (904) 877-3185
M. Athalie Range, Director

TAMPA

Florida Taxpayers Aszociation, Inc, (1933)
3430-A W. Kennedy Beulevard 33609 -
Telephone: (313) £76-4256

-R. L. Newmar, Jr, E.cecuiire Director

georgzza
ATHENS

University of Georgia, The 30601
Inctitute of Governament
Terrei! Hall
Teleplione: (404) 542-2738
MMorriz W. H. Collins, Jr., Director
*J. D. Weeks, Head, Legal Section

Division of Research, College of
Business Administration (1928)

New College :

Telephone: (404) 542-1721

W. B. Keeling, Director

Institute of Community and Area
Development

Old College

Telephone: (404! 342-3350

Ernest E. Melvin, Director

Institute of Higher Education

Candler Hall -

Telephone: (:04) 542-3463

Cameron Fincher, Director

ATLANTA

Association of County Commissioners
of Georgia :
205 Forsyth Building 30303
Hill R. Healan, Director

Atlanta Chamber of Commerce (1938)
Governmental Affairs Department
1301 Commerce Building 30303
Telephone: (404) JAckson 1-0845
Jim King, Director

Emory Urniversity .
Department of Political Science
Telephone: (404) 377-2411, ext. 7367
Lew:s Bowman, Prufessor

Georgia Municipal Association, Inc. (1934}
501 Fulton Federai Building 30303
Telephone: (404) 658-0472
W. Elmer George, Exccutive Director
Henry J. Wise
Marsha Buttram

Georgia Chamber of Commerce
Governmental Department
1200 Commerce Building
Telcphone: (404) 534-8481
Glenn Anthony, Mcenager

Georgia State Library
301 Judicial Building
40 Capitol Square, S.W. 30234
Telephone: (404) 655-3468
John D. M. Folger, State Librarian
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Georgia State University
Bureau oi Business 8: Economic Ilesearch
(1830)
33 Gilmer Street, S.E. 30303
Willys R. Knight, Director

Southern Regional Council
5 Forsvth Street, Iv.W,
Telephone: (404) 522-8764
Paul Antheny, Executive Director

State of Georgia .

Bureau of State Planning and Community
Affairs, OHice of the Governor

270 Washington Street, S.W., Room 611.
30334 .

Telephane: (404) 656-3521

Tom Linder. Jr., State Plarning and
Community Affairs Oplicer

ﬂawa i

HONOLULU
Hawaii Empleyers Council

P.O. Box 0482 56320

Telephone: (508) 241-6141 .

Betty F. Hirozawa. Direcier of Reseerch

Municipal Reference Library
305 City Hali 96513
Telephoene: 308 348-7378 .
tMrs.) Jear K. Mardfin. Municipal
Libraru:n

State of Hawaii
Departrient of Budget and Finance
P. 0. Box 130 9681
Hiram k. Kamaka. Director
Legislative Budget OHice
Iolani Palace 9G3i3
Clinton Tarmumura. Leg:slative Auditor

Office of the Governor

State Capito] Burlding  9¥613

Teiephone: (808: 548-2373

Hirobumi Uro. Special Asst. on Humen
Resources

Tax Foundation of Hawaii {1353)
630 Alexander Young Buiiding 96813,
Telephone: (508) 336-1587
*Fred W. Bennion, Executive Director
-Nell Cammack. Research Assistant

University of Hawaii 9£322 -
Legislative Reference Burcau (1943)
Telephone: (20%) 336-7472
Henry N. Kitamura, Director
Samuel B. K. Changz, Deputy Director

Economic Research Center
Walter Miklius, Director

Social Science Research Institute (1959)
William P. Lebra, Director

j[/fnoid | A |

CARBCNDALE

Southern Illinois Universily 623901
Community Development Institute
311 South Grand
Telephone: (618) 433-2491
Richard M. Thomas, Director
Howard R. Delaney, Assistant Director
Robert K. Knittel -
Donald E. Voth
Raymond E. Wakeley
Malcolm T. Walker

Department ¢f Government
J. F. Isakoff

Public A Hairs Rescarch Bureau
David Kenney, Head

CHICAGO

Beticer Government Asscciation
73 East Wacker Drive 60601
Telephone: (312) 641-1181
J. Terrence Brunner, Executive Director

Chicago Association of Commerzce
and Inducry
Governmeral Affairs Civision
130 South Michigan Avenue 60603
*Presion E. Feden, Director

Chicago Crime Commission (1815)
79 West Monres Street 60503
Telephone: (312) FRanklin 2-6101 .
Harvey N. Johuson, Jr., Operating Director

City ¢f Chizzgo
Departmens ¢f Purchase, Controcts
&nd Suppiies
Room 4120, City Hall - 60502
Telephone: (312) T44-4500
¢*John F. Ward, Purchasing Agent

WiVIS FeQaTaTa0N, LG, + 1D
29 East Liadizen Streel  €0602
Telephone: (312 263-3237
Normzn J. Beaity, Executive Secratary
*D. Daniel Baldino, Director of Public
Affatrs
¢Lavern W. Xiron, Director of Research
*William J. McGlone, Director of Develop-

ment
*Richaerd T, Elberfeld, Research Analyst
Lorraine Woods, General Counsel

Illinois State Chamber of Commaerce (1319)
Tax Department
20 North VWacker Drive 60606
Telephone: (212) FRanklin 2-7373

Loyola University
Center for Rescarch in Urban Government
820 Northr Michigan Avenue 60611
Telephone: (312) 944-0200
Joseph Small, Acting Director

Me!ragggi)tan Housing and Planning Counecil
53 \'-;cst Jackson Boui«:va rd €0604
Telephone: (312) 922.5616
(Mrs.) Frederick H. Rulel, Director



Municipal Reference Library
1004 City Hall 60602
Telephone: (312! 744-4094
Joyce Malden, Libranian

Union League Club of Chicago {(1879)
63 West Jackson Bivd. BG4

. Telephone: (312) HAarrison 7-7000
*Robert W. Berasirom, Preadent

*Roger E. Henn, Director, Public Affairs
Edward M. Martin, Director, Emeritus

University of Chicago
Population Research Center
1413 East 60th Sireet 60837
Telephone: (312) 753-2371
Philip M. Hauser, Director

University of llinois at Chicago Circle
Center for Urkan Studies
Box 4318 60680
Telephone: (312) 663-6722
Stuart Scher, Director

EAST ST. LOUIS

St. Clair County Taxpayers' Association
622 First National Bank Building §22M
Telephone: (618) 873-2230
John R. Henne, Executive Vice-President

»

EDWARDSVILLE

Southern linois University 62025
Regional & Urban Deveicpment Studies &
Services
Telephone: (518) 692-3032
William J. Tudor, Director

EVARSION
Morthwesiam Univessity
The Transperiatien Center
1813 Hinman €204
Telephcne: (312) 492-3220
John A. Bailey, Direcior
Duane F. Marble, Director of Academic
Proarams .
Richard M. Michacls, Director of Researck
Edward XK. Merlok
Patrick M. O’Sullivan
Peter L. Watson

‘HARVEY

South Suburban Chamber of Commerce
and Indusiry
15322 Center Avenue 60326
Telephone: (312) 332-1720
C. Frcnman Johnson. Executive Vice-
President

PEORIA

Peoria Association of Commerce )
307 First National Bank Buailding 61662
Telephnne: (30%) 676-0735
H. N. Johnson, Executive Vice-Presicer:

ROCKFORD

Civic League, Inc. of Winnebago County
603 Rock River Savings Building 61121
401 West State Street

_ Telephone: (813) 363-7114
sArthur D. Logan, Execurive Secretary

SPRINGFIELD

Illinois Municipal League (1314)
1220 South 7th Street 62703
Telephene: (217)525-1220
Steven Sargent, Executive D.rector

Illinois State Chamber of Corimesce
Government Operations Depariment
415 THlinnis Building
607 East Adams 62701
Telephone: (217) 544-1787

State of Illinois
Dept. of Local Government Affairs |
325 West Adams Strect, Room 206 62706
Telephone: (217} 325-45436
Robtert J. Lernnhausen, Director
Legislative Council (1937)
M-3 State House 62706

" Telephozne: (217) 525-6831
William L. Day, Director of Research
H. William ley, Associate Director
James T. Mouney, Deputy Director for
, Legal Resenrcn ’
Paul W. Reeder
Robert G. Granda
William M. Bleakley

Danee /. Wright

Gerald L. Gherardini

Dorothy A. MNadasdy

Office of the Governor

205 Stzte Capitoel Building 62706

Telephone: (217) 525-6330

Ronald D. Michaelson, Asst. to the Governo
{Locul Affairs) :

Taxpavers’ Federation of Illinois 62702
323 W, Jefler:on, Suite 506
Telephone: (217) 522-6318
Maurice W. Scott, Exec. Vice-President

URBANA

University of Iilinois 51301 :
Bureau of Urban and Regional Planning
Research
1202 West California
Telephone: (217) 333-2020
Eric Freund, Director

Bureau of Economic & Business Research
303 David Kinley Haull
Teicphone: (217) 333-2330
V. Lewis Bassie, Director
Instituie of Government and Public A#airs
1201 W, Nevada

Telephicne: (217) 333-3340
*Szmuel . Gove, Director
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jnc/iana

BLOOMINGTON
Indiana University 47401

Institute of Public Administration (1963)
Telephone: (312) 337-6305

EVANSVILLE

Metropolitan Evansville Chamber of
Comimerce
- Governmental Affairs Division
Southern Securities Building 47708
H. F. Tim Hines, Executive Vice Presiden:
John Munger. Director

FORT WAYNE

Chamber of Commerce of Fort Wayne
Public Affairs Depariment
824 Ewing Street 46802
Teiephone: (219)742-0135 .
C. Jumes Owen, Dir. Civic Afairs
AMMary Johnson, Research Assistant

Taxpayers Research Associalion {1934)
U6 Ewing Strect 46802

Telephone: (219) 743-1802

*R. Dean Hall, Executive Director

-
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Cary Chamber 67 Commerce
Gevernmoantal A#uirs and Tax Hesearch
Daot.
573 Broadway 46102
Telepnone: (218) 823-7407
George Uzelac, Director
Gloria Walton, Tax Assistant

HAMNMOND

Hammeond Chambesr of Commaerce (1313)
423 Fayeste Sticet 40320
Teleghene: (215) WEstmore 1-1001
Walter Ford, Executive Vice President

INDIAMAPOLIS

Indiana Association of Cilies and Towns
468-10 Ista Center

. 159 Rarket Streot 465204
Telephone: (317) MElrose 5-8616-17
Ivan H. Brinegar, Execcutive Director

Indiana State Chamber of Commerce
Taxaliza Department
Board of Trade Buliding 46204
Telephone: (317;634-6307
*Edward J. Eowman, Director

Iadiananolis Chamkber of Commerce
burazu of Governmental Research (1923)
320 Nertn Meridian Street 4520%
Telenlicne: (317) MElrose 5-6423

*Donald L. Robinson, Director

A}

Stata of Indiana
Civil Rights Commission
1084 Siate Olfice Eldg. 46204
Teiephone: (317) 633-4853
C. Lee Crean, Director
Legisiative Council (1987)
201 State House 46204
Telephone: (317) 633-6370
Edisen L, Thuma, Executive Director

MUNMNCIE

funcie-Delaware County Chamber of
Comracree .
509 N. Walnut Siree's 37305
Telep}:one:B(SiT)'-.‘.!:.»?-8681
Robert L. Brock, Manroger
Charles E. McGrigg, Mgr. Tax Research
Dept.

RICHMOND

Richmond Besrd of Real:ors”
Tax Hessarch Buzasu {1437)
268 Medical Arts Bldg, 47374
Telephone: (317) 0¢2-5144
J. F. Wiachman, Ezecutive Director

TERRE HAUYE

Indiana State University )
Centeor for Governniantal Services
Telephore: (§12) 232-6311

*William Harader, Director

) : o[’ou_i.u'an a

BATOMN ROUGE

Czuncil For A Better Louisiana
Fidelity National Bank Building
P 0. Pox 237¢ 7042
Telephone: (504) 342-5229
*Edviard V. Stagg, Executive Director
O. Fred Loy, Jr., Acsistent Director

Louisiana Munieipal Assseiation (1937)
301 Cepitol Housze tHote!l
Telephcrie: (504) 343-957
Marvin L. Lyons, Executive Director

Louisiana State Law Institute
Telephone: (5¢4) 329-6370
J. Denson Smith, Director
Wiiliam F. Bailey, Coordinater of Research
and Revisor
Carol N. Blitzer

Louisiana State University 70803
Instizute cf Government Research
Telephene: (504) 388-2112 and 388-2141
*Louis E. Newman, Director
Department of Political Science
*Leuis E. Newrnan, Associate Professor

Public Afairs Research Ceuncil of
Louisiana, [ae,
Attorney’s Building, Suite 200 70801
300 Louisiana Avenue, Post Office Box 3118.

-

a21
Telephone: (504) 343-9204



*Edward J. Steimel, Executive Director

*Arthur R. Thiel, Research Director

*Emoagena Pliner, Director of State Siudies
Charles Saunders, Rusearch Associate
Richard Ketller, Rescarch Associate
Tem Fariey, Rescarch Analyst

*Hubert C. Lindzay, Research Analyst
Syivia McCracken, Research Anclust
Reillw Stonecipher, Research Assistant
Jackie Ducote, Rescarch Librarian

NEW ORLEANS

Bureau of Governmental Research (1933)
1303 Richards Bldas, 70112
Teiephone: (5043325-4152 .

*Louis D. Brown, Zrecutive Director
*George W, White, Reseerch Director

Chamber of Commerce of the
New Orleans Area
Area Development Depariment
P. Q. Box 30230 70139 ’
Telephone: (504) 524-1131
J. Ferdie Hebert, Jr., Director

City of New Orleans
City Hall 70112 . .
*Bernard B. Levy, Caief Admunistrative
Oficer

Metropolitan Crime Commission of New
Orleans (16547) .
1107 National Bank of Commerce Buildinz
0112 ’
Telephone: (304) 524-3148
Aaron M. Kohn. Managing Director

Tulare University of Louisiana, The 70118
Schocl of Law
Teléephone: (504) 863-7711, ext. 302
Juseph M. Swecney, Dean

Urban Studies Center
William W. Shaw, Director

77”7aine

AUGUSTA

Ztate of Maine 04330
Houeing Authority
Srate Offic2 Building, Room 213 04330
Telephcene: (207) 229.2246
Eben L. Eiwell, Director

Legislative Peference Bureau (1317)
Telephone: (207) 260-2724
Edith L. Hary, State Law Librarian

Legislative Research Commitlee
Teiephone: (207) 289-2101
Ssmuel H. Slosbergz, Director
David S. Silsby, Asst. Director

SRUNSYICK

Zath.Srunewicz Regional Planning
Ccmmissicn
98 Main Street” 04011
Telephone: (207) 725-4233
Dana A. Little

Bowrdain College 04011
Publie Afizirs Research Center
Telephorne: (207) 725-8721

HALLOWELL

Maine Municipal Association {1937)
83 Wuter Street 04347
Telephone: (207)623-242)
John L. Salisbury, Executive Secretary

CRCNO

University of Maine at Orono 04473
;.}uvrea_u of Public Administration
celenrhene: (207) 381-7744
Darna R. Baggett. Director

*James J. Haag. Researci Supervisor
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ANNAPOLIS

I\«{.ar.*,'land Legislative Council (1939)
in ‘Francxs Street P.O. Box' 348 21404
Teiepnone: (301D 257-5561
Carl N. Everstine. Secretery and Director
of Research

State of Maryland
Depariment of Legislative Reference (1917)
1o Francis Street 21404 :
P.O. Box 348
Telephone: (301) 267-5561
Carl N. Everstine, Director
Ruth D. Eaton, Librariun

Maryland Department of Fiscal Services

P. O. Box 231—Treasury Building 21404
Telephone: (301) 269-0590

*Paul D. Cooper, Director of Department
Pierce J. Lambdin, Director—Dizision of
I\Audus '
Lenncth N. Bragg. Director—Division

. qudget Review of
William S. Ratchford., 11, Director—
Division of Fiscal Research

Maryland Municipal League
76 Marviand Avenve 21101
Telephone: (301) 268-5514
- *Peter B. Harkins, Executive Director

BALTI?AORE

Chamber of Commezce of M2tropolitan
Baltimore
Businzss Research Depariment (1539)
22 Light Street 21202
Telepnone: (301) LExington 3-7600
M. R. Bourn, Manager

Citfizens Planning and Housing Association
(1840)
330 Narth Charles Street 21201
Telephtone: (301) 529-13693
Christoprier C. Hartman, Executive Director

City of Baltimore
Depariment of Legislative Reference {1943)
City Hall 21202
Teleprione: (201) PLaza 2-2060. Ext. 3E3
Leon A. Rubenstein, Director .
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Commission on Governmental Efficiency
and Economy, Inc. {1329)
330 North Charles Street 21201
Telephene: (301)727-0910
*Eugene M. Thomas. 11, Director
*Jerrietta R, Hullinger, Research Associaze

Johns Hopkins University
Department of Political Science
Telephivne: (301) 366-3300
Franc:s E. Rourke

Morgan State College
Urban Studies [nstitute
Coldspring Lane & Hillen Rd. 21212
Telephene: (2010 323-2270, Ext. 312

COLLEGE PARK

University of Maryland 20742
Bureau of Governmentzl Research
Teleghone: (301 434-2500
Frankiin L. Burdette. Director
Clarence N. Stone. Director, L

Techoaca! Adrisery Service

Grove E. Nasi. County Marnicgemen:
Associete: Deputy Director. Maryland
Technical Advisory Service

M. Henry Eppes

Edward D. Kelleher

John E. Rouse, Jr.

Carl T. Richards

James E. Skok

Daniel R. Thompson

Bureau of Business & Economic
Research (1947)
John W. Dorsey, Director

Department of Government & Politics
-Telephore: (301) $54-2243

*Don C. Piper, Chairman

Ernest A. Chaples

AL Margaret Conway
Donald J. Devine
Conley H. Dillon
Parris Glendening

Joseph L. ingles
Cherles Levina
Farlean »%cCarrick
Eugene B, McGregor
Thomas Murphy
Ralph A. Ranald
Mavis M. Reeves
James C. Strouse
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BOSTON

* Boston Finance Commission (1203)

Rooumn 820, 3 Center Plaza 021603
Telephone: (517) LAfayctte 3-1622 .
*Themas J. Murpny. Executive Secretary,
Chandler W. Smtih, Analyst

Robert G. West, Anclyst

Louis R. Sacco, Anelyst

Boston Municipal Research Bureau
294 Wazhinzion Street 62105
Telophone: (617) HUbbard 2.3426
*Jozepn K. Barresi. Execiutive Sceretary
Kanmi B. Isler, Senior Researcit Assucuate
Carl A. Prusing, lescarch sAssocinte

Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Deparimant of Corporations and Taxation
Bureau of Planning and Rescarch
100 Carmbridie Street 02204
Daniel B. Breen, Chief
Joint Committee on Taxation
State House, Reom 227 02133
Robert H. McClain, Jr.
Legislaiive Research Bureau
State ticuse. Room 236, 02133
Daniel M. O'Sullivan

Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce

125 High Street 02110

Telephone: (617) 426-1230 .
James G. Kelso, Executive Vice President
Communizy Development Department
*William ¥, Chouinard, Manager

Public Affairs Department

*Thomas J. Moccia, Director

Harvard Universit
Graguale S:hcol%z’ Businass Administration
Division ot Noszarch {1512)
Telenhone: (517) 495-1600
Soidicrs Fieid 021€3
Richard E. Walton, Director
Robert N. Anthony
Joseph L. Bower
John W, Drake
.Ray A. Golduterg
Regina Herzlinger
John W, Pratt
Howard Raiffa
James G. Wayne, Jr.

0 LCACOoIT Dttt  Uzivo

Telezhare: (8i7) 742-2334

*Kenneth ¥. Pickard. Executine Director

John F. Dacey, Jr., Director, Legislative
Services

Massachuse!!s Taxpayers Toundation, Inc.
143 Tremont Street (2111
Telephone: (617)357-8500
*Richard A. Manley, Executive Vice
President
Francis Blunt, Librarian
*Lyman H. Zicgler, Director—Technical
Services and Municipal Consultant
*Susanne E. Tompkins, Senior Research
Asscciate
Doris P. Paul. Research Associate
*Edward H. Dlott, Research Associate
*Nancy S. Serafini, Reseuarch Associate
John C. Driscoll, Speciul Assistant to
Executire Vice President
Francis M. Keane. Legislative Counsel
Robert C. O'Day, Field Director

Metropolitan Area Planning Council
44 School Strect 02108
Telephone; (617) 523-2454
*Richard M. Doherty, Executive Director
James A. Miller, Director of Planning
Paul E. McBride, Director of Metrupolitan
Projects

The New England Council for
Econsmic Develcpment, Inc. (1925)

500 Regtier Bunuding 02116

me 61T 53222350

mas masley, Executive Viee-

President

.
Y
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iortheastern University

Zuzeau cf Business & Economic Research
(1353)
220 Huntington Avenue 02115

Lean S, Ammer, Director

Curriculum in Public Administration
David W. Rarkley

State Library
=:aie House 02133
Telephone: (617)727-2590
1. Albert Matkov, State Librarian

University of Massachusetts
Institute for Governmental Services
55 Devonsnire 02109
Teiephore: (617) 723-7820
* Maurice A. Donshue, Direcior

BRGOKLINE

Brookline Taxpayers Association, Inc. (1835)
7 Harvard Sircet U2146
Telephone: (617) AS 7-6033-9
Ray Alden, Executive Director

Carabridge Advisory Commitiee
C:vy Hzll o128
Telophane: (6:i7) 375-6800
Paul J. Frank, Execuiive Director

Harvard University. 02138
John Fitzzcrald Xennedy School of
Covarmmnernt
Telephanue: (617) 493-5000
Don K. Price, Decn

Joint Center for Urbzn Studies of
M.L.T. and Harvard Uaiversity
tn Church Street 02133
Telephone: (517) 862-1410

Bernzrd J. Frieden, Director and Chairman,

Executive Committee
Chrarles M. Haar, Vice Chairman,
Execntive Committee
- Jnseph F. Connolly, Administrative Officer

CHICCPEE

Cricopee Taxpayers Association (1955)
43 Center Street (1013
- Telephore: (413) LY ceum 4-9075

HCLYOKE

Holyoke Taxpayers Association, Inec. (1932)
225 High Strent Q1049
Tulepnone: (4135 332-1600
Chrarles M. Healey, Jr.. Executive Director

NEW BEDFQRD

New Bedford Taxpayers Assoc.. Inc.
623 Picasant Street 02740
Telephone: (617) 942-3638
Clair F. Carpenter, Executive Director

NEWTON

Newton Taxpayers Association
313 Washirgion Street (2158
Telephone: 7517) Bleelow 4-7614
Lorenz F. Muther, Jr., Executive Director

New England School Development Council
35 Chapel Street 02160
Telephone: (617) 969-1150
Robert Ireland, Executive Secretary

PIUSFIELD

Association of Business and Commerce of
Central Berkshire County, Inc.
46 West Street 01201
Telephone: (413) 443-9117
Daniel J. Courtney, President

Quiney Taxpayees Assceizlien, Inc. (1935)

1 Cliveden Sireet  £216D
Teiephona: (517) GRanite 2-3586
Harry . Roemer, Executive Director

TAUNTON

Taunton Area Caamber of Commerca, Inc.
(1338)
39 Taunton Grecn 02780
Telephone: (617) 2324-4068
Charles E. Volkmann, Exrecutive Vice-Pres.

WELLESLEY

Wellesley College 02121
Department of Political Science
Telephone: (617) 233-6320
Alan H. Schechter, Chairnan

WORCESTER

Citizens’ Plan E Asscciation (C.E.A.), The
(1247) .
32 Franklin Street. Rnom 207 01603

[P

Barbara C. Kohin, President

Worcester Arca Chamber of Commerce

91 Madison Street 01608
Telephone: (617) 7533-2924
Roland L. Theriault. Manager, Govt. Dept.

Worcester Taxpayers Association (1231)

Room 702, 29 Pearl Street 01608
Telephene: (617) 753-0721

*Malcolm D. MacLeod. Executive Director
*John H. Mahoney, Cunsultant
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ANN ARBBR

Michigan Municipal League (1899)
1675 Green Rd. 45105
Telephona: (313) NOrmandy 2-3246
Robert E. Fryer, Director
Robert L. Hegel, Manager,

_Publication Research Division

Shirleyv 8. Smith, Stef Associate
R. Thumas Martin, Staf Assistant

University of Mickican
Cernter for Research on Economic
Devalonment
309 Sauth State Street 43104
Telephone: (313) 761-9490
Elliot J. Berg, Director

Graduate School of Businass Administratior
Bureau of Business Administration
Telephone: (313) 764-1366

H. Paul Root, Director

Institute of Public Policy Studies (1914)
1310 Rackham Buiiding <3104
Telephone: (313) 7/4-3491
John P. Crecine, Director
Joel Akerbach

Russeil Hill i

Stephien Poilock

Denald Sheup

Jack L. Walker

Kenneth Wertz

Sidney Winter

Legislative Research Center
Wiiliam J, Pierce, Director

DETROIT

Cilizens Research Council of Michigan (1918;
526 David Stott Building
1130 Griswold Sireet 43228
Telechone: (313) 951-3377
*Robert E, Pickup. Executive Director
*Robert L. Queiler, Rescarch Director
*Wiiliam A. Carter, Senior Research
Associgte
*Kathleen R. Kepner, Senior Research
Associate
*Paul Timmreck. Research Assuciate

Civic Searchiight, Inc, (1912}
2337 Commonweaith Building 48226
Telephone: (213) WOoudward 1-1330
*Wilhhlam H. O'Briea, Execniive Secretary

Metropolitan Fund. Inc.
Detroit Bank & Trust Bldg. 48226
211 West Fert Street
Telechone: (313) 861-7887
Kent Mathewson, President

Municipal Reference Likrary (1945)
1004 City-County Building 48226
Telephone: (3131 223-3335
Gertrude Pinkney, Chief
Diana Franco, 4sst.

Stale of Michkigan
Execulive Office, Office of Community
Affnirs
7310 Woodward Avenue 48202
Telephone: (313} 222.3237
Roy Levy Williams, Special Assistant for
Urban Affairs

UAW.Intarnational Union
HResearch Department
- BOUG East Jetferson 48214
Telephione: (313) 926-5261
Carrol L. Coburn, Director

‘

&ajyne State University
Department cf Political Science
non Markenrie Hall
telephone: (313) 577-2634
Charles James Parrish, Chairman

EAST LANSING

*tichigan State University
instirute for Community Development
weilozg Center, Room 27 45323
Teleprone: (517) 355-0100
*Duane L. Gibscn, Director

FLINT

Civic Research Council of Tlint (1939)
305 Meatropolitan Building 48502
Telephone: (313) CE 4-4664 .
(7. Keves Page, Executive Vice-President

.fanufacturers Asscciation of Flint
=3 Mottt Fecundatinn Building 48302
Tlepnena: 1212) CEdar 8-2633
*Osmund Kelly, Exceutive Director

HALAMAZGCO

City of Kalamazago
Zurgau of Municipal Research (1334)
Uity Hall 43004
Telephone: (8161 381-3300

“David M. Bradiord. Director

Yesiern Michigan University
Institute of Public Afiairs, The
sSangren Hall 483401
Toelephone: (1616)333-1889
Rohert W, Kaufman, Director
tieienan Lewis, Research Associate

LANSING

Citlzens Research Council of Michigan (1916)
LANSING OFFICE
834 Michigan National Tower 48933
Telephone: (517) 435-0444
*Francis A. Wheeler, Director, State 4 ffeirs

Iichigan Association of Counlies
315 West Lenawee Stroet 43933
Telephone: (517) 372-3374
A. Barry McGuire, Executive Director

Michigan Manufacturers Association
i3 Stoddard Building 48933
Telephone: (517)1484-1377
fldon W. Sneeringer, Director of Research

Michigan State Chamber of Commerce (1953)
Zul South Capitol Avenue 48933
Telephone: {517) 371-2100
Harry R. Hall, CCE, President

S!xte of Michizan
i".'x:cutive Office of Governar
sSureau of the Budget
'Ln.f:\\'i-.s Cass Building 43913
- Telephone: (517) 373-0294 '
Charles F. Sturtz, Chief, Budget Analyst
Unit-Education
Rng‘ert P. Endriss, Budget Analyst-
Education
Cepartment of Economic Expansion
Leonard D, Bronder
Legislative Service Bureau {1341)
PoO. Box 240 48913
'I:e~]g'p}x(nnc: (517) IVanhoe 4-9554
Gene Reyhons, Director
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MUSKEGON

Civic Affairs Rescarch, Inc. (1359)
93! Third St. 43110
Telephone: 1£16)722-2551
*David H. Walhorn, President

Muskegon Area Development Council and

. Chamber of Commerce

4th Sireet at Wehstrr Avenue 49441
Telephone: (616) 722-3751

Johin Chapman. Exccutire Vice-President
Research & Environmental Development

Division

*Max D. Petersen, Director
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DULUTH

Gevernmental Research Bureau, Inc. (1321)
807 Alworth Builaing 35802
Telephone: (213) 722-65+44
*David J. Hagelin, Executive Secretery

MINNEAPOLIS

Citizens League (1952)
330 Syndicate Building 55102
Telephene: (612) 333-0731
Ted Kolderie, Executive Director
Paul A. Gilje, Research Director
Calvin W. Clark, Rescarch Associate
Ciarence Shailbetter, Research Associate

League of Minnesota Municizalities (1313)
3300 University Ave. S.E. 35414

- Telephone: (612) 373-9302
Dean A, Lund, Executive Secretary

Greater Minneapolis Caamber of Commerce
Legislative Department
15 South 5th Sircet 33402
Telephone: (612) 339-8521
Lloyd L. Brandt, Manager

Minneazolis Taxpayers Assosiation _(1524)
625 Scoond Avenue, Room 419 55402
R. T. Oakes, Director

University of Minnesota
Municipal Reference Bureau {1813)
3300 University Ave. S.E. 533414
Telephone: (612) 373-9992
Dean A. Lund, Director

§T. PAUL

Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cilies Area
Capiiol Square Blde.
Cedar at 10th 55101
Telephone: (612) 227-9421

Minnesota Taxpayers Association
812 Minnesata Building 33101
Telephone: (612) 2247477 .
*Charles P. Stone. Exvcutive Director
*Harold T. Miller. Research Director
Gary W. Bastizn, Reseurch Analyst

Szint Paul Area Chamber of Commerce
"Governmental Research Department
Osborn Building, Swste 300 53102

Telephone: (612) 228-5561
David L. Schoeneck, Director

te of Minnesota )
ISt:)ﬂice of Local and Urban Affairs

Cap:itol Suuare Bida 35101
Teiephone: (612; 221-3001
James J. Salem. Director

ate Planning Agency .
E‘tap:‘.ul Squar?': Bide.. Room 802 33101
Telephone: (8121 221-5682
A Fdward Hunter, Deputy Director

Mississippi

JACKSON

{ississippi Economic Council . o
Hx}'s"mg.mgox 1549. Standard Life Buildinz
33295 L
Telephone: (501D 255-4721 .
Bob W. Pittman, Generel Manager

Research Depariment
*Glyde McLeod. Directer

Missicsippi Municipal Association
Downrnowner, Sulie _411
P. Q. Box 254 39203 3791
hone: (801) 353-37 . .
%?.1S?Car;way, Executive Vice-Presiden?

tate of Mississippi

5 Research and Development Center
P.O. Box 2470 39263
Telephone: (601} 932-6456
Kenneth C. Wagner, Director

7
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CONCORD

New Hampshire Municipal Association
64 South Street, P. O. Box 617 03301
Telephone: (633) 224-7117
David L. Mann, Executive Dirgector

Avv o’ SedBulide 3L sikeal]  UOSUL

Lagzislative Servico (1925)

Talepaone: (G603) 271-222

Philip A. Hazelton, Law Librarian

Richard M. Serena, Legislative Research
Librarian

(Mrs.) Constance T. Rinden, Assistant Law
Librarian

DURHAM

Uriversity of New Hampshiro 03824
Department of Political Science
Public Administration Service
Telephone: (613) 668-3311
Lawrence W. O'Connell, Director
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P IERSEY CITY

f Jersey City Chamber of Commerce (1839)

211 Bergen Avenue (7308

Telepiwne: (201) 533-7100

*Edward C. Bokeuck, Directer of Gorvern-
riental Research

MADISON

Drew University 07340
Department of Political Science
Telephone: (201) 377-3600
Julius Mastro, Chairman

Institute for Research ¢n Government
Zelephune: (201; 377-3000
Robert G. Smith, Director

NEWARK

Greater Newark Chambar of Commerce
1138 Raymond Boulevard 07102
Telephone: (261) §2:.33233
Charles G. Hall, President
*Alan D. Levine, Vice Pres. for Research &

Govt. Arfairs
Joan A. Rohifs, 4ssoc. R2search Dir.

New( Jersey State Chamber of Commerce
1311)

51 Park Place 07102

Telephone: (201) 623-707

Donald H. Scott, Exec. Vice-President

Department of Governmental and
Eccnemic Rescarch
*Geraid D. Hall, Director

HNEW BRUNRSWICK

HAngers—Tha Siats University 02230
Zureau ¢f Governmental Research
Telephcne: (201) 932-3542

*Ernest C. Reock, Jr., Director, Bureau of
Government Regsearch -
Raymond D. Bodnar, Direcior, Gout.
Services Training Program
Patlip H. Burch, Jr.
Harris I Effross
Wiliiam G. Rae
Robert White
*Wesiey R. Westmeyer

Eagleten Instituta of Politics
Donald G. Herzberg, Executive Director
Allen Rosenthal

PRINCETON

Greater Princeton Chamber of Commerce and
Civic Council
44 Nassau St. 08540
Telephone: (6508) 921-7676

Princeton University 08540
Telephone: (609) 452-3000

Research Center for Urban and
Environmental Planning .
Dorothy -E."Whiteman, Assistant Director

Department of Politics
W. Duane Lockard, Chatrman

Woodrow Wilson School of Fublic and
International Affairs
John P. Lewis, Dean

TRENTON

Trenton-Mercer County Chamber of
Commerce
Governmental A4airs Depariment
104 N. Broad St 05508
Telephone: (609) 393-4143
*Brunc Fiabane, Rescarch Associate

New Jersey Manufacturers Association
Sullivan Way, P.O. Box 2708 08607
Telephone: (699)883-1360
Leonard C. Johinson, President

New( l.gtirss,ey State League of Municipalities
433 Bellevue Avenue 08618
Telephiene: (609) 633-2431
Robert H. Fust, Executive Director
John E. Trafford, Rescarch & Information
Associate

New Jersey Taxpayers Association (1931)
i04 Mortn Broad Sireet 03608
Telephone: (652) EXport 4-3116

*Frank W. Haines, Jr., Executive Director
Philip W. Blaze. Secretary

*Maurice S. Stiier, Director of Research
David C. Dare, Office Manager

New ol

ALBANY

Citizens Public Expenditure Survey, Inc.
(1933)

100 State Street 12207
Telephione: (518) HO 3-4506
James E. Finke, Erecutive Vice-President
John M. Quimby., Director of Research
Gertrude Wilber, Research Anaiyst
Robert W, Engelhardt, Research Analyst

Empire Statz Chamber of Commearce
150 State Streat 12207
Telephore: (518) 472-9166
John J. Roberts, Executive Vice-President
Arthur M. Arnold, Director of Taxation
and Governmental Affairs
Sanford H. Bolz, General Counsel

New York State
Civil Service Commission
The State Cainpus 12201
Telephone: (518} GL 7-2437
(Mrs.) Ersa H. Poston, President

Department of Audit and Control

The Governor Alfred E. Smith State Office
Building

Telephone: (516) GR 4-4044

Arthur Levitt, State Comptroller

Martin Ives, Deputy Comptroller

Division of the Budget

State Capitol 12201

Telepnone: (518) 474-2300

Richard L. Dunham, Director

Educaticn Department

Telephione: (318) GR 4-3878

Lorne H. Woollatt, Associcte Commissioner
of Education (Research)
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Legislative Commissisn on Expenditure
Review

11! Washington Avenue 12210
Telephnne: «318) 474-1497

*Troy R. Wes mever, Director

*Ray D. Peti.iei, Assictent Director
*Ne:l C. Blanton

*Richard E, Brown

*Rokort Fleischer

*Stuart Graham
*Harry Maoscatello
*Richard C. Spaulding

Legislative Reference Library (1830)

Teiephone: 518) GR $4-3943
Withiam P. Lecnard, Librarian

OHice fer Local Government (1959)
135 Washington Avenue 12210
Telephnne: la 2 GR 4-1210
*Richard A. Atkins, First Denputy
Commxssxoner
*Franklin M. Bridge, Director, Municipe!
~enagement Services

Division of Economic Opportunity
167 Washiagten Avenue

Albany, New York 12210
Teiephone: (318) $74=3542
William P. McGlone, Director
Ofiice of Planning Services

State Capitol 12210

Telephone: (513) 474-7955
Richard A. Wiebe, Director

New Yo‘rk State Conference of Mayors (1310)

6 Elk Street 12207
Telephone: (518)463-1185

Raymond J. Cothran, Executive Director
J. Omer Laplante, Assistant to Directer

Donald A. Walsh, Counsel
Donald F. Larson, Attorney

John H. Galligan, Administrative Assistant

Statn Universily cf Hew Yerk

138 Wastern Avenue -:.203
Telerhona: (513) 472-5362
Ernest L. Boyer, Chasiceilor
Grazuate Schoo! of Public Affairs
L. Gray Cowan, Dean ’

*Joseph A. Zimmerman

BUFFALD
Buffalo Area Chamber of Commarce {1844)

234 Main Str-"e. -‘v"Cﬂ

C.F. ngr.t E.Lccu.r,e che Preszdent
Research and Zducation Depariment
Kurt Alverson, Maneger

Tax and Legislative Service Depariment
Herpert Berry, Mcenager

Greater Buffalo Developmnent Fouhdation,

Inc.
136 Rand Building 14203
Teleptone: (7146 £53-2708
Lee Norton, Director
Henry E. Wyman. Director,
Governinent Rescarch Dept.

HEMPSTEAD
Hefstra University 11550

Cenier for Business & Urban Research
Telephone: (316) 560-3297
Lois Blume, Director

iTHACA

Zornell University

Aclephore (897). AR 5-5014
Thomas R. Rewrers, Office of Director,
Sponsored R serrch

Graduate Sclhiwol of Business and Public
Administration .

Justin Davidzon, Dean

tdward S. Flash

Col.eqe of Agriculture

A. Lutz, Projessor of Public Adminis-

t*a.ifm

Dapar:—nenf of Government

Arch T, Dotson. Chairman

JERICHO

Burcau of Government Research, Division of
the Long Island Assoc. Oi Commerzce &
Indusiry

131 Jericho Turnpike 11753
'I'e-ephc:'w (518) 333-9300

J ohn Brewer, Director

Mrs. Marion Kiing, Research Librarian

NEW YORK CITY

Aéademy of Poiitical Science of Hew York
1103 Internoticnal Affairs Bldg.
Columtia University 10027
Teiephcne: (212)2280-3642
Robert H, Connery, Executive Director

Bevnard M. Baruch Coilene of iue
City Univarsiiy ot How tc. Tis
17 Le\mglon Aveniue 10015
Telephone: {2i2) ORacon 3-?700
Clyde Winfield, Presideat

Zreoklvn Cc‘lene of the City University
of New Yorl
Deparlinent of Political Science
uroﬁl}n 11210
Telephone: (212) 780-5308
Algert Gorvine, Chairman
Martin Landau
Sungjoo Han
Feter Gluck
Dennis Palumbto
Richard Styskal

Citizens Budget Commission, Inc. (1532)
116 East 42nd Street 10017
Tilephone: (212) 687-6711
*David Bﬂrnwcm Acting Frec. Dir.
tlerbert [, Ranschburg, .issistunt Executive
D:'rectur
Richard Morris, Research Analyst

Citizens’ Kcusing and Planning Council of
New York, Inc.
29 West 40th Strect 10018
Tviephone: (212)353-5990
Roger Starr, Executive Director

sz(elr;sg”llmon of the City of New York
13 Park Row 10033 ’
Telephone: (212) BArclay 7-0342
Gury H. Sperling, Executive Secretary
"George H. Hallett, Jr., Legislative Repre-
sontative

:ixi:ons Union Research Foundation, Ine.
AP arx Row 10033
-!' phone: (212 BArclay 7-6342
x)ana Lmno e Backus. President.
“Georze . H‘..len. Jr., Director of Research

City Club of New York, The {1892)
5 West 48th St. 10036
Telephene: (212) LT 1-2483
Robert Conrad, President



City of Noew York
Finance Administrzation
Fiscal Research Dept.
Municipal Building, Rm. 506 10007
Telephone: (212) 366-5213 .
*John Fava, Deputy Finance Administrator
Joan Russei! Perry
(Mrs.) Sue Papish
Jeanne GrifTo
Peter Shalleck
Charles Sandrmel

Municipal Service Administration

Municipal Building, Room 2139 10007

Telephone: (212) 566-4446

Martin J. Hodanish, Director, Performance
Planning & Management

Civil Service Reform Association (1877)
315 Fifth Avenue 10016
Telephone: (212) MUrray Hill 9-3544
Alfred Kleinfield, Executive Director

Columbza Urursrsity
Dopozimeani of P3iitizal Science
Fzyerweather Hall 10027
Teleghone: (212):80-36144
Wayne A. Wilcox, Cheirman

Legislative Drafting Research Furd
5 West 10 Law School
Frank Grad, Director

Depariment of Economics
521 Faverweather Hall
Telephone: (212) 280-2494
*C. Lowell Harriss

Commerce and Indusiry Asscciation oi New
Yerk, Ine.
99 Ciurch Street 10007
Telephone: (212)732-5200
Ralph C. Gross, President

., Downtown-Lower Manhattan Associaticn,

Inc.
120 Broadway—Room 1043 10065
Teleplione: (212) REctor 2-4650
*John B. Goodman, Executive Vice President

Economic Development Council of New York

City, Inc.

230 Park Avenue 10017

Telephone: (212)684-2300
aul Busse, Executive Vice-President

*Reland J. Delfausse. Vice President for
Government Research

*Robert W, Schleck. Senior Research
Associate

Governmental Research Association, Inc.
(1914)
P.0O. Box 387
Ocean Gate, New Jersev 08740
Telephone: (201) 269-3439
*Troy R. Wextmever, Secretery-Treasurer
Sandra J. Leibrick, Assistent Secretary

Hunier Ccllege of the City University of
New York

Department of Urban Affairs
790 Madisen Avenue 10021
Telephone: (212) 340-5594
Seymour Mann, Chairman
Bertram Gress
Robert C. Weaver -
Donald Sullivan
Herbert Hyman
Peter Sulins
William Stafford

,

Institute for Public Service (1315)
329 E. 88th Street 10023
Telephoene: (212)LE $-7408
William Allen, Jr., Director

Offccrs and Senuss woua

*Lauthor [, Gulick, Chairman of the Icard

Lyle C. Fitch, Pracident -

tiark . Cannon, Director

*Robert H. Kirkwood, Ascistant to the
Pregident

Howard N, Mantel, Assistant Director and
Counsel

Ruth P. Mack, Director, Economic Studies

Xenia Duizin, Lihrary Director

Sumner Myers, Director, Urban Systemns
Studies (Washington)

Annmarie Hauck Walsh

Ramiro Cabezas M. (Peru) :

Randoiph L. Marshail «Ugznda)

Albert A, Mavrinze (So. Vietnam)

Cherles S. Ascher, International Represen-
tative .

Metropolitan Regional Council

1 World Trade Center, Suite 2427 10048
Telephoune: (212) 466-3850
Robert P. Slocum, Executive Director

Metropolitan  Transportation Authority

1700 Broadwax 16019

Telephone: (212) 757-4040

Wilitam J. Ronan, Cheirman

Lawrence R. Bailer Harold 1. Fisher

Leanard Braun Mortimer J. Glees

William L. Butcher ic B. Power:s

Donald H. Elliott” V. Pyne

Jusun N. Felaman iam A. Shea

Rotert R. Prince, Secretary «nd Counsei

Sidney Brandes. Executive Oticer for
Constructinn Administration

James B. Hutf, Contraolier

Stdnex J. Frigund, Public Arfairs Director

H

-
]

Municipal Reference & Research Center

2230 Municipal Building 10007

Telephone: « ) DE6-4285. 6

Eugene J. B~ i, Duecter

Thelma E. Smith. Deput:i Director

Frieda W. Chait, Chief, Reference &
Research Services
{212) 566-428

Eve Thurston. Chief. Techuicel Services
[212) 386-4283

Devra Zetlan, Public Health Librarian
{212) 566-5169

Selomon Jacov:en, Lenisiative Reference
Librarian {212) 356-2978

- New Schosl for Social Research

Center for New York City Afairs

€5 West 12 Stroeot 14411 :

Telephone: (212) #75-2700

Henry Cohen, Director

Blanche Bernsten, Director of Research.
Urban Social Problems

Robhert Hearn '

Jacob B. Ukeles, Chairman. Dept. of Urba=
Aliairs

Jercme Liblit, Associate Dean

New York Chamber of Commerre

65 Liberty Street 10005
Telephone: (212)REctor 2-1123
Thomas Stainbach, Exec. Vice-President

Frank A. Bradv, Fizeal Economist

Peier Lynch, Director, [ndustrial Relation:
Rescarch

Kenneth E. Placek, Resecarch Assistant

New York City Housing & Developrent

Administration

}0-’) Gold Strvet 10067

Telephone: (212) 56¢-4440

Albert A. Walsh, Administrator

Joseph Polser, dsst. Administrator for
Public Agairs



rw York City Oif-Track Betling Corporation
17901 Broaaway 160456
T n!nphnne (212) 621-5461
Heward S: m.uels. President
*flogar J. Herz, Assistunt to Vice President
" Af"'uw dratiop end Facilities
Labert Sullivan, Director of Research

Nrw York University
f‘va:‘.'.:ate Schzai of Public Administration
asbington Square Nerth 106003
ot ni‘cm (212) 593-2441
!)‘c" Netzer, Dean
aliain B. Boise
*Zonn M. Capozzola
Chnarhien F. Chute
*.Taicn C. Hilling
*Steriing D. Spero, Emeritus
‘Truy R. Westmeyer

{ Mew York Authority

il Tixhth Avenue 10011

Telepnone: (212) 6’0‘"’01

*Uentel L. Kurshan, Director of Adminis-
f'cuon

Edward Gallas, Director of Personnel

Ziucens College of The City University of
Wew York
Department o Poh’xcal Science 11367
Telephene: (212) Hlckery 5-7500
xl-.r.rv W, .uorton Chairman

Noqienal Plan Association, Inc.
315 Fast 45th Street 10017

Telephone: (2121°682-7730

'J"\'x P. Keith, President
am B. Shore. Vice President

S. Pushkarev, Vice President
HZichard T. Anderson, Asst. to the President
Sheldon Pollack, Injormation Director

2aoris

Tri-Stale Regionzl Planning Commission

109 Church Stract 10007

Twﬂpr‘or (212) 433-3200
. Druglas Carroll Jr., Exee. Director

-'"»CA iard 8, DeTurk, Deputu Exec. Director
& Di"c'or Lnvirenment Pubiications

foburt P. Storseth, Director, Mancgement
£ Finanee

Stephen Carrsil, Director, Regional
Dcz'eicpmem

Jokn I, Mahoney, Director, Public
Trensportation

Max Schwarty, Director, Informations
Systems

Edward F. Sullivan, Director, Sysiems
Plenning & Highways

OLELN

Clean Chamber ¢f Commerca
225 Txehangs Dank Duiiding 14780
Tciephone: (11“) 392-4423
Jonathan B. Bates, Executive Vice Presi-
dent

ROCHESTER

Citizens’ Tax League ¢f Rochester and Mon-
roe County, New York, Inc. (1535)
132 Powers Bidi. 14614
Teleohione: (716) 546-4340
Robert J. Menzie, Executive Director

Rochester Center for Governmental &
Community Research, Inc,
37 Soutn Wasnington Street 14608
Telephnre: (716) 325-6360
*Craijz M. Smith, Director
“Friedrich J. Grasherzer, Arsaciate Director
(Mrs.) Eleanor C. Parfitt, Administrative
Assistant
Alan J. Taddiken, Sentsr Research Analyst
Donuld E. Prycr, Sentur Research Anaciust
(Mrs.) Jeralaine L. Draff, Research Analyst
Jonn F. Burke, Research Analyst
David J. Couns. Researciv Anclyst
(3rs) Joan K. Ford, Resverch Anclys:
(Mrs.) Patti J. Kingston. Perearch Analyst
(Miss) Nancy H. Grr. Research Anclust
David J. Wirschem. Research Analyst

Rochester Chamker of Ccmmerce
Governmental Action Task Ferce
33 St. Paul Strest 14504
Telephone: (71%) 454-2270
Peter O. Allen, Manager

SCHENECTADY .

Schenectzdy Bureau of Municipal Research,
Ine. (1327)
202 State Street 12305
Telephone: (518) FRanklin 4-1343
*Charles K. Bens, Executive Director

STEWART AIRPORT, N.Y.

Mid-Hudson Pattern for Progress
Building 702 12330
Telephone: (514) 362-1346
C. David Loeks, President

SYRACUSE

City of Syracuse
Bureau of Hesearch
218 City Hall 13202
Telephone: (315)473-6600
*Clinton-C. Byers, Director
(Mrs.) Patricia Deacon, Research Assistent

County of O“Qrd aga
Fxerative Cemoriinent
Divicion ct 1:5.:.3-::.1 ard Davelenment
603 County Qiice Bu'l.h:\g 12292
Telephone: (213) 477-T¢45
*Frank T. Wood, Jr., Director

Greater Syracuse Chamber of Commerce
1709—0One biony Plaza
100 Madiscn St. 13292
Telephone: (315) 422-1343
‘James B. Schneider, Manager, Govern-
mental Relations Council

Syza(cuse ;Govemmcnzal Resesrch Bureau
1948
809 Loew Building 13202
Telepnone (315) 471-4310
*Thomas A. Dorsey, Executive Director
* (Mrs.) Sophie Polah, Assistant Dircctor
(Mrs.) Eugenia Dammers, Secretary

Syracuse University 13210

Teclephone: (315) 476-5341

Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship
and Public Alfairs

Alan K. Campbell, Dean

Frank Marini. Ascociate Dean, end
Director of Public Administration

Guthrie Birkhead, Director of Metropolitan
Studies

H. George Frederickson, Associate Director
of Meiropolitun Studics
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CHAPEL Hill

University of North Carolina 25714
Department of Pelitical Science
John D. Martz, [Il, Chairman
Institute for Research in Social Science
Post OiYce Box 1167.
Telephone: (919) 933-1214
Jarmes W. Prothro, Director
Institute of Government
Telephone: (519)933-1304
John L. Sanders, Director

CHARLOTTE

Charloite Chamber of Commerce
222 Scuth Chureh Street 23202
Telephone: (704)3%77-6511
Chnarles Crawford, Executive Vice-
President

CULLOWHEE

Westarn Carolina University
Oifice of the President
P.O. Box 103 28723
Telephone: (704) 293-7313
Alex S. Pow, President
S. Aaron Hyatt, Director for Institutional
Research and Development

DURHAMM

Tke L. Q. C. Lamar Society ‘
P.O. Box 4774, Duke Station 27706
Telephone: (919) 084-6774 .
Thomas H. Naylor, Executive Director

RALEIGH

North Caroiina Citizens Asscciation
P.O. Box 1430 276u2 ’
Telephona: (919) 828-0753 .
Edward L. Rankin, Jr., Executive Director
and Secreiary

North Carslina League of Municipalities
Post CHice Box 3069 27602
Telepnone: (919) 334-1211 .
S. Leigh Wilson. Executire Director

State of North Carolina
Otiice of Community Resources
P.O. Box 27587 27611
Telephone: (919) 829-3174
Irvin Aldridge, Director

O/z (o

AKRON

Akron Area Chamber of Commerce
Bureau of Research
137 South Main Street 44308
Telephone: (216) 233-9181
*John A. Earle, Director

City of Akron

Deoartraen: of Tinance

City fall 44303

Telephone: (213) 375-2317
*Dan P. Zeno, Director
Department of Public Service
City Hall 44308

Teiephone: (215) 375-2270
*David W, Zimmer, Director

CINCINNATI

®atter Housing League of Cincinnatl
=100 Reading Road 45202
Telenphone: (5131721-3160
sCharles G. Stocker, Director
Linda L. Strauss

<haster Research Institute
cx? Carew Tower 45202
Teiephore: (513) CHerry 1-0303
*Forost Frank, Director

City of Cincinnati
Liunicipal hofezenca Library
2% City Heil 45202
Txlephone: (313)421-5700
titla O. Foley, Librarian

Greater Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce
55 Central Trust Building 45202
Telephone: (513) 721-3300
Goeorge C. Hayward, Director, Planning &

Development
Department of Governmental Affairs
Tojenhone: (3131 721-3500
*Trederick E. Ewing, Director -

University of Cincinnati 45221
Department of Folitical Science
‘Telephone: (313) 475-42435
*C. A. Harrell
Inctitule for Urban Information Systems
Toleptnone: (512} 475-3649
*rred J. Lundberg, Director

CLEVELAND

Citizens Leagua, The (1333)
1010 Sucliu Bldz., Room 502 44115
Telephone: (216; Cherry 1-5340
*Zstal k. &parlin, Director
*Blair R. Kost. Dxecutive Assistont
*Robert Amstutz, Business MMunager

Zzs2 Western Reserve Universitly
Graduate Pregrzm in Public hianagement?
Scisnce (1534)
Telephone: (2167 EN 8-2424
Nathan D. Grundstein, Director

Zitv of Clevaland
Gifice of Eudzet and Maunagement
Rocay 111 City flall 42114
Telephene: (216) ©J5-2434
Kimber A. Wald, Director

David G. Currie, Budget and Manageent
Andlysi *

iodert Dreifort, Budget and Manegement
Analyst

Tam F'am::'-s.forth‘ Budget and Management
Anaiust

Cles jordan, Accountant [T

Cuyaheqa County Mayors and City
Manegers Association
Cleveland Siate Umiversity
=323 Fraspeet Avenua 41115
ielephone: (216) 687-2135

quernmen_&al Research Institute (1343)
1910 Buclid Building, Hoom 502 44115
"_I:uicp}}‘onc: (216) CHerry 1-3340
r.3tal E, Sparlin, Director
'£‘§':1r_old L1 Peelle, Director of Research
:;3:;§ir R Kuost, Rescarch Azsociate
Jevdiert Co Mayer, Research Assccinte
auvert Amstulz, Business Menager

Grfqler_ Cleveland Associated Foundation
rv) National City Bank Building 44114
Pviephone: (216) 861-3510
James A, Norton, President



Tax & Lecislation Research Department
630 Unmien Comunceree Buliding 44113
Telephone: (218) MAin 1-3200

*Gilbert D. Richmond, Manager

Municipal Reference Library (1913)
211 City Hatt 44114
Telephone: (216) 634-2658
Lee Wachtel, Librarian

COLUMBUS

Citizens Research, Inc. {1938)
21 East State Street, Suite 1000 43215
Telephone: (814) 221-4459
*Paul E. Hadinger, Executive Director

Colu‘m‘.:us Area Chamber of Commerce, The
1834) .
Research Depariment (1930)
50 West Broad St., P.O. Box 1527 43216
Telephone: (614) 221-132}

Ohio Chzamber of Commerce
Taxalion and Research Department (1929}
829 Huntirngton Bank Buiiding 43213
Telephone: (6141228-4201
*Norman }. Baker, Director
Jzmes E. O'Leary. Fiscal Specialist
*Edmond ). Loewe, Governmental Affairs
Specialist

1. John Reimers, Tax Specialist

C. Emory Glander, Tax Counsel

Joann Davidson, Research Librarian

Qhio Citizens’ Council for Health and
Welfare, The
22 East Goy Street 43215
Telephone: (6141 CApital 4-8146

W. James Greene, Executive Uirector

Thane Griifin, /ssacicte-Director,
Corvernment Relations

Richard A Anthony, Associacte-Diractor, -
Community Relations

Leonard E. Ford, Consultant

Ohio Munieizal League, The
80 East Ercad Street 43215
Telephona: {t14) 221-4343
*John P, Colceman, Executive Diractor
Jonn E. Gotherman, Jr., League Counsel

Ohio Public Expenditure Council (1341)
50 Scuth Third Street 43215
Telephone: (6i4) 221-7732
Charles A. Cathoun. Exzcutive Director
Jack L. Whitmore, Research Director

Ohio State University
Division of Public Adminisiration
1775 South Coliege Road 43210
Telephone: (614) 4225596
Clinton V. Oster, Assuciate Dean and
Director

State of Ohio
Audiler of State
State House 43216
Telephone: (614) 469-4971
William L. Williams

Department of Urban Affairs
8 East Long Street 332153
Telephone: t614) 369-5462
Bruce L. Newman, Director

Legislative Service Commission
State House

Telephone: (814) 169-3613
David A. Johnstun, Director

Taxation, Research & Statislics Section

62 . Gay Strect 43213

Telepnone: (614) $466-3960

James K. Hunter, Ji.. Director

Martha L. Saenjer, Adm:nistretive
Specialist

Welfare, Statistics and Research
Raymond F. McKenna

DAYTON

Community Research, Inc, (1357)
Rm. 444, 332 W, First Street 45402
Telephore: (313) 221-9656
Jeptha J. Carrell. Execntive Director
William J. Schreider, Rescarch Associate
James J. Grandield, Associate Dir.—

Correciions

John W. Kessler, Assoctate Dir.—Courts
Gary Pence. Associate Dir.—Police
Herbert J. Shubick, Research Associate

Dayton Area Chamber of Commerce
Sneraton-Davion liotel 45102
Telephorne: (513) 224-9601
Marvin E. Purk, Executive Vice-President-

KENT

Ken! State University
Center for Urban Regionalism
Lowry Hall 44242
Telephone: (216) 672-2232
Eugene P. Wenninger, Director

LIMA

Lima Area Chamber of Commerce, The
33 Public Square 45201
Telephone: (419)222-6045
Rabert L. Tracht. Executive Manager
Edward Hanks, Ass’t. Manager
(Mrs.) Carol Fry, Statistician

OXFORD

Miami University 45056
Department of Political Scicnce
Telephone: (313) 529-3151
Herbert Waltzer, Cheirman

TOLECO

City of Tolado
OHice of City Auditor
Citv Hall 43624
Telephone: (419 2351500
John J. Sheehy, City Auditor

Commission of Publicity and Efficiency
Municipal Reference Library
208 Fire and Pclice Alarm Building 43624
Telephone: (419) 255-1500 Ext. 471, 472
Edward L. Ways, Director ’

Toledo Area Governmental Research
Associatlion
Cummunity Services Building
| Stranahan Square 43604
- Telephone: (419) Clierry 1-8621
*Frank L. Britt, Executive Secretary
Putrick J. Kessler, Rescerch Asst.

WARREN

Warren Area Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 1147, 182 High St, N.E. 14432
Telephone: (216) 343-23653
farold J. Mills, Manager



O,.c,jon © BETHLEHEM

Pennsylvania Economy Leaque, Inc.

Lehigh Valley Branch (1835)
EUGENE (Includes Lehigh & Northampton Counties)
{0 n Cities . 520 East Broad St. 18018
Le}!;g:te(‘))mc; ?:x 5177 97403 Telephone: (215) §67-9532

Telephone: (5(31342-1411 .
A. M. Westling, Planning and Public Works

Consultant BUTLER
i i f O 87403 Pennsylvania Economy Leaque, Inc,
U"‘I!zieerg;:gn:: (;8%?%42-1411 . Butler County Branch (1337}
Bureau of Governmental Research and "i'oe:;ezgﬁzvl:g B("f;;l; )3}‘{;17‘313_’;‘3’? 0 16001
Kesne:::ﬁeé X’?‘i::}en aar. Director *Robert W, Cyphert, Executive Director
Bureau of Business and Economic Research .
Donald A. Watson, Director GCREENSBURSG
) Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc,
PORTLAND Region 1 . .
City Club of Portland (1916) 712 First National Bank Building 15601
'585 Woodlark Building 57205 Teicphote: (i12) 534-3360

*Pennis R. Adams, Executive Director

Telephone: (503) 223-7231 *Howard J. Barnhart, Assistant Director

Mrs. W. E. Naylor, Executive Secretary

Oregon Tax Resear]ch (193.3) o ‘
1104 Loyaity Building 37204 DISBYR
Telephone: (503) 237-1149 HARRISBURG
George J. Anngzla, JManager

. veall P lvani
Christopher .. Dudley, Research Director Cog}gé:ngf e‘&aé;’:‘;fmf;xzosg vania

Ronald G. Lench, Secretary

cosEa ' Department of Education
SALER Education Blde. 11120
re of Oregon Citizs (1925) elephone: (717) 927-52820 4
Le??’?(;-(e:gttage %treet. N.E. 97301 John C. Pittenger, Seerciary ¢f Education
Telephone: (503)335-69387 Neal V. Musmanro, Deputy Secretary of
*Denald L. Jones, Executive Secretary Education .
Karl A, Van Asselt, Assistant Executive © Office of Educational Research and Statistics
G Scc{iwg‘!l ] : Paul B. Campbell, Director
ary M. (.arison ' Bureau of Educational Research
- David G. Finigan Rotert B. Hayes, Dircctor
Oregon Slate Librery (1505) 87310 Department of Community Affairs
Telephone: (503) 378-4243 ) South Office Building

Floise Ebert, Librarian

*William H. Wiicox, Secreicry
Dorothca B. Kelsay

Bureau of Research and Program

Stete of Oregon . Development
Local Government Relations Division Te!cpnm}e. (717) T57-7360
Room 320, Public Scrvice Building 97310 James W, Guest, Director
ne: (3 70-3722 .
gﬁf&???hégg? .zéaminiszrctor Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc. {1532)

State Division

Post Office Box 105 17108
Telephone: (717)234-2151
*John W. Ingzram. Direcicr

/9 / . : :&;ﬂl)ltjrt SFLE'.\'is_ Aszizstant Director
cnnsyivanta illiam F. Zaun. Research sinalyst
(/ *Lewis B. Lee. Research Analyst 7
ALTOONA : Pennsylvania League of Cities
L : 2608 North Third Street—P. Q. Box 5096
Penncylvania Economy League, Inc, 17110
Blair County Branch (1543} Telephorie: (717) 236-9463
1207 12th Avenue 16601 Richard G. Marden, Executive Director
Telephone: (814) 942-17%6 William B. Harral. Asvistant Frecutive
*Paul C. Dau, Executive Director Director fur Legislation
: : 'chyert J. ;‘v}iddlmen. Assistant Executive
irector for Research and Infuormection
AVQCA Patrice A. Lenker
Ecoromic Development Council of Pennsylvania Municipal Authorities Associa-
No:rtheastern Pennsylvania tien
P.O. Box 177 iandl . 2941 North Front Street 17110

Telephoune: (717) 357-71395

. . Telephone: (717) 232-76496
*Howard J. Grossman, Executive Director

J. Edwin Slupecke, Executive Director .

. Pennsylvania Municipal Utilities Association

BEAVER A i/:{n Locust Street 17101
Pennsylvania Ecoromy League, Inc. arian Schwaulm Furman

Beaver County Eranch (1343)

208 Beaver Trust Bidg.

P.0. Bux 325 15609

‘Telephone: (412) 774-6408 )
*Roger A. Perhacs, Erecutive Director

Pennsylvania State Association of Boroughs
2941 lNorth Fron: Street 17110
Telephone: (717) 236-9526
Charles F. LecDecker, Executive Director
Patricia Crawierd, Assistant Executive

Director for Research



Pennsylvania State Chamber of Cammaerce
222 North Third Streei 17101
Telephone: (T17) 233-0441
Robert Hibbard, Exccutive Director
Research Bureau {1918)

*Nevin A. Schall *Harry A. Stutzman
*John R. Whipple

State of Pennsylvania
State Tax Equalizaiion Beard
Koom 3513, Finance Building 17103
Telephone: (717) 737-5930
Warren H. Barton, Director

LANCASTER

. Pennsylvania Economy Leagy=, Inc. !

. Lancasier Couniy Branch (1335)
30 West Orange Street 17603
Telephone: (717) 397-5919
*William C. Wagner, I1. Executive Director

NEW CASTLE

Greater New Castle Association. Inc. (1§39)
First Federal Plaza
25 N. Mill Street 16101
Telephone: (412) 634-3533
Victor J. Andrew, Executive Vice Presiden:

NEWTOWN

Pennsylvania Economy Leaaue, Inc. (ED)
Bucks County Branch (1952)
10-B South State Sirect 18532
Telephone: (213) WOrth 8-388¢
*Michael P. Tyler. Brunch Mcerager

- NORRISTOWN

Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc.
Montgomery County Bransh (1932)
400 West Jornson riighway 12101
Telephone: (215,279-5894 .

*George F. Sears, Bragnch Mancger

PHILADELPHIA

Burcau of Municipal Research (19€8)
Liberty Trust Building
Broad and Arch Sirests 139107
.Telephone: (215) LOcust 4-6230
Edwin Rothman. Secretary
(For other staff see Pennsylvcnic Economy
League, Eastern Division)

Citizens” Budget Commiitee
920 Western Saving Fund Bid
Broad and Chestnut Streets
Telephone: (213) Klngsley 3-2

City of Philadelphia
Department of Finance
1420 Municipal Services Building 19104
Telephone: (215) MU-6-6140

*Lennox L. Moak, Director

Commitice of Seventy, The (1904)
Suite 910, 1420 Walnut St. 19102
Telephcne: (215) KI 5-7017
Michael von Moschzisker, Executive

Secretary
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C.':'m(z‘set-;xﬁvenlion Asscriation of Philadelpkis
&

250 South Broagd Street 17102

Telephone: (213) KI 5.5231

Artrur Gewirtz, Executive Director

Free Library of Philadelohia
Depariment ¢f Public Documents
Logan Square 19163
Telephone: (215) MU 5-5229
(Mrs.) Jeanne H. Mahler, Head
Clifford Crowers

Greater Phiiadelphia Chamber of Commerce
1528 Watnnt Street . 19102
Telephare: (215) PR 5-9320
Rebert S, Barr, Exceutive Director,
ftesearch & Pubiications Burecu
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€00 Forkes Avenue 15219
James Acklin, Director

rlcaith and Welfare Asscciation of
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Teiephone: (414) 8635-2536
Robhert J. Mowitz, Director
Robert LaPorte, Jr.. Assistant Director

WASHINGTON

Pennsylvania Economy League. Inc.
Washington-Greene County Branch (1943)
657 Washingion Trust Building 15201
Telephone: (412) 222-2190

*David J. Kolesky, Executive Director

WEST CHESTER

Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc.
Chester County Branch {1935}
7 Green Tree Ruilding 19380
Telephone: (215) OWen 6-2217
*Peter K. Rosengarten, Branch Manager

WILKES-BARRE

Pennsylvania Economy League, Inc.
Centrel Division (1540)
706 First Nationz! Bank Building 18701
Telephone: (717) 824-3539
*Rayinond R. Carmon, Director :
*William D. Jonathan, Research Associate
*Harold R. Heesch, Research Analyst

Wilkes Collece
Institute of Hegional Affairs {1551)
Telephone: (717) 824-4051
*Andrew Shaw, Direcior :
*Philip R. Tuhy, Asscciate Direetor
Walter H. Nichoff, Associate Director

/2/10(/6’ jdﬁlllﬂ/ .

KINGSTON

University of Rhode Island 02851
Burcau of Gevernment Research
Telephone: (401) 792-2153
John O. Stitely, Director
James C. Pritchard, Asst. Director
Joseph Coduri
Anna G. Haggurty
Robert W, Sutton, Jr.

PROVIDENCE

Brown University 02912
Curriculum in Public Administration
Telephone: (401 863-2325
Elmer E. Cornwell. Jr.. Chairman, Political
Svience Depuartment

Rho?leggs;;md Public Expenditure Council

150 Francis Street 02003

Telephone: (401 421-3393

Roger L. Slater, Presicent
*Ronald R. Belair. Director of Research
*Tkemas R. Farley, Senior Researcher

Rhode Island State Library
Legislative Reference Bureau (1907
State House 02003
'i'ql_cp':‘.unv: 401 277-2473
Elliott E. Andrews. State Librarian



State of Rhode Island and Providence
Plantations

Department of Administration
Division of Budget
111 State House 02003
Telephone: (401) JAckson 1-7100
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3311 Richmond .-\ven;:e 77008
Telephone: (713) 5321-95373
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*Ralph W. Conant, Director
*John E. Behnut. Prugram Director
Gecrge W. Strong, Assistant Director

LUBBOCK -

Texas Tech Umv:rsuy 795409

Curriculum in Public Administration (1336)
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R. Donn Smallwoed, Chief, Research &
Statistics

Ofttice of Program Planning & Fiscal
Management )

Publie Heuith Building

Telephone: (206) 733-3451

*Donald L. Scrte. Progrem Coordinator

“Vashington State Library (1853) 93501
Telepnone: (205) 733-3330
Maryvan E. Reynolds, State Librarian
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X. T. W. Swanson
Bureau of Economic & Business Rescazch
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I. INTRODUCTION

This manual provides the technical elements of the CEIP
Impact Model. Variables are listed in the order they are used

in the equations. Data sources or derivations for each variable
are also indicated.

Equations are listed in the order they are used in the
Impact Model. Each equation is listed under a heading indicating
the purpose for which the equation is used.

Copies of coding forms and the computer program used for
calculations are included so that analysts may verify how the
variables and equations are utilized in the Impact Model.

AN P R



?

BLR

BLR, _;

Ap

AY

BLX

it

® e s navvo

* 2000900

® ® 0 00 s

II. LIST OF VARIABLES
baseline revenues, excluding revenues derived
from borrowing or project-related grants
source: t=1,...,10 Schedule 4.1 data

t=11,...,30 Equation 3 forecast

baseline revenues, as above, lagged one year

per capita income for specific locality (or its

county area)

source: t=1,...,10 Schedule 3.4 data
t=11,...,30 Equation 1 forecast

local population

source: t=1,...,10 Schedule 3.4 data
t=11l,...,30 Equation 2a forecast

number of students

source: ¢t=1,...,10 Schedule 3.7 data

t=11,...,30 Equations 2a and 2b
defined as P, - P 4
defined as Yt - Y

baseline expenditures, excluding expenditure of
project grants or borrowed funds

source: t=1,...,30 Equation 4

disturbance term of ith equation

time, range 1 to 30. Year 10 is PRESENT YEAR
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estimated coefficient (from Equation 3) of the
effect of a change of one person on revenues
collected, i.e.,

A
BBLRt /MPt =,

source: Eqgquation 3

construction employment

source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 1.1 data

operating employment

source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 2.1 data

indirect construction facility employment

source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 1.1 data

indirect operating facility employment

source: ¢t=11,...,30 Schedule 2.1 data

total facility employment

source: t=11,...,30 Equation 5c

direct facility employment

source: t=11,...,30 Egquation 5a

indirect facility employment (new employees in
local businesses supplying the energy facility)

source: t=11,...,30 Equation 5b

facility employment in local jurisdiction

source: t=11,...,30 Egquation 6
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distance from energy facility site to population
center of government

source: Schedule 3.1 data

gravity distance
source: Equation 6a
. Cy th _.
population within the J ring
J=1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6 (e.g. POP30=population
within the 20 to 30 mile ring)

source: Schedule 3.1 data

population within the government for gravity
model year

source: Schedule 3.1 data

calculation for gravity model

source: Equation 6b

jobs within the local community

source: Schedule 3.3 data

employment multiplier

source: Equation 7

residential employment from facility

source: Equation 8

unemployment

source: Schedule 3.3 data
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e ceesece "labor market tightness" coefficient
source: Equation 9
PNat'l ....... population nationally
source: use 215,396,000
ENat'l ....... employment nationally
source: use 96,817,000
E cecscns employees residing in local jurisdiction (may
work elsewhere)
source: Schedule 3.3 data
NR.FEt conesse new residential facility employment
source: +t=11,...,30 Equation 10
NPt ceveans new population associated with the energy
facility
source: t=11,...,30 Equation 11
WPt teccans total pdpulation with the energy facility
source: +t=11,...,30 Equation 12
s crssans student-population multiplier
source: use .25
NSt evesene new student population
source: t=11,...,30 Equation 12a
RPTt esesosa residential property tax revenues
source: t=11,...,30 Equations 13a, ¢, d

W Tt Lt
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proportion of taxes exported

source: Schedule 4.7 data

proportion of taxes from residential property tax
source: Schedule 4.5 data

adjustment for property tax base lag with large
population growth

source: Equation 13b

value of land purchased for energy facility in
given year t OR value of completed physical
facility in year subject to property tax (if

both occur, then the sum)

source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 1.2 data

assessment ratio for business property

source: Schedule 4.4 data

business property tax rate

source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 4.2 data

business property taxes

source: t=11,...,30 Equations l4a, 1l4b

real estate transfer taxes

source: t=11,...,30 Equation 15

real estate transfer tax rate

source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 4.2 data



ST

n,t

BT

oT

OBT

WX

NFI

P LT

* o0 00w

* o e 00 n0se

e e a0 ee

sales taxes

source: t=11,...,30 Equation 16

other tax rates

n=3,...,J where J is the total number of taxes

source: t=11,...,30 . Schedules 4.2 and
4.6b data

other tax bases
n=3,...,J (e.g., sales tax base, etc.)

gsource: Schedules 1.3 and 2.2 data

user charges, in appropriate year
source: t=11,...,30 Schedule 4.8 data

other revenue sources from taxation, not

explicitly covered in property tax, sales tax,
etc.

source: Schedule 4.9 data

other business taxes

source: t=11,...,30 Equation 17

expenditures with the energy facility impact

source: t=11,...,30 Equation 18

revenues with the energy facility impact

source: +t=11,...,30 Equation 19

net fiscal impact

source: t=11,...,30 - Equation 20
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III. EQUATIONS AND CALCULATIONS

SECTION I. BASELINE FORECASTS

Forecast BLRt, Yt’ Pt' and Bth for t = 11,...,30.

Use ordinary least squares to estimate Equations 1, 2a and 3.
Then apprly the estimated equations to predict the above variables
for £t = 11, 30.

Equation 1. Forecast per capita income, t=11,...,30.

(1) In Yt =

Equation 2a.

(2a) In Pt =

Equation 2b.

(2b) St = Pt

Equation 3.

(3) BLR, =

Eguation 4.

a; + bt + Elt

Forecast population, t=11,...,30.
a, + byt + &y
Forecast student enrollments.

in Equations 2a and 3.

Forecast baseline revenues, t=11,...,30, given
forecasts for the independent variables:

~
a; + by BLR _, + T, 4P, + d,AY + £3t

Forecast baseline expenditures, t=11,...,30.

(4) BLX, = BLR

t

(NOTE:

t

Save estimated coefficient above)

above



SECTION II. WITH IMPACT FORECASTS (CALCULATIONS)

Step 1. Forecast new population (impact) as result of energy
installation:

Equation 5. Total facility employment.

(5a) DFEt = CFEt + OFEt definition
(5b) IFEt = ICFEt + IOFEt definition

(5¢) FEt = DFEt + IFEt definition

Equation 6. Allocate new employment to the local jurisdiction.
Allocation by gravity model and given data:

(6a) ~ (DIST if DIST < 20
‘s {[20 + 3(DIST - 20)] if DIST > 20
(65) SUMY = (POP10/5) + (POP20/15) + (POP30/35) + (POP40/65)
+ (POP50/95) + (POP60/125) + (POPG/Z)
(6¢) FEG_ = [;@gg/_z_] rx
SUMY t

Equation 7. Employment multiplier.

(7) If Jt < 50 then k =
If 50 < Jt < 200 then k = 1.
If 200 S-Jt < 500 then k =
If 500 Jt < 2000 then k =
If 2000 £ Jt < 5000 then k = 1.
If Jt 2 5000 then k = 1.5

Equation 8. Residential employment from facility.

(8) RFEt = k FEGt

Equation 8. Labor market tightness coefficient.

(9) 1f (P/E)/(PNat'l/ENat'1l) < 1 then e = 0
21, < 1.05 then e = 0.005
> 1.05 then e = 0.01



Equation 10. New residential facility employment.

(10) NFREt = RFEt - 0.3U0 - ePt

Equation 11. New population.

(11) NPt = NRFEt(PNat'l/ENat'l)

Equation 12. Total population with the energy facility:

(12) WPt = Pt + NPt

(12a) In the case of school districts, then

NSt = sNPt

SLPr s R T L o ecembvey

10
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Step 2. Forecast new residential property tax revenues (RPTt):

Equation 13. Property tax revenues.

Equation 13a. Property tax revenues, first year:

(l3a) £ = 11: RPT = NPll(l-m—q)BLRll / P

11 11

Equation 13b. Define proportion of new residents paying property
tax coefficient (h):

(13b) If WP - WP ¢ .1 then h = g
S t .1 to .2 then h = .8 g
WPt+l 2 to .4 then h = .6 g
> .4 then h = .4 g

Equation 13c.l. If property tax receipts in next fiscal year, use
- Equation 13a for RPT12 (derive from data), and

subsequently, for t=13,...,30 use Equation 13d

for RPTt (t=13,...,30).

Equation 13c.2. If property tax receipts in same fiscal year, use
for t=12,...,30.

RPTt = NPt(l—m-q)BLRt /Pt + NPt_l-h~BLRt /Pt

Equation 13d. If property tax receipts following fiscal year, in
third year and later, use following equation
(t=13,...,30). See note at Equation 1l3c.l.

(134) R.PTt = NPt(l-m-q)BLRt /Pt + (NPt-Z) h (BLRt /Pt)

RTINS W FRPIPRR
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Step 3. Forecast (calculate) energy facility business property
taxes.

Equation l4a. Business property taxes if tax revenues received
in SAME fiscal year (data), t=11,...,30.

(14a) For t 11, BPTll = O.SLt (g)(Tl,ll)

for t = 12,...,30
t-1
BPT,_ = §=11 Lé) + o.SLt (g)(Tl, &)

Equation 14b. Business property taxes if tax revenues received in
following fiscal year (data), t=11,...,30.

(14b) For t = 11 BPTll =0
for ¢t = 12 BPT12 = O.SLll(g)(TI’ 12)
for t = 13,...,30

t-2
BPT, = [ (1=Z-1'1 Li) + 0.5L,_; (g) (Tl, <)

Step 4. Other business taxes.

Equation 15. Real estate transfer taxes (if applicable).
(15) RET

l
t
H

t t 2, t

Equation 1l6. Sales and other such taxes.

(16) STt = T * BT

3 n, t nt

MQ

e
il

where n is the type of tax, and J is total number of such
taxes + 2.

Equation 17. All non-property taxes.

(17) OBTt = RETt + STt + UTt + OTt

(Note: UT is user charges, and OT other taxes. This data
given in schedules.)

;N I N I I B E S S

1 N
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Step 5. Calculate expected tax revenues and expenditures with
the impact of the energy facility.

Equation 18. Expected expenditures with the energy facility.

(18) WXt'= BLXt + C3NPt

Equation 19. Forecast expected revenues with energy facility.

(19) WRt = BLRt + RPTt + BPTt + OBTt

Equation 20. Net fiscal impact.

(20) NFIt = WRt - WXt

e Y B 2w
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Iv. COMMENTS

The general description of forecasting procedures is contained
in the Technical Assistance Materials along with the data schedules.

The comments presented here are supplementary to clarify certain
technical aspects of the model.

BASELINE FORECASTS

Data limitations prevent making independent estimates of base-
line revenues and baseline expenditures. Hence the baseline reve-
nues are estimated as a function of revenues the previous period,
changes in population and changes in per capita income. Revenues
from borrowing or project related grants are excluded. Baseline
expenditures, excluding expenditures of borrowed funds or project
related grants, are then assumed to equal baseline revenues. This
assumption is warranted in that after "lumpy" expenditures and
revenues are eliminated, revenues generally come very close to
equaling expenditures for local government units.

The CEIP Impact Model uses only a simple continuation of
trends in forecasting per capita income and population. If alter-
native estimates are available they should be utilized.

IMPACT FORECASTS

The impact forecasts are a series of calculations which are
added to the baseline revenue forecasts. Assumptions and calcula-
tions underlying four of the more important steps in the impact
forecast are explained below.

1) Gravity Model - The gravity model is based on previous
empirical work. The assumptions are that the residential location
of facility employees varies directly with the existing population
in an area and inversely with the distance from the facility to
the local area. The decline in relation to distance is direct up
to 20 miles and three times the additional distance beyond 20 miles.
This formulation may overstate the number of employees close to the
facility and understate the number of employees distant from the
facility during its initial years. This is because new employees
will commute longer distances until they feel their jobs are perma-
nent, after which they move closer to the facility.

2) After the number of "new” jobs within the local government
area are estimated with the gravity model and multiplier, an at~
tempt is made to determine how many holders of new jobs will be
new residents. The adjustment for labor market tightness (Equation
9) assumes no new entrants to the labor force if the population-
employment ratio in the local area is lower than the national
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average. If the local population-employment ratio is up to 5
percent higher than the national average, .5 percent of the exig-
ting residential population are assumed to be new entrants to the
labor force filling energy facility related jobs. If the local
population~employment ratio is more than 5 percent higher than the
national average, one percent of the existing residential popula-
tion is assumed to join the labor force in energy facility related
jobs. A second adjustment is made by assuming that 30 percent of
the currently unemployed in the community £find jobs. These calcu-
lations reduce the need for new residents in the community to fill

energy facility jobs, and hence reduce the new population impact
from the facility.

3) Property Tax Lags - It is assumed that no new residential
property tax revenues accrue during the first year of energy fa-
cility activity. Beginning in the second year new residents pay
the same amount of residential property tax as old residents if
a) property taxes are collected in the same year as they are
assessed and b) the rate of new population growth was less than
10 percent. 1If there is a one year lag between assessments and
collections, new residential property taxes do not accrue until
year three. If population increases are large, the amount of res-
idential property tax paid by new population is decreased by the
factors indicated in Equation 13b, i.e., if growth is between 10

and 20 percent, new residents only pay 80 percent as much property
tax as o0ld residents.

Business property tax receipts from the energy facility are
also lagged if there is an assessment~-collection lag. In addition,
during the first year of a new business property tax assessment,
only 50 percent is estimated to accrue. This is an "expected
value” in that if the facility is in' place early in the year, the
amount would be 100 percent but if in place only at the end of the
year, the amount could be 0. This 50 percent assumption can be

modified to be either 0 or 100 percent by substituting 0 or 1 for
.5 in Equations 14a and 14b.

4) Tax Rates for Estimating Energy Facility Revenues - In
Schedule 4.2 local officials are asked to indicate current tax
rates and tax rates 5, 10 and 15 years in the future for -major
taxes. Revenues from the energy facility will be sensitive to
future tax rate estimates so it may be desirable to run the model

more than.once with a different estimate for rates for taxes in
the future.
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for forecasting. Consequently, the list of review questions
is relatively short. The list will need to be supplemented

after some experience with the operation of the model is
obtained.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Three kinds of reviews of CEIP Impact Models and forecasts
can be made. First, data provided in schedules can be verified by
checking alternative data sources as listed below. - Second, some
checks for internal consistency can be made; and third, forecasts
can be examined to see if they are reasonable. Each of these
review processes will be presented in turn. OCZM staff, however,
should follow their own inclinations and also maintain a log of
important questions or techniques for checking so that a more
detailed, systematic review process can be developed after some
experience with the program.

II. ALTERNATIVE DATA SOURCES

Recommended for CEIP-OCZM Special Library Collection

1. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR).
SIGNIFICANT FEATURES OF FISCAL FEDERALISM 1976-1977, Vol. II.

2. STATE AND COUNTY EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT JANUARY-DECEMBER

1976. NTIS (Dept. of Commerce). Microfiche #3.00, paper-
back $28.75.

3. Bureau of the Census. "Population Estimates and Projections/
Estimates of the Population of Counties;" 1970, 71, 72, 73,
74, 75.

4. Bureau of the Census. "County Business Patterns."
5. Bureau of Economic Analysis. "Local Area Personal Income."

6. Bureau of the Census. "Finances of County Governments."
(GF series, Vol. 4, No. 3).

7. Bureau of the Census. "Finances of Municipality and Township
Governments." (GF series, Vol. 4, No. 4).

8. Bureau of the Census. "Compendium of Government Finances."

9. Commerce Clearing House. STATE TAX REPORTER, Vol. I, II.



General Sources

1. Official state agencies who participate in federal-state
cooperative program for local population estimates.

2. Directory of bureau members of the Association for University
Business and Economic Research (see Appendix B, THE CEIP IMPACT
MODEL: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MATERIALS).

3. Directory of local and state agency members of the Government
Research Association, Inc. (see Appendix C, THE CEIP IMPACT
MODEL: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MATERIALS) .

4. RAND MCNALLY COMMERCIAL ATLAS.

5. Bureau of the Census. "State Reports on State and Local
Government Finances." (GF series, Vol. 6, No. 2).

6. Bureau of the Census. "Government and Census Depository
~ Libraries Holding Census Bureau Reports."

III. REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR SCHEDULES

Energy Facility (Schedules 1 and 2)

1. Check to see that the totals in column 4 of Schedule 1.2 are
equal or slightly less than the cost of inputs, i.e. number of
employees from 1.1 x an estimated wage ($16,000 to $20,000),
plus the cost of land (l1l.2) and construction materials (1.3).

2. Be sure that 1.3 has been completed if the answer to 4.6b is
yes. If 4.6b is no, Schedule 1.3 may be uncompleted.

3. Be sure that 2.2 is completed if the answer to 4.6a is yes.
If 4.6a is no, Schedule 2.2 need not be completed.

Local Area Description

1. Check to see that the local government's population for the
year given in 3.1 corresponds to the population data in 3.4.

2. Check to see that the sum of the number of residents employed
and number of residents unemployed from 3.3 is one-third to
one-half of the total population for the year of the data.

3. If population or school enrollments forecasts are provided
(3.6 or 3.8), examine them for comparability to data for past
10 years (3.4 or 3.7).

Government Revenue and Expenditure

1. Compare data on revenue (4.l1l) with expenditure data (5.1).
The way revenues and expenditures are defined, they should be
very close to one ancther each year.
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If expected tax rates in 4.2 are not increasing, check to see
that either 1) revenues are not increasing very much; or 2)
population is increasing rapidly.

IV. REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR FORECASTS

Calculate the per capita revenues for the current year by
dividing total revenue (4.1) by popglation (3.4). Compare
this,with the value of coefficient c3 as estimated in Equation
3. <3 should be less than the average per capita revenues;

if it is greater, the forecast is extremely suspect. (33 is

- the marginal revenue or expenditure from an additional person

historically, taking into account income and the previous
year's revenues or expenditures.)

Examine the population and income data in Schedule 3.4 for any
trends that would not be picked up in a linear equation. Com-

pare the predicted population and income growth with historical
experience. .

Compare the taxes used with the changes in impact revenues.
a) Property taxes will build slowly and level off upon com-
pletion of facility and stabilization of population.

b) Sales taxes on construction materials will cause an early,
sharp revenue rise followed by a decrease.

¢) Sales taxes on operating inputs will parallel increases in
production and then level off.

See if there is a boom effect on expenditures. If there is a
sharp population increase followed by a population decrease,
the expenditure forecast after the population decline may be

a little low. This is because unless population has decreased
in the past, the estimating coefficient for the effect of
population on expenditures (&3) will be based on increases

rather than decreases and decreases are likely to be less
than increases.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This manual provides information to increase understanding
of energy facility economic impacts. It is based on studies of
rural industrialization throughout the U. S. and energy~impacted
communities in the Rocky Mountain and Northern Great Plains states.
Some concepts and assumptions implicit in the forecasting pro-
cedures and specific findings of empirical data are also explained.
This is necessary because many of the issues are not well known
or understood. Questioning of procedures or use of data may be
expected from local government officials, due mostly to not under-
standing or misunderstanding the factors involved, In addition,
there are potentially important factors which are not used in
forecasting procedures due to limitations of available data or
methodological difficulties. These factors may change certain
expected forecasts and are noted in their discussion. In communi-
cation with the applying local governments, these factors can be

discussed to provide information for adjustment of the forecasts
for that community.

The narrative is divided into three sections, treating issues
of (1) the community/resident split and population impact on small
local areas, (2) employment multipliers, and (3) fiscal impacts.
The first two sections are directly related to the most important
issues in the forecasting model., The third section is also re-
levant, but includes description of less related fiscal impact
experience to illustrate misconceptions that may exist among local
officials regarding fiscal benefits from industrialization.

Other parts of the manual include an annotated bibliography,
and copies of important studies of economic impact issues.



II. THE RESIDENT-COMMUTER SPLIT

The commuting radius of employees to an energy facility is
likely to exceed the boundaries of small local governments. Thus,
an allocation of increased employment must be made among local
areas., While this problem is critical for forecasting impact on
local governments and is not a problem for large area forecasting
models, this issue has not received significant attention as a
forecasting problem. Thus, the technique utilized, while the best
available, must be viewed with caution until more evidence on this
problem is obtained.

The allocation of employment to geographic areas around a
facility is based on the gravity concept. This concept holds that
the interaction between two points or places is a function of
population and distance. It is directly proportional to its
population and inversely proportional to the distance between the
two places. For our purposes the interaction is commuting to
work. The object of the formula is to forecast the distribution
of direct employment to the local governments surrounding the
facility site. The gravity concept applied to commuting means that
the facility attracts employees from surrounding areas in direct
proportion to the population of a particular local government.,

The larger the population, the greater the number of employees who
will live there. And, the facility attracts commuters from sur-
rounding areas inversely related to the distance between the
facility and the area. The farther the local government from the

facility site, the fewer the number of employees who will live
there,

The distribution forecasting formula used in the CEIP Impact
Model is the result of several case studies' findings and the
analyses of twelve different specifications (5, p. 125). These
studies looked at commuting in nonmetropolitan areas. Conditions
were similar to the expected conditions of energy impacted in
coastal areas. Distance could be used as a substitute for travel
time. The evidence from these studies suggests that in rural areas
there is a propensity to remain in established residences and a
willingness to commute long distances to work. Rural and small

town residents commute long distances with the opportunity to work
in an industrial plant.

Commuting patterns in one small nonmetropolitan area were
studied with data collected from a total of 1,645 employees from
two firms. The two patterns were compared and their characteristics
analyzed. There was a major difference between the two employee
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groups' commuting patterns. The average one-way commuting
distance of the fiber plant employment was 17.5 miles, This
compares with the shirt factory's much smaller average one-way
distance of 6.7 miles. The median distances were 13 miles for
the fiber plant and 4 miles for the shirt factory employees.
Approximately 54 percent of fiber plant workers lived within

15 miles of the plant. Of the shirt factory workers, 80 per-
cent lived within 15 miles of the factory. The state average
for workers living within 15 miles of their work place is 77
percent. Thus, the fiber plant work force is drawn from dis—
tances farther than are most workers in the state; the shirt
factory draws most of its work force in a smaller radius than
both the fiber plant and the state averade. Slightly more than
15 percent of the fiber workers travel 35 miles or more to work,
while less than 1 percent of the shirt factory employees commute
that far. 1In fact, 7 percent of the fiber plant workers com-
muted over 60 miles to the factory. The comparison of the two
plants' commuting patterns shows that there is a significant
difference in the distances traveled to work for the two groups.
The labor-shed, arbitrarily defined in this case to include the
closest 90 percent of the two factories' labor force, is nearly
twice as extensive for the fiber plant as for the shirt factory:
38 miles and 20 miles. ‘

Wage differences are the primary factor explaining the
significant difference between the two commuting patterns. The
wages paid by the fiber plant were substantially above those in
the surrounding area and the state. The shirt factory wages were
below both area and state wages. Previous studies have left
researchers in dispute over the relationship of wages to distances
commuted. However, the comparison of the lower and the higher
wage groups within the same community suggested that wages have a
significant impact on commuting. But it was evident that only
when wages were compared with those in the immediate area did
they affect the willingness to commute long distances. Several
other studies were conducted in similar economically depressed,
small nonmetropolitan areas. A comparison of the existing area
opportunities and median one-way distances commuted in these
studies with those of the fiber and shirt factory shows that wages
do have a significant influence on the willingness to commute
longer distances, particularly in the "lower wage" environments.
In this respect energy facilities will have "high wages"” and, thus,
draw on a very large labor market area. Thus, commuting distances
forecast in the model for an energy facility may be longer than

existing employment commuting, but this result is warranted by
previous studies.

A second important study finding is the tendency, over time,
to move closer to the place of employment. Nearly % of the fiber
plant workers and 1/6 of the shirt factory workers had moved
closer to their place of employment since they began work there,
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And other employees who had not relocated indicated future
intentions to do so. The median distance commuted since the
opening of the fiber plant dropped from 28.8 miles to 13 miles.
The shirt factory shift was less, mostly because it was located
inside the town (the fiber plant was 7 miles outside the town) .

The existing road networks were also found to influence the
commuting pattern. Each of the 1,645 employees of the fiber and
shirt factories plotted their residences on a map provided. The
effect of road networks is evident from the residential locations.,
They extend farthest out along main or radial roads.

In addition to case study findings, the results of 12
different exponents of distance were tested to obtain the best
prediction. Both time and mileage were used as measures of
distance, but one was found to be as good a measure of distance
as the other, Mileage, however, serves forecasting purposes
better because it is more easily determined. While the models
fit very well, each understated or overstated the actual numbers
contained in the various zones by some amount. In an attempt to
account for the deviations between the model and actual distribu-
tion, several other factors were tested.

Per capita income, population density, and intensity of
agricultural employment of the local area were found to have an
effect on the commuting patterns of the fiber workers, These
three variables explained a major portion of the deviation from
the expected distribution. Those districts generating more com-
muters than expected were low (population) density areas, had
lower per capita incomes, and a high percentage of the labor force
was employed in the agricultural sector. These three factors,
which are not accounted for in the forecasting formula, may
indicate an adjustment from the forecasted distribution.

To summarize, the forecasting model should give good results
if the energy facility has higher than area—-average wages and
travel time and distance are approximately equal in different
commuting directions. The over forecasts, however, should be
discussed with local officials to discover any conditions unique
to a particular community.



IITI. EMPLOYMENT MULTIPLIER

Industrial development in rural areas i¥ often expected to
result in many new jobs and to stimulate the local economy. How-
ever, the evidence indicates that the secondary employment affects
from development are relatively small. The range of reported
multipliers for small areas is 1.00 to 1.71, the majority of which
are less than 1.2. These figures are lower than those generated
by regional impact models. These multipliers range above 2.0.
State or regional models and models based on cross-sectional data
consistently predict much more secondary employment than is evi-

denced from case studies of small areas impacted by industrial
development.

The following sections discuss the principles that signifi-
cantly %ffect the mutliplier.  Several factors with a less signif-

icant effect are also discussed to give a more complete description
of the multiplier effect.

GEOGRAPHIC SIZE OF THE AREA

Since secondary jobs tend to locate around already existing
business activity, smaller areas with fewer existing jobs will
have fewer additional jobs and a smaller multiplier effect. Very
small areas have small multipliers. However, smallness iS not
important after a county-sized area is included. The effect of
geographic size, beyond that of a single county, on the size of
multipliers was the subject of two case studies. Expecting to
find size an important factor, one study extended its considera-
tion of one-county area to a four-county area, and the other study
extended its boundaries to an eight-county area. They assumed
that extension of the geographic boundaries would increase the
degree to which secondary employment effects would be internalized.
But the impact was not significantly larger due to the size change
at the county-area scale.

SIZE OF THE FACILITY WORK FORCE

The size of the facility work force is a factor associated
with the indirect and induced employment growth. The size, how-
ever, is not directly related to the size of the multiplier. For
example, Box Elder County, Utah, with its rocket fuel and missile
fuel development, had a total direct employment of 5,688. This
is large when compared with other industrial plants. This figure
is also high for most energy facilities in the beginning of oper-
ation. The multiplier was low -- 1.34. 1In contrast, Braxton County,
West Virginia had 77 employed in the particle board plant, and a
multiplier of 1.50.
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The following sections discuss industry and local economic
conditions, which have a more significant impact on the size of
the multiplier than do the size of the industry work force and
the geographic size of the area. Diversity of local eccnomic
activity, forward and backward linkages of the industry, payroll
leakage, underemployment, excess business capacity, and the num-
ber of unfilled vacant jobs, all have significant impact on the
size of the multiplier.

DIVERSITY IN THE LOCAL ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

Diversity in local business activity has a significant im-
pact on the number of new jobs generated by the facility. There
are several ways in which diversity is important. First, there
is an affect of the size of the existing commercial and business
sectors on the amount of trade carried on within the local market.
Communities with only a few or no commercial and industrial estab-
lishments are more dependent on imports, and do not seem to gain
many indirect or induced jobs through increased business activity
generated by new industry. This is a major reason why small areas
have smaller multipliers. They do not have the existing commer-

cial and business capacity to promote higher growth of secondary
employment.

The second aspect of diversity important to the number of
indirect jobs generated by new industry is the size of the communi-
ty's existing manufacturing sector. There is empirical evidence

that industrialized areas with manufacturing activity have higher
multipliers.

CURRENT GROWTH

When areas contain both a large manufacturing sector and a
high growth rate, multipIliers tend to be high. Studies of impacts
in county areas with these characteristics indicate multipliers

of 1.65 and 1.68 -- close to the top range of multipliers identi-
fied in several hundred studies.

FORWARD AND BACKWARD LINKAGES TO INDUSTRY

Nonmetropolitan communities are also limited to small multi-
pliers by linkage to external markets. Backward linkages are the
suppliers of inputs to production. Forward linkages are the con-
nections with external markets for the manufactured product.
Industries which depend upon local business to supply the raw
materials and services for production, and whose product is consumed
on the local market, produce more of an employment impact in those
businesses than if the industry were linked to external markets.
From the increased economic activity employment is induced in those
sectors which do not directly service the industry, in addition to
those which do. An example of a small area with a high multipli-
er is Braxton County, West Virginia. Braxton was able to supply
néarly all timber and coal to the particle board plant located
there. As a result of the internally supplied raw materials,
Braxton had a high multiplier of 1.50. Box Elder County, Utah,
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in the other extreme, was little more than a labor supply for the
rocket fuel and missile fuel industries. Nearly all the raw
materials were "imported" into Box Elder, and the product was
distributed to external markets. The secondary employment growth
was moderately small -- 1.34. The researchers who studied Box
Elder attributed the small multiplier effect to the lack of inter-
action between industry and local businesses. Enerqgy facilities
are characteristic of the latter kind of linkage. As with the
rocket and missile fuel industry in Box Elder, secondary employ-
ment growth in the local business and service sectors is expected

to be small because raw materials are imported and products
exported.

PAYROLL LEAKAGE

Payroll leakage refers to the facility wages and salaries
paid to nonresidents. These employees commute to work and tend
to spend their income in their place of residence. For some areas
this does not present a serious problem, since the direct employed
are community residents and the number of commuters are small.
In these cases there is little of the facility income "leaked"
out of the local area. But there are communities where a sub-
stantial number of the facility employees are not local community
residents. Studies of these cases have found substantial leakage
evidenced by low multipliers. One study reported 30.8% of the
nonresident employees spent about 40% of the factory income out-
side of the community. In this instance, the purchasing power
added through industrial employment leaked out and did not con-
tribute to the creation of new jobs. The lack of respending had
a restricting §ffect on the number of jobs generated by the new
factory. In the case of an energy facility, the multiplier is
expected to be lower during the construction phase, due to the
higher number of commuting construction workers. Commuting 1is
also expected to be significant in the case of the energy facility
operation phase due to the lack of available labor in the community
with the skills required for the job. This labor must be "imported"
to the facility location. The problem presented by the lack of
local labor with the necessary skills is an important component
of the total number of unemployed who will be hired for indirect

employment, and will be discussed further in the section explaining
the unemployment issue.

UNDEREMPLOYMENT

The amount of existing underemployment is an important factor
of growth in indirect employment. To the extent that local
businesses can handle increased business without hiring additional
employees or increasing the capital stock, there will be no sig-
nificant increase in secondary employment. This is easy enough
to understand. The problem lies in the measurement of underemploy-
ment. Underemployed include those working less than full-time
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hours and those employed in jobs for which they are over qualified
based on previous experience, skill, and education. There is no
systematic method for detecting the amount of underemployment.
What little is known about the extent of underemployment was
collected through surveys conducted in studies of particular local
areas. No methods of identifying or measuring the underemploy-
ment have resulted from the studies. The best estimates of the
extent of underemployment in a community are obtained from local
businessmen or business associations. Some communities will have
a better idea of the existing conditions than others. But an
estimate for this factor is important, since this has a signifi-

cant effect on the number of jobs which will be generated by the
new facility.

EXCESS BUSINESS CAPACITY

In addition to the problem of detecting and quantifying the
existing underemployment, there is an additional effect on second-
ary employment growth of excess business capacity. Excess capacity
will absorb economic business activity and decrease the number of
jobs generated by direct employment. This effect was noted in
one case study of new industry in five small communities. The
multipliers ranged from 1.00 to 1.18, and the excess capacity in
capital stock of the supporting goods and services was cited.
There was particular excess capacity in the construction industry,
where there was little induced and indirect employment growth.
Historical data for the community are helpful in determining the
communities likely to have excess capacity in business and com-
mercial sectors. These are communities which have experienced
economic and population declines in the past 10 years or so.

The variability of this factor is why direct impact estimates by
local businessmen are used in the CEIP Forecasting Model.

UNFILLED VACATED JOBS

Another factor which contributes to the low multipliers found
in small communities is that jobs vacated by employees taking jobs
with the new facility often are left unfilled. Empirical data
show a substantial amount of unfilled vacancies, particularly when
the vacant jobs are paid a lower wage or salary than jobs with the
new direct and induced activities. In a study of employment pat-
terns, employers were interviewed and asked the previous employ-
ment status of their employees. The study reported most employers
answered that there was considerable hiring of workers from other
industries. Figures as high as 19.3 percent of the vacated jobs are
reported unfilled. This is one factor that few models take into
account in their calculations of the multiplier effect of new
industry. It is important to recognize that not replacing employ-
ees who go to work for the energy facility can have a substantial
role in reducing the size of the multiplier. This factor is
probably not recognized by local officials as a contributor to a



lower secondary employment effect. But this information, like
the underemployment and excess capacity data, is not systemati-
cally collected. It is another reason, however, for the use of
small multipliers in the CEIP Model.

INCREASED PARTICIPATION IN THE LABOR FORCE

Increased participation in the labor force is even more dif-
ficult to adjust for than is unemployment. Very few studies have
measured the potential labor force in an area, nor have specific
variables associated with increased participation been identified.
The result is that there is no specific data available to deter-
mine for a given area who will enter the labor force and under
what conditions. However, the studies do suggest explanations
for the increased participation in those areas experiencing in-
creases. The most evident explanation is the opening of job
opportunities on the local market. Empirical results point to
increased participation as new opportunities are made available.
Participation rates seem to be more a function of the demand for
workers and wages than of the number of existing and potential
labor force. While this observation is helpful in developing a
theoretical understanding of labor force participation, it does
not provide a method for determining the number of those expected
to enter the labor force. The national emplovment/population ratio
has been a basis to compare the amount of labor force participa-
tion on the local level. The rational here is that the national
ratio is an average or expected participation rate, and divergence
from this rate indicates the amount of additional participation
which can be expected with an increase of employment opportuni-
ties. The studies of labor force participation report marked in=-
crease in participation in the communities, with pre-industry
rates much lower than the national ratio. The lower the labor
force ratio compared with the national average, the greater the
probability potential members will become active. One study of
industry employees found the proportion of new industry employees
not previously in the labor force was substantial -- 25%-34%.

The increase of local participation in the labor force is most
likely in areas of economic and population decline. This is an
indication that there is potential, although local business and
civie leaders who know their community are the best sources for
the estimates. As with the other factors of economic and employ-
ment growth, which is not well documented, the national-local
labor force participation adjustment is not perfect but 1t is
feasible to use with the information available.

UNEMPLOYMENT

Predicting the distribution of the secondary jobs between
local and new residents includes an assumption that 30% of the
unemployed are hired in direct or secondary jobs. Previously, it
was assumed that new industry locating in a declining area would
hire many of the unemployed; substantially raising economic con-
ditions in the local area. But the results of studies of rural
industrialization have not supported this belief. New industry
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does not significantly reduce the number of unemployed. And in
some instances, unemployment increases. One of the main reasons
for this is the hiring practices of employers. Other applicants
are preferred to. the unemployed, who are viewed as a risk. Immi-
grants, commuters, returnees to the area, and those already em-
ployed who quit to take a job with the new industry, are hired
before the unemployed are. The higher educational levels and
skills attained of the incoming and already employed people are
the reasons cited for the preference. In most cases studied, the
unemployment rate decreased, but only by about 2 percentage
points. The number of direct jobs filled by previously unem-
ployed persons was small. The range was 1.0 percent to 43 per-
cent, and only in three instances was the proportion above 14
percent. The only studies which concluded the unemployment rates
fell substantially (more than 2 percent) were those of EDA pro-
grams, which provided manpower training, direct financial support,
and employment-related requirements by industry for program
funding. A second reason for such a small decrease in the unem-
ployment rate when new industry locates in a community is the
mismatch of skills between industry demand and readily available
labor in the area. Case studies have reported that the higher
wage, higher skill industries draw more of their employees from
immigrants and commuters and less from the unemployed, than do the
lower wage, lower skill industries. Since both the construction
and operation of the energy facility require particular skills,
the conditions for mismatch are expected in hosting communities.
Based on the evidence supporting these expectations, .3 of the
unemployed indirect labor force, are expected to join the direct
and indirect labor force. 1If local officials believe the unem-

ployed in their community are comprised of higher skilled and

educated people required for direct and induced employment,
additional adjustment may be advisable.

RELATION TO CROSS-SECTIONAL DATA BASED MODELS

The CEIP Model uses the small multipliers actually identi-
fied in case studies of economic impacts on small communities.
Two major sources of the difference with higher multipliers
estimated from cross-sectional data are 1) the lack of employers
refilling jobs vacated by employees who are hired by the energy
facility; and 2) the smallness of the areas impacted. We
believe that to use multipliers based on cross-sectional data or
multipliers based on large areas will grossly overestimate im-
pacts of energy facilities on local communities. This is likely
to be a major point of difference between the CETP and alterna-
tive models. From all evidence from actual impact studies, the

CEIP Model assumptions are supported by the evidence which
exists at the current time.
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Iv, FISCAL IMPACTS

Nearly all growth in public revenues depends on growth in
the private sector. Studies of fiscal impacts on local govern-
ments show that whatever the gains made in the public sector,
they were small in comparison with those achieved in the private
sector. Furthermore, if the benefits of industrialization were
better channeled, they could have made a more significant impact
on local government fiscal well-being. Most studies of rural
industrialization find the costs to local governments higher than
necessary. This is because financial inducements to industrial
locations are not fully recovered. These inducements may be one-
time costs or they may be in the form of services provided to
industry at less than cost.

Locational costs include advertising expenses, tax holidays,
low interest financing, land acquisition, and site preparation.
If the local government purchases the land, there is the loss of
previous revenue since government property is not taxed. Tax
holidays, which relieve industry of paying any or all taxes lasting
as long as 20 years, have been cited by industrialization studies.
And it is common practice to tax industry at a lower rate, inducing
industry to locate in the area. Site preparation includes exten-
sion and improvements of access roads, utility connections, land-
scape modification, and construction of buildings.

Service provision has been another high cost to local govern-
ments. In providing public services like police and fire protec-
tion, water and sewerage, electrical and/or gas, and access road
maintenance, payments do not always equal the costs of providing
them. In some cases, the local government has funded and built
utility or sewerage treatment facilities for the industry. Environ-
mental damage has also required public expenditures. Case studies
have found that runoff from development has caused serious problems
with water systems., Capital expenditures for new or expanded
storm sewerage systems were necessary. All of these subsidies are
actually costs to the community. In the past it was believed that
these .costs would be recovered indirectly through the increased
business and personal incomes generated by the additional economic
activity but empirical evidence disputes this. In some instances
the costs are recovered over time, but more often they are not.

Industry's indirect effect on the public sector is through
population growth and change. The first effect is the increase

~in personal income in the local area. Increases in personal income

make their way into the public financial sector through two avenues.
Property tax revenue is increased. The extra earnings are put into
upgrading the standard of living either through home (property)
improvement or through a new home purchase. Secondly, there is an
increase in retail sales tax revenue or business taxes for local
governments using these tax sources. Increased income generates
more retail sales or business, which is accompanied by an increase
in tax revenue from those sales. But empirical evidence shows that
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increases in public revenues resulting from increased income
is often not as significant as the income growth itself.

While public revenues increase less than private incomes,
studies consistently report increases in local tax revenue. The
major increases are in retail sales tax revenues, intergovern-
mental transfer payments, and property tax revenues. For example,
the property tax has been observed in many studies as being
especially unresponsive to economic growth in the private sector.
This presents a serious problem in many local governments. They
lack the operating and the "front-end" capital for expansion of
facilities which are warranted by residential growth. There are
two reasons evident for the lack of growth of local property tax
revenues, particularly residential property tax revenues. One
is the conditions determining construction and development of
residential property. The other is the "lag" associated with
property tax assessment and collection. Residential property
tax growth is dependent upon several factors in the housing market.
The distance to other housing markets influences residential
construction and development. Neighboring communities "compete"
to provide housing for employees new to the area. Potential
residents are lost to nearby housing markets. A second factor is
the availability of existing housing. Those who can find vacant
housing will have no need to construct homes. Thus, the amount
of vacant housing and nearby housing markets consequently minimize
growth of property tax revenues.

Another factor which affects residential property revenues
is the amount of commuting to work. The more people who commute
into the area, specifically for direct (facility) employment,
the fewer the number of new residents. Although there is a tendency
to move closer to the place of employment over time, the increases
in property tax revenues from residential development are potential,
at best. As studies of energy-impacted communities in the western
states have noted, assessed valuation in residential properties
rose very little in response to the economic development. There
was little increase of those revenues in inflated dollars and none
at all in terms of real dollars.

There are two "lags" associated with property tax assessment
and collection. Local governments may be affected by one of these
or both. The effect is called a lag because of the time that
elapses between the value increase of the property and tax receipts
accruing to the government. The first lag occurs with property
assessments. Property is assessed periodically at a specified time
period. If residential building construction or other property
development is completed after the assessment date, property will
not be assessed until the next year. The second lag occurs between
the assessment and collection of the tax. Often the tax "bill" is
not collected during the same fiscal year the assessment is made.
Over the years some states have changed fiscal years, while assess-
ment and collection dates remain the same. These lags do not
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actually diminish revenues. Rather they limit the available
revenues during the first years of construction and operation

of a new facility, precisely when new government expenditures

may be needed to service the facility and its expected popula-
tion. 1In Table 1, a summary of revenue sources and their
implications for revenue growth in response to energy develop-
ment is presented. While The Tax Lead Time Study (6, Sec. 3)

was prepared for the state of Colorado and 1is specific to certain
rates and taxable goods and services, it still offers basic infor-

mation on the responsiveness to private sector growth of various
taxes.

In many case studies it has been discovered that additional
revenues are often not sufficient to cover increased demands for
basic services. First, with the increased incomes generated by
industrial development, historical empirical data show an in-
crease in the quantity and quality of demand for public services.
Second, an increase is evident due to population growth, often
requiring capital outlay. This has been especially true of
utilities such as water and sewerage treatment and schools.
Existing capacities are overlcaded by new population, so new or
extended facilities are necessary. Usually the increase in user
charge revenues for utilities and property taxes and state aid
for schools does not cover the capital costs. This puts a burden
on the finances of the government, particularly on capital expan-
sion which is necessary to provide services to temporary residents.
As is the case with most energy development, there is an employ-
ment and population decline after construction. This often leaves
the permanent residents bearing the financial burden of the ex-~
tended, and now underutilized, service capacity.

Predicting the response of a local government to population
growth is extremely difficult. In the CEIP Model the historical
increase in expenditures added by each new person is estimated,
and this estimate is then used to forecast the increase in expendi-
tures associated with new population. This technique is better
than simply multiplying average per capita expenditures by the
expected population increase -- but it is still a very rough
estimating procedure for large population changes.

Increases in revenues are forecast in a similar manner. The
historical increase in revenues associated with new population is
estimated and used for forecasting, while taking into account pro-
perty tax revenue lags. In addition, each taxable element of the
energy facility itself is forecast and revenues calculated. In
general, as much importance should be given to the forecast
differences between revenues and expenditures in the CEIP Model
as to their absolute levels. It must also be remembered that
the revenue and expenditure forecasts depend upon previously
estimated population changes, which in turn depend on multiplier
and residential-commuter employee split estimates. At each step
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the CEIP Model utilizes existing evidence, but it remains a
relatively simple model of a very complex process. It should
be treated as a useful guide and is probably as good as any
existing alternative models, but weaknesses in the state of
the art for forecasting industrial and fiscal impacts on local
governments must be recognized.
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V. ABSTRACTED BIBLIOGRAPHIES OF
PRINCIPAL INFORMATION SOURCES

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. SIGNIFICANT
FEATURES OF FISCAL FEDERALISM 1976-1977, Vol. II. Washington,
D. C., March 1977.

This report provides detailed information on the federal-
state-local revenue and debt structures. The material includes
major state and local tax rates and bases; major revenue producers
of federal, state, and local finances; federal aid to state and
local governments; state aid to local governments; and state and
local government debt. This volume is intended to provide the data
necessary for a comparison among states of alternative policies in
the area of revenue and debt.
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Braschler, Curtis, and John Kuehn. "Estimation of Employment
Multipliers for Planning in Ozark Nonmetropolitan Counties."

SOUTHERN JOURNAL OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS, July 1976, pp.
,187-192.

In determining employment multipliers for small areas, this
study differs from previous approaches in two respects. The
first difference is the grouping of counties by population.
Statistical tests indicated estimation was improved by grouping
based on population. This recognizes the importance of size in
determining an area's secondary employment growth. Secondly,
the regression analysis equation separated basic employment into
sectors giving separate multipliers for each of the sectors.
This recognizes the differences among basic sector impacts.
Different industries produce different effects. The reported
tables support findings of this and other studies which report
significantly lower employment multipliers for nonmetropolitan
areas than are projected by regional impact models. This article
also notes multipliers should be adjusted to individual areas
for more accurate community-specific estimates..

T — e



Al

18

Garrison, Charles B. "New Industry in small Towns: The Impact on
Local Government” National Tax Journal, 24, no. 4: 493-500.

This article reports the results of a study which analyzed the
net impact of new industry on the local economy and government of
five small towns in Kentucky.Regarding the public sector, the school
districts received individual analysis. This was the only component
of the public side which experienced a growth-related negative impact.
And in only one town was the impact significant. Garison used two
methods of assessing the impact on the local government. Some dis-
agreement exists as to how the one-time or "transitory" costs {and
revenues, if any) to the local government should be accounted for.
These are the costs associated with plant location. The first cal-
culation includes all costs and revenues. The second or alternate
calculation in effect eliminates those one-time costs. Comparison
with five control communities shows industry did affect significantly,
the local economies, and in a positive way.
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Gilmore, John S. and Mary K. Duff, Boom Town Growth Management:
A case study of Rock Springs - Green River, Wyoming, Westview
Press, Inc., Boulder, Colorado, 1975.

This book is the result of a case study of two communities
experiencing "boom" or rapid growth. Gilmore and Duff found the
economic and social framework within the communities were seriously
affected. The housing market, public service provision, and stability
of local labor supply were strained by the rapid growth, and unable to
respond adequately to accomodate the increased demands. Tt was evident
to the researcher that the traditional processes regulating economic
growth were not operating well. The serious issue raised by the
experiences with boom town growth is that of growth management.
Following discussion of the "boom" phenomenon, growth management
principals were presented. Identification of tools and methods of
implementing objectives were included in that section.
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Lonsdale, Richard E. "Two Commuting Patterns in North Carolina"
Economic Geography, 42, no. 2: 114-138.

This article reports the findings of a study which compared
and analyzed two commuting patterns of two manufacturing plants
within the same community. Differences between the two patterns
were observed and variables were introduced to explain the differ-
ences. Following the analysis and comparison of the two patterns,
probability models based on gravity concepts were constructed using
population and distance as the variables. Seven models using distance
measures and five models using time measures tested the two variables'
predictive power. The estimates of the models were compared with the
actual distribution obtained in the fiber plant commuting pattern.
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Lemont, William, George Beardsley, Andy Briscoe, John Carver,
Dan Harrington, John Lansdowne and James Murray, Tax Lead Time
Study, Colorado Geological Survey, State of Colorado Department
OoFf Natural Resources, Denver, Colorado, 1974.

This study presents the revenue sources available to the
State of Colorado and its local governments. Included in the
study is a discussion of the revenue alternatives and of techni ques
to deal with problems caused by rapid population growth. This study
was prepared for the Regional Development and Land Use Planning Sub-
Committee of the Governor's Committee in 0il Shale Enviromental Pro-
blems to provide recommendations for new legislation to improve the
financing operations available to local governments. As stated in
the preface, the intended users of this study are the local govern-
ment officials, their staffs, citizens of the 0il shale area, and
the Colorado legislature.

[
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Summers, Gene F. and Jean M. Lang "Bringing Jobs to People:
Does It Pay?" Small Town, 7, no. 3: 4-11

This article provides a concise summary of important issues
determining net impacts to the local private and public sectors.
The summary of the issues presented here was taken from their book,
"Industrial Invasion in Nonmetropolitan America". Direct employment
hiring practices, employment multipliers, income effects, and popu-~
lation growth are discussed as they contribute to net impacts. The
information and conclusions reported in the sections represent the work
of over 100 case studies in 245 locations and 34 states. The conclusion
is that the structure of the community, actions of the local public
officials, and the character of the industry determine what impact
industry will have on a community. Employment, population growth,

and economic prosperity are not automatic and predictable gains to
the host community.

e e
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Summers, Gene F., Sharon D. Evans, Frank Clemente, G. M. Beck
and Jon Minkoff, Industrial Invasion of Nonmetropolitan America:

A Quarter Century of Experience, Praeger Publishers Inc., New York,
N. ¥., 197s. )

This book is the summary of 25 years of studies of specific
plant locations in nonmetropolitan areas in the U. S. The purpose
of this work was to determine the effects of industrialization on
small towns. Several basic issues were addressed. One is the
validity of procedures used with regard to nonmetropolitan industrial
development as a tool for promoting the general welfare. Costs and
benefits to the public and private sectors provided the framework
with which to determine net impacts. The fact that this book presents
local community experiences from the local perspective sets this study
apart from previous studies, most of which analyzed impacts on the
nonlocal private sector.

o vreres -
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NEW INDUSTRY IN SMALL TOWNS: THE IMPACT
ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT

CHARLES B. GARRISON®*

ABSTRACT

The establishment of new manufactur-
ing plants i five vusal towns in Kentucky
typically resilted in a negative direct im-
pact on local government finances. This
mipact was wsually small, however, since
moit of the new plants added few new
residents 1o the community and there tas
therefore very litile mcreased demand for
local government services. The schovl syi-
tem was the anit of government most
likely to be significantly affected; a large
vegative impact resulted if property tuxes
weve substantially avoided and large num-
bers of new residents were bronpht to the
community. The negative impacts tended
to become positive afler a few years.

ITEW industry in rural areas is gaining

increased acceptance as a solution for
many of the nation’s social and cconomic
iils. Persons concerned with alleviating
ral economic stagnation and poverty sce
the dispersion of manufacturing plants and
iobs to the countryside a: perhaps their
best hope of making rural communities
cconomicaily viable again. Those con-
cerned with problems of the major citics
see rural development as 2 way of reduc-
ing population pressures in urban arcas.
In addition, new industry is thought by
many to be a solution to the problems
of rural local governments. New industry,
it is hoped, will produce new tax revenue.
That new industry may also produce new
costs for local government may be over-
looked, however. This article reports the
results of an effort to determine the con-
ditions under which these additional costs
may equal or exceed additional revenues.
Further, the costs to local government arc
compated with the benefits accruing to
the local private economy. The case study

*Assistant Professor of Economics, The Uni-
vessity of Tennessee. The article reports a por-
tion of the findings of a study supported by the
Fronomic Research Service, U. S. Department of
Agriculture, and the Bureau of Business He-
sarch, University of Kentucky.

approach is used; the communitics studied
are five small towns in Kentucky in which
new manufacturing plants located during
- the period 1958-63.

The local government impact is con-
sidered as two distinet effects — the pri-
mary and the sccondary. The primary cf-
fect involves, on the one hand, the addi-
tional direct tax revenues derived from
the new plant and, on the other, expen-
ditutes or changes in scrvices by local
government for the express benefit of, or
directly attributable to, the new plant. The
primary effect is sununarized by the quan-
tity "net primary benefits to local govern-
ment.” This quantity may be cithcr positive
or negative, and is given by the excess
(deficiency) of the new firm’s revenue
effect over the expenditures effect. The
secondary effect involves the impact of the
plant’'s nontax expenditurcs on’ local gov-
ernment revenue, expenditures, and  ser-
vices,

The benefits of new industry o the
lucal private economy also incdude a pri-
mary cffect, i.e., the employment and pay-
roll of the plant itself, and a secondary
effect, i.c., the impact on the local con-
sumption  (or “nonbasic™) scctor of the
community’s economy.

An attempt was made to ensure that
no major  cconomic developments  other
than ocation of new nanulacturing plants
occurred o the study towns. Accordingly,
the criteria used in selecting the  study
towns were that they be located outside
Standard - Mctropolitan - Statistical Areas,
that they be small (a 1960 population
between 1,000 and 5,000}, and that at
least one new plant employing at least
100 people had been established in the
community during 1955-63. In addition,
towns tied to the ceonomies of ncighbor-
ing larger cities were climinated from
consideration. The five communitics se-
lected are described in Table 1. The new
plants produced a variety of products, al-
though three of the cight manufactured
apparel of some type.
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, TABLE |
DESCRIPTION OF STUDY TOWNS AND NEW MANUFACTURING ACTIVITY

Distance to

Nearest
Populations Larger Cityd

Community (thousands ) {miles)
A 20 ]
B 4.0 h¥
« 2.0 43
D 1.8 62
L .1 91

8. S. Census of Population, 1960,
bA city with a pupulation of at least 50,000.

The economies of the five communitics
were characterized in 1958 by low incomes
and high rates of uncmployment or, more
typically, underemployment in agriculture.
Per capita incomes in the five study coun-
ties! ranged from $596 (29 per cent of
the national average) to $995 (43 per
cent of the national average). Agriculture
typically was the largest single source of
personal income, accounting for 30 per
cent or more of total income in four of
the five counties, but both average farm
size and average value of farm products
sold per farm were low, Manuf{;cmring
was a relatively unimportant source of in-
come; in 19358 three of the five countics
had fewer than 100 manufacturing em-
ployees.

1. Net Primary Bencfits to Loval Govern-
ment

The direct effects of the new plants
on Jocal government rcvenues and costs
are given in Table 1I. Only two of the
eight new plants produced significant new
revenue, f.c., revenue inooexcess of that
yielded by the property prior to the plant
location. In three cases the plat was
owned by the city and was therefore not
subject to real property taxes (A-2, B,

1"Study town” and “study county” are used
somewhat interchangeably as an economic unit.
It is difficult to separate small rural towns from
the county; further, some local government units
affected by new industry are countywide (county
governments and school districts).

New Plants

Year
Number Employment Established
2 119 1959
90 1962
1 100 1962
1 200 1959
3 133 1958
100 1959
140 1961
i 125 1959

and D-3). In these cases the citics issued

industrial revenue bonds and with the
proceeds erchased the plant sites and
constructed the plant buildings. The man-

ufacturing fitms make monthly rental
payments to the cities sufficient to cover
principal and interest payments on the
bonds. In two cases “favorable assess-
ments™ on real property resufted in mini-
mal revenue (C and E). The thece plants
in Comnunity D were located outsics)c the
city limits and were not subject to cily
taxes.

The amount and cost of new public
services attributable to location of the new
plants depended in farge measure on the
number of new residents brought to the
community. New residents mean new
school children, and if the previous level
of local support is to be muintained, ad-
ditional revcnue is required.? It is also
the new residents who force expansion in
fire and police protection and other basic
services, if they are needed. A community
may also incur a cost in providing services
directly to the plant itsclf, such as provi-
sion of water services or traffic control.

In six of the eight cases reported here,
additional costs to local government ex-
ceeded additional revenue, Le., net primary
benefits were negative. The additional costs

2This approach was taken in a study of sub-
urban communities by Louis K. Loewenstein,
“The Impact of New Industry on the Fiscal
Revenues and Expenditures of Suburban Com-
munities,” National Tax Journal, XVI (June
1963), pp. 113-136.
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ANNUAT NPT PRIMARY BENVEFLIY 1O 1O Al GOVERNMUNT
MANL VACTURING PLANIS VIVE RURAL coMML NN 0N

Community

Addinonal

O NPW
NN L oY

Cont of Addinenat Net Posan

and Plant Revenue Senwes Renefis
A1 $2,505 $ 2,075 s 170
{Average,
1960-03)
A2 8 3,100 5472
(1963)
B-1 —24 5118 ---535
(1963)
Cc1 54 933 ---899
(Average,
190003 )
D-1 187 o 187
(1963)
D-2 —517 1,320¢ -—1,837
(Average,
1960-63)
D3 530 1.2004 =670
(Average,
1962-63)
E-1 42 0 {2
(Average,
1960-63)
Total 2,809 $10.0%9 LI AN

2Does not include a cost to the city government of $92.000 assigned entircly to the year 1962.
The expenditure was made from the proceeds of a tax-supported industrial bond issue-approved by
city voters in 1957, and represents the donation of the plant site and the construction of an elevated
water tank and sewage disposal plant on the site,

b, ¢, dDoes not include one-time costs to the city of $1,200, $8,000, and $10,000, respectively, for

the extension of water lines.

Source: Municipal, county, and company records and interviews.

were largely due to the addition of new
students to the local school systems. How-
ever, the typical plant location studied here
resulted in few new residents in the com-
munity, and therefore very little increased
demand for public services, including edu-
cation. Indeed, a major location factor in
each case was the availability of an ade-
quate local labor force. The largest num-
ber of new residents, and accordingly the
largest cost to local government, occurred
in Community A, where each of the two
companies brought in 15 managerial and
supervisory employees. Company officials
estimated that each plant accounted for
an increase of 25 students in the local
school system. The remaining six plant
locations involved the transfer of only 19
new employees and a total of 27 new

students. The small number of new resi-
dents had important implications for local
government: the direct cffect on public
expenditures as well as revenues was typ-
ically small. Thus, whether net primary
benefits were: ncgative or positive, they
were likely to be small.

The impact was by no means uniform
amony the several units of local govern-
ment studicd. The units most susceptible
to a .egative cffect were the school dis-
tricts (Table TII). To cstimate the cost
of new students, it was assumed that the
cost to the school district of educating an
additional student without reducing the
juality of cducation received by other stu-
ents is equal to the average local revenue
per student. It might be argued that, with
the exception of Community A, the num-



496

Community
and Plant County
Al § 370
A2 9
B-1 —6
C-1 S
D-1 52
D2 —-144
D-3 1-£8
E-1 18
$ 455

Total

NATIONAL TAX JOURNAL

[Vol. XXIV

TABLE 111
ANNUAL NET PRIMARY BENEFITS OF NEW MANUFACTURING PLANTS, BY TYFE
OF TOCAL GOVERNMENT UNIT, FIVE RURAL COMMUNITIES IN KENTUCKY

School
District City
§—1,563 $ 1,025
—-2,380 —1,000
-18 —511
—197 709
135 0
—1,693 0
—818 0
23 1
8—G.511 $—1,1048

ber of new students was so small that they
could be absorbed without diluting the
quality of cducation. Indeed, alternate
treatments could be defended for a num-
ber of revenue and expenditure items en-
tering into the calculation of net fiscal
impact. These ambiguitics in large part
disappear, however, if the calculation is
made for a later year, Such an “improved™”
calculation is shown in Table TV, which
differs from Table 11 in the following
fespects:

1. Tax concessions initially granted by
local government but later removed result
in larger revenue cffects. Specifically, real
property assessments were increased  sub-
stantially for plants C-1, D-I, and E-L.
In the opposite direction, cotrection of an
assessment error discovered in 1966 re-
duced the revenue yiclded by plant A-L.

2. An alternate treatment of the reve.
nue calculation is accorded plant D-2, This
firm moved into a building previously oc-
cupied by a manufacturing concern which
had left the community in 1957. When the
new firm acquired the property, the assess-
ment was rczuccd, apparently reflecting the
purchase price. It may reasonably be argued
that the resulting decline in tax revenue
should not be attributed to location of
the new firm but to the loss of its prede-
cessor. Accordingly, Table IV treats the
total taxes paid by the new plant as “ad-
ditional revenue.”

3. The cost of new students, except in
Community A, is considered to be zero.
The costs which remain are those repre-

W One-time” costs omitted from caleulation; see Table 11 footnotes.
Source:  Municipal, county, and company records and interviews.

senting actual outlays which will recur
well into the future. The effect is to elim-
inate from consideration ong-time costs in-
curred at the time of plant location (in
cases B-1, D-1, D-2, and D-3). Further,
in case C-1 an annual outlay incurred by
the city was completed in 19683 In the
other direction, the cost associated with
plant A-2 was increased in 1965 by a
further addition of 15 new residents and
20 new school children,

The alternate calculation to a consider-
able extent removes from the analysis the
“transitory” cost and revenue cffects, i,
those associated with the actual plant lo-
cation process or applicable for only 2
limited time period following the plunt
location. By this calculation modest gains
accrue to three of the communities and
only in Community A is there a signifi-
cant negative impact. Community A was
the only study town receiving a sizeable
number of new residents; payment of all
taxes by plant A-1 was not sufficient to
offset the added cost of new students.

L. Benefits to the Local Economy

Small towns which recruit new industry
ohviously consider the stimulus to the local

3The “one-time” cost of $92,000 incurred by
the city in case B-1 might be considered an
annually recurting cost in the amount of the tax
required to support the industrial bond issue.
At any rate, the bond issue was reticed, and the
supporting tax was eliminated, in 1966; ac-
cordingly, no cost is assigned to the post-1966
perind,

i
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TABLE IV
ANNUAL NET PRIMARY BENEFITS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT
OF NEW MANUFACTURING PLANTS, FIVE RURAL COMMUNITIES
IN KENTUCKY: ALTERNATE CALCULATION

Community Additional Cost of Additional Nct Primary
and Plant Revenue Services Benefits
A-1 (1966) $1,655 32,675 $ -1.020
A2 (1965) 29 5,360 - -9,332
B-1 (1967) 4 —24 1} -
C-1 (1968) 875 0 875
D-1 (1964) 906 0 906
D-2 (1964) 1,667 0 1,667
D-3 (1964) 530 0 530
E-1 (1967) 1,285 0 1,285
Total $6,922 $8.045 $--1,113

Source: Municipal, county, and company records and interviews.

private economy as the major benefit to be
derived. It is of interest, then, to provide
an cstimate of such benefits in the case
studies reported here. Table V gives the
estimated impact of the new plants on
personal income in the five communities
{where the unit of study is actually the
county). The total impact consists of two
components: (1) the direct or primary
effect, which represents the increase in the
community’s basic income, and (2) the
secondary effect, which represents the in-
crease in nonbasic income.

The distinction between “basic income”
and “nonbasic income” derives from the
concept of an economic base. The basic
income of a community is earned in those
activities which export goods and scrvices
to other areas.® Nonbasic income, on the
other hand, is carned in the local consump-
tion sector of the county's economy. This
sector is dependent on the respending lo-
cally of basic income. The increase in basic
income here attributed to new industry is
measured by the 1963 plant payroll, less
the earnings of employees who commuted
from other countics. The total increasc in
income due to new industry is equal to
the community income multiplier times the
new industry payroll accruing to county

4Basic activities in the counties studied here
include agriculture, mining, manufacturing, and,
in sorne cases, certain other components such as
retail and services income associated with tour-
ism, income earned by county residents commut-
ing to jobs outside the county, and transfer pay-
ments.

residents. The cstimated multipliers for
communities A through D are, respectively,
1.46, 1.73, 1.43, 2,02, and 1.26.5 The in-"
terpretation is that, in Community A, an
mcrement of $100 in new mndustry wages
paid to local residents led to an increase
of 846 in nonbasic income.

The sccondary impact on cniployment
was rclatively smaller than that on income.
For the five counties combined, employ-
ment of the new plants was 1,517 in 1963,
1,177 of whom were county fésidents But
the associated-increase in nonbasi
ment was estimated as only 98 jobs. This
estimate involved calculating for each
county the rativ of the increase in basic
income “required” to generate one addi-
tional nonbasic job. For example, in Com-
munity A an increase of $30,830 in basic
income during the study period was re-
quired per additional nonbasic job. The
implication for new industry is that for
cach $30,830 in annual wages paid to
county residents, one additional job was
created in the county’s nonbasic sector.

Apparently the small secondary effect on

5The multiplier for a county was calculated
as the ratio of the total increase in annual in-
come to the increase in annual basic income,
with 1958 scrving as the base year and 196,
as the terminal year. Calculation of the multi-
plier thus involved separating the county’s per-
sonal income into basic and nonbasic compo-
nents. While subject to serious limitations if
applied to complex economies, this type of
analysis appears well suited to small cconomies
characterized by a minimum  of interindustry
refationships.
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TABLE V
ESTIMATED IMPACT OF NEW INDUSTRY ON COUNTY INCOME, 1958-63,
FIVE RURAL COMMUNITIES IN KENTUCKY

Increase in Increase in
Basic Annual Nonbasic Annual Total Impact ca
Community Income Income Annual [ncome
(Thousands of dollars)
A 1,007 466 1,473
B 326 238 564
C 663 287 950
D 1,076 1,008 2,174
E 463 120 383
Total 3,535 2,209 5,744
Source:  Author’s estimates.

employment s explained by underutiliza-
tion of employces in the local consumption
sector prior to the location of the new
plants. This sector could then accommodate
increased sales without a commensurate in-
crease in employment. This explanation is
supported by the minor role of the con-
struction industry in the secondary impact
(13 of 98 new nonbasic jobs); apparently
the communities’ capital stock was also un-
derutitized. The lack of a significant effect
on nonbasic employment is demonstrated
further by the fact that the income multi-
plier effect on wage and salary income was
smaller than the effcct on proprictors” and
property income.

1. Secondary Impact on Local Govern-
menit

The calculation of new industry's effect
on local government has considered only
the direct or primary impact, while it was
pointed out that the impact on the local
private economy consisted of both a pri-
. mary and a sccondary cffect. The possibil-
ity thus exists that the multiplier effect on
the nonbasic sector might result in a signifi-
cant secondary effect on local government
revenues or expenditures.

The evidence suggests that such an effect
in the five case studies reported here, if
it cxists at all, is quite limited. As noted
above, the economic impact did not include
a population increasc; the new plants them-
selves brought in very few new residents,
and the relatively small employment ex-
pansion in the local consumption sector

doubtlessly also came from the local labor
force. (Population estimates indicate a de-
cline of 2.9 per cent for the five counties
during the 1958-63 period.) Fusther, an-
alysis of construction industry data and in-
terviews with local businessmen indicated
very little investment in new business ot
residential comstruction during the study
period. One would thus expect a net sec-
ondary effect on local government of no
increase in the demand for local govern-
ment services and little or no increase
in the revenues, since the local revenue
base was dominated by the assessed value
of real and personal propesty.® This con-
clusion tends to be supported by an
analysis of local government data cov-
ering the five study communities and a
group of five “control” communities which
had similar economic characteristics but did
not receive new industry (Table VI). For
all local government units combined, the
relative increase in direct gencral expendi-
tures from 1957 to 1962 was somewhat
greater in the study communities than in
the control group, but the range of in-
¢reases within the groups was even larger.
And if the analysts is extended to 1967,
the percentage increase in expenditures was
actually larger in the control group. There

8At the state government level, Legler and
Shapiro have cbserved that the responsiveness of
revenue to economic growth of a particular tax
varies according to whether the income increase
is due to per capita improvement or to popula-
tion growth. See John B. Legler and Perry Sha.
piro, “The Responsiveness of State Tax Revenue
to Economic Growth,” National Tax [ournal,
XXI (March 1968), pp. 46-36.
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TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF STUDY AND CONTROL COMMUNITIES: CHANGE IN
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES, SERVICES, AND EXPENDITURES

Study Communities Control Communities

Per cent Per cent
Item Change Change Change Change
1. All Local Governmens Units (1957-62) -
General revenue ($1,000) 2,638 57.0 1,932 55.0
Per capita $ 35 61.2 $ 33 60.0
Direct general expenditures ($1,000) 2,998 66.6 1,953 58.0
Per capita $ 39 70.2 $ 33 62.2
Employment 31 2.5 141 16.0
il.  School Districss (1959-64)
Enroliment —359 —1.8 —411 —2.6
Number of teachers —1 —0.1 ) —-0.5
Full market value of taxable
property ($1,000) 78,483 32.1 50,787 39.4
Local revenue ($1,000) 103 7.4 73 10.6
1IT. County Governments (1959-64)
Operating expenditures ($1,000) 191 34.0 98 25.4
IV. Municipal Governments (1958-G3)
Assessed value of property ($1,000) 2,437 15.6 n.a. na.
Property tax revenue ($1,000) 18 13.6 n.a. n.a.
Total revenue ($1.000) 167 49.7 na. n.a.
Expenditures ($1,000) 131 39.9 n.a.

n.a.

n.a. Not available

Source: For I, U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Governments:

36, and VII (1962), Tables 27 and

Keatucky VI (1957), Table

> 28. For I, Kentucky Department of Education, Re-
bort of Superintendent of Public Instruction, (Frankfort:

Kenwcky Department of Edu-

cation), XXVII (1959) and XXXHI (1964) and Kentucky Department of Revenue,
For II1, Kentucky Auditor of Public Accounts, "Report on Examination,” 1959 and 1964.
For IV, Municipal records of the five study communitics.

is some evidence of relatively greater de-
pendence on nonlocal sources of revenue by
the control communities during the study
period. This is perhaps explained by the
fact that incomes were lower in these
counties than in the study group. The
analysis of the private economic impact
indicates that about 15 per cent of the per
capita income difference between the two
groups as of 1963 was attributable to the
study communities’ new manufacturing
plants.

V. Summary and Conclusions

The establishment of new manufacturing
plants in five rural towns in Kentucky dur-
ing the period 1958-63 typically resulted
in a negative direct impact on local gov-
ernment finances. Of equal importance,
however, this impact, summatized in the
quantity “net primary beaefits to local gov-

ernment,” was usually small. Most of the
new plants studicd here added few new resi.
dents to the community; the availability of
local labor was in fact a major rcason for
the locations. For this reason there was
very little increased demand for local gov-
crnment services, and this factor served to
keep the magnitude of negative impacts
relatively small. A large ncgative impact
tesulted for the school system only if prop-
erty taxes were substantially avoided and
significant numbers of new residents (and
school children) were brought to the com-
munity. A sizeable negative impact on the
municipal government occurred if a large
nontax inducement (e.g., provision of wa-
ter or sewer services or donation of land)
was combined with property tax avoidance.,

There was a tendency in the towns stud-
ied here for the negative impact to be con-
verted into positive net primary benefits
(although rather modest in magnitude) a



few years after the plant location. A vari-
cty of reasons accounted for this result,
including (1) the dimination of tax con-
cessions iy the form of low property assess-
ments granted at the time of location;
(2) the fact that some costs incurred by
municipal governments are applicable to
only the year in which the new plant was
established or are amortized over a rdla-
tively few years; and (3) more rarely, the
later imposition of new types of taxes, such
as occupational taxes applicable to the em-
ployees of new industry.

Whether net primary benelits to local
government are calculated for the period
immediatcly following plant location or for
a later period, and whether they are posi-
tive or negative, they tend to be very small
relative to new industry’s bencfits to the
local private cconomy. These benedits were
calculated to include both the primary im-
pact (i.c., the plant payroll) and the scc-
ondary impact (i.c., the increase in income
induced by local spending of the plant
payroll). The total impact on the private
economy, as measured by the incrcase in
county personal income, ranged  trom
$564,000 per year to $2,174.000. This may
be compared with negative nct primary

PR S GV

benefits to local government ranging from
$535 to $6,352 per year, or with “one-
time” costs incurred at the time of plant
location limited to $10,000 or less, except
in one case in which $92,000 was ex-
pended.

The sccondary impact on local govern-
ment was apparently quite small, if indeed
it existed at all, This conclusion s sug-
gested by comparing local government
revenues, cxpenditures, and services in the
study communities with those in five rural
communities which did not attract new in-
dustry during the study period, and by in-
terviews with local civic leaders, who con-
tended that the new plants had placed no
strains on local government services. As
further indirect evidence of the adequacy
of local public facilities and services, each
of the study towns was seeking further new
industry at the time of the study, and three
(communitics B, C, and D) had already
succeeded. New industry attracted to small
rural towns mainly by the availability of
local labor does not produce significant
pupulation growth; a small impact on lo-
cul government services s therefore not
surprising,
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TWO NORTH CAROLINA COMMUTING PATTERNS

Richard E. Lonsdale

Dr, Lon.\'rialle is assistant professor of geography at the University of
North Carolina, Chapel Hill. Rescarch was supported by a grant from
the University’'s Institute for Research in Social Science,

NHIS study examines the com-
muting patterns of production
workers at two industrial estab-

lishments in eastern North Carolina..

Each of the two plants investigated is
situated in the area of Kinston,.a city
of nearly 30,000 population, and to-
gether they account for well over half
of the manufacturing emplovient in
the county centered on that city.! One
of the establishments, a producer of
synthetic fiber,* employs approximately
2200 persons and is noted for its ‘‘above-
average' wages; it emplovs workers
who commiute from points within a
broad area extending out 40 miles and
more. The other plant, a shirt factony,?
employs about 900 persons, and is con-
sidered ‘‘ below-average' in its wages; it
draws much-of-its labor from the area
in the immediate vicinity of the plant.
The two industrial facilities thus pro-
vide a broad spectrum of wages and
commuting distances and facilitate an
examination of wages and other factors
as variables affecting the pattern of

commuting of industrial workers in

! Rinston is the commercial center and
largest town in Lenoir County, which has a
population approaching 60,000 and manufacrur-
ing plants emploving about 3600 persons.

*E. L. du Pont de Neniours & Company,
Kinston plant, established in 1933, is a nmjor
supplicr oi Dacron® polyester fiber.

. P The Kinston Shirt Company, in operation
sinee 1937, accounts for ubout 2 per cent of the

|;‘l_li(('d States output of men’s dress and sport
smrts,

the arca. The study was conducted
in the spring of 1964.

The specific objectives in this study
are fourfold: (1) to analyze and com-
pare the characteristics of the two
commuting patterns. and identify the
respective labor market areas; (2) to
cbserve the effect on commuting of such
personai factors as wages, age, sex, and
length of service; (3) to investigate the
significance of two geographic variables
—population and distance—by con-
striucting a series of prebability nodeis
hased on gravity concepts; (4) to con-
sider some other geographic variables
which may explain discrepancies be-
tween the actual distribution of com-
muters and those suggested in the
probability models. These probability

models arc not universally applicable, -

but they may nevertheless provide a
tentative basis for estimating the po-
tential availability of commuting labor
in areas where conditions might be
similar to those in eastern North
Carolina.

Commuting studies have a proper and
important place in geography. Commut-

£ing distance can be used as a basis for

delimiting labor market areas or *‘labor-
sheds"—the area supplving labor to
some central point. The labor-shed is
a regional vonception—an  extent of
spice functionally organized about some
nodal point such as an individual
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_factory, a group of plants, or a whole

complex of econoniic activities embraced
by a city. Commuting or *'journev-to-
work™ patterns could form the basis
for delimiting networks of overlapping
regions across the whole expanse of a
territory. Conunuting studies offer geog-
raphers the oppurtunity to apply their
skills in seeking answers to some im-
portant practical questions. For ex-
ample, the extent of the labor force
potentially available at some point is
directly influenced by the territorial
extent of the labor-shed, i.c., by the
number of miles workers are willing
to commute. This may be an important
consideration when an industry secking
a new location with an assured labor
supply must decide among several al-
ternative places.

Commuting studies are particularly
appropriate and pertinent in the case
of North Carolina, a state striving to
attract new industry in order to expand
employvment and raise presently low
income levels, The traditional attraction
for manufacturing concerns has been
the large supply of labor willing to
work for wages which, though * modest ™
by national standards,* are above those
prevailing in many non-industrial occu-
pations in  North Cuarolina. Surveys
conducted by the Employment Security
Commiission of North Carolina indicate
that a large reservoir of emplovable
labor remains to be tapped;® the supply
is especially abundant i rural arcas®
where out-migration has proceedu] more
slowly than might be expected in view

* The average hourly wage in North Carolina
manufacturing  plants in October, 1904, was
$1.69, the lowest for any state in the United
States. The national average for manufacturing
workers at this time was $2.47.

*For example, when the PProctor Electric
Campany cstablished a new plant at Mo, Nirv
in 1957, they had 3500 applicants for 288 job
openings, far in excess of the anticipated number
of applicants; see “Sutling a0 New Pl in g

Smalt  Labor Market  Aeea”” (Emplovnent
Sccurity Commission of N.C., Raleigh, 1960),

of the limited cconomic opportunitivs
in many of these areas. Given an oppor-

T tumity to work i a nearby industrial

plant, rural and snwdl-town  dwellers
have shown o marked propensity to
maintain  their  éstablished pliace of
residence and a willingness to commute
great distances to work.” Thus indus-
tries often draw their libor from re-
markably broad geographic areas. As
Jmight be expected, the  higher-wage
industries are able to attract labor from
much wider areas than are other indus-
tries; this point will be demonstrated
later in this paper. An industry consider-
ing a location in North Carolina can
compare the wages it is prepared to
offer with those prevailing in a specified
area, and with an understanding of
commuting tendencies in this region, it
can proceed to estitmate the size of
the labor force that might be marshalled
at any particular point.
While this paper focuses on two indi-
vidual cases in a single regiou, the study
is intended to be of more than just local
interest. Hopefully, it will he of use
to other analysts undertaking similar
studies by pointing out some of the
problems encountered  in conducting
such journey-to-work survevs, In addi-
tion, the paper presents one method for,
analvzing a commuting pattern, Also,
by adding to the number of studies of
individual arcas, the likelihood of de-
veloping a general theory on commuting
is perhaps improved by some small
degree. It can be reasoned that if an
acceptable general theory on travel-to-
work behavior is ever to be established,

¢ The extensive reserves of Jabor in and
around small towns has also been observed in
the Middle West by Richard C. Wilroack and
Irvin Sobel: “Small City Job Markets: The
Labor Market Behavior of Firms and Waorkers™
(Urbana, TH., 1938).

PR ] Walraven discusses this sime point
in his Arkansas studyv: “lhpact of New Plangs

on Locil Labor Supply: Northwest Arkansas”
(Little Rock, Ark., 1962).
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<Cthe key clements in the theory-—c.g., the
relationships between commuting  dis-
tance and wages, lenuth of service, ete.-—
will likely be discerned from a multitude
of individual empirical studies.

ThHe STUbpy AREA

Workers commuting to the two indus-
trial plants examined in this puper are
mostly drawn {rom a ten-county area®
on the coastal plain of eastern North
Carolina (Table I and Fig. 1), There
are no major natural features such as
mountains or large water bodies which
seriously intfluence the general geographic
pattern of commuting. Sigmbeant differ-
ences in the density of paved roads do
exist, however; the availability of such
roads decreases as one moves south
and eastward (Table [), This retlects
diminishing population densities toward
the south and east where the Jand is
decidedlyv less suitable for agriculture
because of poorer soil and drainage
conditions. About ene-third of the study
area’s labor force is in agriculture (com-
pared with 7 per cent nationally);
tobacco is by far the most important
crop, with peanuts, cotton, corn, and
sovbeans also significant.

The population of the ten-county
area was approximately one-half miilion
in 1960, up about 8§ per cent from 1930
(compared with a national gain- of
19 per cent in the same pcried); four
counties experienced population losses
in this decade (Table 1). The population
density ranges from about 130 per
squiire mile in the northwest to less
than 30 in the south and cast (Table
I). Five towns (Goldsboro. Creenville,
Kinston, New Bern. and Wilson) have
populations over [0.000; overall the

* Ten connties supply approximately 983 per
ceut of the vommuters who dentitied  their
restdential Tecation on a questionaaire, Sl
nimbers of commutters originaete from four other

copnties  (Edeeeombe, Martin, Onslow,  and
Paanlico),

population is about 30 per cent urban,
nearly average for North Carolina, hut
far below the national level., The Negro
population is rather uniformiv high,
averaging about 40 per cent, and Negroes
account for about a quarter of the
manufacturing labor force,

Llincome levels are generally low. In
1962 the average per capita personaf
inconte in the study-area counties ranged
from about $900 to $1300, averaging
two-thirds the state mean and less than
half the national level. Wages in manu-
facturing, which employs about 17 per
cent of the area's labor force, are
senerally above those 1n most other
branches of the economy, but still
averaged scarcely §70 a week in 1963,
The leading branches of manufacturing
are food  preducts, textiles, apparel,
woud  products, and chemicals. The
majority of food, textile, and apparel
workers earn between $1.23 and S§1.30
an hour, while those at the large svn-
thetic filier plant near Kinston average
over 82,530 an hour. Local chambers of
cominerce boast of the “lack of labor

strife” and the prevailing absence of

strong labor unions. But economic
opportunities are limited, unemploy-
ment has been high, and many workers
remann underemployved.

T QUESTIONNAIRE

LA travel-to-work, questionnaire (Fig.
2) was given all production workers
(wage earners) at the two industrial
plants. Salaried personnel were omitted
only because company otticials preferred
they be excluded. The questionnaires
were distributed and collected by plant
supervisors, and there was a return rate
of about 90 per cent. Of the returned
questionnaires about 10 per cent were
screened out because of incomplete or
obviousiv false answers, The inal sample
populition consisted of 1032 workers
at the svathetic Ober plant and 734
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s, Two Sanperr PoprLaTioNs

7o hasic characteristics of the two
suter groups are indicated in Table

1. i= evident, the two populations

o her spnilar with regard to age and
2toof emplovment (the fiber plant
e only i 19335 the average length
<rvice of fiber workers should in-

« -~ with the passage of time), but
o1 wreatly in average wages and the

o between sexes,  As would  be
v+« tel, the shirt factory relies heavily
Cerale labor, most of whom receive
2 % an hour, The shiet irm is located
» - the city of Kinston, enabling
+vr nuniber of employees to walk to
+ -~ The tber plant, on the other
sk, s situated in the country, seven
e~ autside of Kinston, and essentially
Loemplovees commute by automabile.

T Meastre oF COMMUTING
1here §s some question as to what is
most satisfactory measure of com-
g In the majority of studies a

<oacht mileage measurement is em-

coodl N few analvsts have measured
~annting distance in time {i.e., min-

. v~ The popularity of miles over
Stes s understandable ;s mileage can

“ nweasured directly from an ordinary

TABLE II

LB AWCTTERISTICS OF 1WO COMMUTER GROUDS

Fiber Plant | Shirt Fuctiry
]
Wake earners., . 1,052 734
........... 8§75 71 -
........... 17 663
YR nos. 82 mos.
98 moa. 86 maos,
Y7 mos, 81 mos,
32.1 yra. 32.7 yra
32.3 yrs. 31.2 yrs.
[ - 3.4 yrs. 32.9 vis.
oty wage.. L S10v. 113 851.78
. B 1,37 60.00
. e . 9634 51.00
"' T sonveyance
. C e 1.051 608
E i 1
s e [/} 122
LN 0 3
]
]
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road map, whereas the determination
of travel time requires either a held
survey  or an interview  of  workers
actually doing the commuting. The use
of tune as a measure can be defended
on the ground that o worker’s willing-
ness to conunute presumably depends
in part on the “effort” involved. Ten
miles of “fast” open highway requires
less effort than 10 miles of “slow™ city
streets or dirt roads, and in this instance
the number of miles would Jikelyv be a
poor measure of conunuting distance,
Along this line. one geographer has
recently suggested that commuting be
measured in terms of ‘‘travel effort.”
taking into consideration the number
of stop signs, turns, congestion, etc.*
But the obvious dithculty in obtaining
such data for all the roads in the com-
muting area will likelv preciude much
usec of this measure. Cost has been
suggested- as a  possible measure  of
commuting. The assumption s that
the expense involved mav, bevond a
certain  limir, discourage commuting.
However, in this study area and in most
others, many workers join car pools,
and for them the cost is relatively minor
compared with the time involved. On
the other hand, a worker driving alone
30 miles each way would, at the rate
of eight cents a mile, incur a daily
expense of almost five dollars,

In this study, information on com-
muting mileage and tme was obtained
from the questionnaires, The presump-
tion wax that one might provide a
better measure of distance than the
other. To test the relationship between
the two, time and mileage distance
vitlues for a 10 per cent random sample
of tiber workers were plotted against

one another on a scatter diagram (Fig.

? John 1) Nvstuen: A Measure of Effective
Distance in Urhan Travel, (Absiracts of Papers,
2eh Faternationat Geographical Congress, Lon-
don, 1964,
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TRAVEL-TO-WORK QUESTIONNAIRE

A University of North Carolina research group is arxdous to find out how much time
workers spend travelling to and from work. The results of this arnd other studies
will contribute to an overall understarding of llorth Carolina‘'s industrial labor
force, and will assist in developing plans for continued industrial progress.

Your cooperation in answerirg the quostiona below will be greatly aporeciated.
After completion of this form, please deposit it in the box marked "Travel-to-Work

Questionnaire”, which will be placed in a convenient lccaticn in your plant.
Trank you very much,

AR S R R S S R R L P ) S Bt R N SN R S e S L S S S

1. lame of company where yocu now work:

(a) How long have you worked for them? years,

2, How many miles from tha plant do you live? niles,

3. How long doea it take you to get to work? minutes,

L. How do you get to work? (aute, bus, walk, etc,)

5. Have you moved closar to work since taking your pregent job?

(a) If s0, how many miles from work did you live previously? miles.

6. Are you now considering moving closer to the plant?

, 7. Personal data:

(a) age (b) sex {c) average weekly wage,
— vefere taxes: 3

8. If you live more than three miles from where you work, place an "X" mark on the
map below, showing approxirately where you live:

L@ [ el Wion NN A2, )
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y=125x + 6.58

+ + — X
[+] 10 20 30 40 S0 60

COMMUTING MILES

F1c. 3. Scatter diagram and regression liuc
showing relationship between commuting mileage
and commuting minutes, based on a 10 per vem
sample of hber plant workers.

3). As would be expected, a positive
trend was clearly evident. The coetlicient
of correlation between the two is a very
high +.96, suggesting that one is about
as satisfactory a measure as the other.
A regression line was established, with
the “ X" axis representing miles, and
the "Y' axis minutes. The regression
equation is ¥ = 1.23x + 6.58, which
indicates that for fiber workers the
conmtmuting time increases 1.25 munutes
per additional mile, and to conunute
*‘zero” miles requires approxinuitely

6.6 minutes. The latter is presumably

a measure of “‘terminal time.” ie., the
time consumed in starting the car,
getting out of the driveway, walking
from parking lot to plunt gate, ete. The
possible superiority ol one  measure
over the other is perhaps indicated by
the degree of association between actual

distributions of commuters and those

121

distributions suggested by probability
models based on  gravity-model con-
cepts. Twelve such models were con-
structed, using both miles and minutes
as measures of distance; they are dis-
cussed later in this paper. A closer fit
was obtained using mileage as a distance
measure, but at best this is highly
inconclusive evidence. In the proba-
bilitv models the frictional value at-
tached to distance can be adjusted
ad ufinutum. It is indeed likely, there-
fore, that fits better than those achieved
in this study could be obtained. [n this
study mileage is used more extensively
than travel time oanly because it facili-
tates comparisons with other commuting
studies, most of which used mileage
exclusively-.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE Two
CoMMUTING PPATTERNS

2 The higher-wage hber plant workers
contmute constderably farther than do
shirt fuctory workers. The spatial extent
of the two labor-sheds, in this case
arbitrarily defined as the region encom-
passing the nearest Y0 per cent of an
individual plant’s labor force, is shown
in Figure 4. The plant  labor
market area extends out almost twice
as far from the point of employvment
and embraces an area about three times
larger than the labor-shed for the shirt
fictory. Fiber plant workers travel an
average of 17.5 mies cach wav and
require an average of 28.7 minutes to
cover this distance; median hgures are
approxinmately 13 miles and 27 mimutes,
By contrast, shirt factory workers travel
an average of 6.7 miles one-way and
require an average of 18.2 minutes; the
median vialdues are about
17 wunutes. The distribution of com-

tiber

4 miles and

by five-nile and  ten-minute
zones for each of the plants 1s given in
Tables HI and IV, As can be seen by
the figures in the cumulative percentage

nuters



Ecoxovic GEoGRarsiy

COMPARISON of LABORSHEDS
OF FIBER PLANT (F) AND SHIRT FACTORY (S)

Loborsheds delimited to include nearest
ninety per cent of commuters

Fiber plant laborshed (90% of workers within 38 miles)

7//////// Shirt factory laborshed {90% of workers within 20 miles)
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TABLE I
DISIRIBUTION OF COMMUTERS 8Y MILEAGE ZUNES .
Fider plant workers Shirt factory workers
Zone Miles
. Per cent Cumunlative . Per cent Cumnlatize
N A :
umber of lotal per cent Nuumber : of total per cent

13 10.7 10.7 435 50.3 59.3

258 4.5 38.2 n 9.7 69.0

201 191 54.3 81 11.0 80.0

82 7.8 62.1 72 9.8 89.8

17 1.1 73.2 40 3.5 95.3

61 5.8 7%.0 25 3.4 98.7

535 5.2 84.2 8 1.1 99.8

78 7.4 91.6 1 0.1 99 9

54 5.1 96.7 1 0.1 160.0

33 3.1 99.8 L+ O
Total.............iiill, 1,082 99.8 | I 134 | o0 | L.

|
b

columns of these tables, 80 per cent of

.the shirt workers live within 14 miles of

their place of work, whereas just over
half of the fAiber workers live a similar
distance from their plant. Over 135 per
cent of the fiber workers travel 35 miles
or more, while virtually none of the
shirt workers commutes that far. The
striking difference between the commut-
ing habits of the two groups is not
surprising in view of the better than
two-to-one wage differential in favor
of fiber workers, and the in-city location
of the shirt factory as opposed to the
more rural site of the fiber plant some
seven miles outside Kinston.

The commuting distance of fber
workers appears to be above the state
average, and that for shirt workers
somewhat less than average. In unpub-
lished surveys conducted by the North
Carolina  Emplovment Sccurity Com-
mission, 77 per cent of the Nerth
Carolinians they interviewed live within
153 miles of their place of work, and 93
per cent within 24 miles. By comparison,
within 15 nules of work are 80 per cent
of the shirt workers but only 54 per cent
of the tiber workers. It is worth noting
that in average weekly wages in 1964
the hber plant (S109) is also much
above the state mean, and the shirt
factory (832) again below average,

A federal government survey of 6000
houscholds in 337 geographic areas of
the United States, conducted in October,
1963, provides a kind of ‘“‘national
norm’ with which the two commuting

patterns in this studv can be com- "

pared."” According to this survey, 43
per cent of American workers commute
up to four miles, and 76 per cent up to
10 miles. For these distances the fiber
plant percentages are 11 and 40, indi-
cating that its commuting distances are
considerably above the national mean.
The- shirt factory percentages are 39
and 71, or much closer to the national
average. The meaningfulness of such
comypurisons can be seriously questioned,
as the national figures reflect largely
urban conditions dissimilar to those pre-
vailing in castern North Carolina.

It is difheult to compare the commut-
ing patterns in this study with those
in previous studies of other areas in the
United States. Comparisons of this sort
sutfer because of great differences in
such circumstances as degree of urban-
ization, city size, - terrain, availability
of paved roads. mode of transportation,
job opportunitics, wage levels, ete. \With
these limitations in mind, a few com-

W Honte-to-1Work Travel, advince report, 1963

Census of Transportation, Bureau of Censu-,
Washingron, 1963, p. o,
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TABLE 1V
DISTRIBUTION OF COMMUTERS BY TIME ZONES

{
Fiber plant workers . Shirt factory workers
Zone Minwutes
Niumber Per cent Cumulative Number Per cent Cumulative
of total per cent of total per cent
Under 10 RI. 3.4 3.4 131 17.9 17.9
10-19 288 27.4 30.8 Jos 42.0 59.9
20- 29 258 24.5 55.3 130 17.7 77.6
30-49 1713 16.4 7.7 07 13.2 90.8
40-49 164 15.6 87.3 59 8.0 98.8
50-59 §7 5.4 92.7 s 0.7 99.5
60 & over 6 7.2 9.9 4 0.5 100.0
TOMAM v cvvenineaneaee e 1,051 09.9 ® i 734 wo.0 | ...

parisons may be attempted. In a 1939
studv of over 2000 workers at the
Maytag Company plant in Newton,
lowa (population 13,000), the median
distance was about seven or eight
miles,”! much below that for the tber
plant workers. Although each labor-
shed embraces a largely rural area, the
farm wages are lower and the alternate
job opportunities are more lmited in
North Carolina; perhaps this partially
explains greater commuting distances
in" North Carolina.

The commuting habits of Kaiser
Aluminum workers at the new Ravens-
wood, West Virginia (pop. 1173 at time
of plant establishment in 1936), plant
were analyzed in a 1957 investigation.
This was a ‘‘depressed’™ and largely
rural area where agricultural incomes
were low and “well-paying” industrial
jobs were as highly sought after as those
with the fiber plant in this study. One
vear after the plant's opening, aluminum
workers traveled a median ’ one-way
distance of about 20 miles.® or about
half again as far as fiber plant workers.
But many of the aluminum employvees

BC, A, Peterson: An lowa Commuting
Pattern and Labor Market Areas in General
(Burean of  Labor and  Management,  State
University of fowa, Towa Citv, 19013, p. 1.

Y Ldabar Nupply amd  Mobility (v a Newly
{ndustrialized Area (Bulletiv 1261, US. Dept.

Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Washington,
190in), p. 21,

subsequently moved closer to the plant.
In comparing fiber plant commuting
with that ohserved in the Kaiser study,
it is appropriate to consider the com-
muting distances of fiber plant workers
when they first obtained cmployvmment.
Questionnaire data indicate that 260,
or nearly one-fourth, of the fiber plant
workers have moved closer to the plant
since  commencing  their employvinent;
they ornginally commuted an average
of 28.8 miles one-way, cenipared with
the present 8.4 mile average. This would
seem to indicate that the median dis-
tance of fiber plant workers when first
hired was comparable to that of the
West Virginia aluminum workers shortly
after their hire by Kaiser. Both plants,
in similar “low-inconie"” environments,
unnially attracted commuters from ex-
ceptionally wide areas.

A 1948 survey of commuting at a
spinning mill on the South Carolina
picdmont showed a median one-way
distance of six miles,”™ only shightly
greater than that for the shirt factory,
While the South Carolina plant is in
a more rural setting, the rather sim-
ilarly-low median  commuting ranges
probably stems from the fact that both

310N Steep and 0 8. Plaxico: The Labor
Supply of a Rural Indostey (South Carolina

Agr. Experiment Station, Bulletin 376, Colum-
bia, 1048), p. 21,
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are in the “low-wage' category, Thus,

- despite limited  job opportunities and

low farm wages, neither plant attracted
anyv kirge number of persons living a
sizeable distance from the plant,

DELIMITING THE Lasor-Sueps

In the majority of commuting studies
few attempts have been made to de-
limit accurately  labor-sheds or labor
market areas. \Where they have been
delimited, their boundaries usually ap-
pear as perfectlyv concentric circles, or
they are drawn to coincide with existing
political boundarics. To the geogrupher,
a proper delimitation would seem to be
a necessary step if the Libor-shed is to
be conceived as a region. But ummedi-
ately evident are several obstacles to
such a regionahization. Labor-sheds over-
lap, particularly in those zones inter-
mediate between two plants or “‘nodes”
which are attracting labor. It may
often happen, as it does in this study
(Fig. 4), that one labor-shed may lie
entirely: within another, larger labor-
shed. They cannot be conceived as
mutually exclusive -entities. On  the
other hand, the labor-shed can be
thought of as a distinct region, but
always as one whose himits: (1) diminish
by degree rather than abruptly and
(2) commonly overlap or encompass
those of other labor-sheds,

The outlines of such a *“diminishing™
region can be shown on maps by the
use of isolines. Around cach factory or
other nodal point attracting workers
will be a series of commuting isolines
(“isocoms ™). These isolines can  rep-
resent commuting milcage or time in-
tervals (c.¢., an isoline for every addi-
tional five miles of commuting distance).
Each isoline can be transluted into a
line indicating the cumulitive  per-
centage of commuters contamned within
that line (e.g., the 23-mile isoline may
encompass 73 per cent of the commuters,

CoMMUTING PPATTERNS 123

and be labeled cither wav)., There s
an absolute ourer Hmit for any existing
labor-shed, the isoline which includes
L0 per cent of the commuters, How-
ever, o mere handful of persons com-
muting  unusual distances  can  cause
this outer limit to lie far beyond what
might be termed the “effective limit”
of the labor-shed. This raises the ques-
tion of what constitutes such an “effec-
tive limit"” in terms of the percentage
of commuters included. There is no
established norm, and anyv decision is
presumably subjective. A reasonable
limit might be the isoline embracing
the nearest 90 per cent of the workers
{Fig. 4).

Commuuting isoline maps were pre-
pared for the fiber plant and shirt
factory labor-sheds (ligs. 3, 6, and 7).
The data for constructing the maps
were obtained from the questionnaires
which, in addition to asking each
worker his one-wayv conimuting mileage
and time, also requested each person
comimuting over 3 miles to  locate
his homie on a map included in the
questionnaire (Fig. 2). About 87 per
cent -of the fiber plant workers and
98 per cent of those ac the shirt factory
who returned questionnaires fully com-
plicdd with this request. With  this
information it was possible to plot the
approximate place of residence of 926
fiber plant and 719 shirt factory workers.
Next to cich place of residence on the
map  were recorded  the mileage and
minutes indicated on the questionnaire,
This provided the control necessary to
construct the commuting isolines:, In-
tervals of five miles and ten minutes
were  chosen arbitrarily, The isolines
are identified not only in terms of the
miles or minutes from the plant, but
also in terins of the percentage of
all commuters contained within each
wsoline.  Another  approach, not em-
ploved here, would be to select those
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distance isolines which would indicate
the percentage of commuters enclosed
at regular intervals (e.g., 30 per cent,
40 per cent, etc.).
« The commuting mileage isoline maps
for the two plants (Figs. 3 and 6) both
show the influence of the existing road
network orientation,  lsolines  extend
farthest out along major radial roads
in tvpical “spiderweb”™ fashion. The
<hber plant isolines appear rather ellip-
tical in shape with a northeast-south-
west orientation. This apparently re-
flects the position of the hAber plant
on a main northeast-southwest road
and the absence of a major east-west
road in the immediate vicinity of the

< plant. The shirt factory isolines are

more nearly circular because of the
many roads radiating out from Kinston
in all directions. In neither case are
there any major distortions in the shapes
ol isolines because of the lack of through
roads in any area. The shirt factory
labor-shed is contained entirely within
the fiber plant lubor-shed, an observa-
tion noted carlier in connection with
Figure 4. The fiber plant labor-shed
was extended to the 435-mile isoline,
which encloses 97 per cent of the
commuters. For the shirt factory, it
wis only necessary to extend the
labor-shed to the 30-mile isoline to
embrace 99 per cent of the workers,

A commuting time isoline map was
prepared for the fiber plant labor-shed
{Fig. 7) for the purpose of comparing
time isolines with those based on

.. mileage, The coimmuting time isolines

appear more rregular than do the
mileage ones. They extend farther out
along main roads, indicative of the
higher speeds possible on major arteries.
Nevertheless, the 60-minute isoline very
roughly corresponds with the 43-mile
isoline, which is consistent with the
regression  analysis,  There  does  not

¢ appear to bhe any clear-cut advantage

GEOGRAPHY

i using isolines based on time rather
than on miles; the added dithculty of
obtaining data on commuting time in
itself seems to recommend the use of
isolines based on mileage.

The dehimitation of labor-sheds in
terms of commuting isolines can be
objected to on the grounds that the
“wsohines do not necessarily identily the
arcas of densest commuter origins, lor
example, Figures 4 and 6 tend to give
different impressions of the distribution
of shirt factory commuters. As is clear
in Iligure 6, a much larger number of
shirt workers originates from the lower-
income arcas south of Kinston than
from the north: the labor-shed shown
in Figure 4, delimited to include the
nearest 90 per cent of commuters, in-
cludes arcas north of Kinston, where
few workers reside, and excludes dis-
tricts south of Kinston (e.g., around
Beulaville), where significant numbers
of them live. A case can be made for
rather arbitrarily positioning the outer
limit of the labor-shed &n as to include
all areas of denser commuter origins
and then drawing in just those isolines
wholly or in part within the labor-shed.

WaGES As A FacToRr INFLUENCING
COMMUTING

A comparison of the fber plant and
shirt factory labor-sheds clearly sug-
gests that ““higher wage” workers are
more  willing to travel farther and
therefore give up more of their “free”
time, Presumably, evervone attaches
some value to his time' and is reason-
ably aware of the full cost of driving
and maintaining an automebile. Thus,
one could assume that a more highly-
paid worker is in a hetter position to
hear the additional  expenditures  of

Y For o discussion of this mater, see LK.
Locwenstein: The Spadial Distribution of Resi-
dences and Work Plices in Urban Areas { Dept.

of  City Paning, Unive of - PPennsvivama,
Philadelphia, 19623, pp. 4i-) (mimeo.).

A i i a——————

1A N

oy —

——— e S—

COMM.

Figu
ot

Based on Dota

R

time and mon
have studied
cided differen
relationship |
JOUrpey-1o-wao



I“..,.

time rather
ditficulty of
ing time in
the use of

Ior-sheds in
s can be
s that the
dentify the
rigins, For
:nd to give
Jistribution
As is clear
number of

the lower-
iston than
hed shown
aclude the

Inuters, n-
:on, where
Sludes dis-
1., around
t numbers

mude for
the outer

Ito include

© or origins
se isolines

iibor-shed.
" "ENCING

l:)lant and

arly sug-
rkers are
__ther and
ir “free”
attaches
,§ reason-
f driving
—tle. Thus,
= highly-
—sition to
_tures of
=c L. K.

- of Resi-

ss (Depr.
- asylvania,

4

~——_

—.

. s

— —

—————

A - Ny e et ot +

FIBER PLANT LABOR-SHED

FIVE ~MILE INTERVAL

Figures «n Parentheses indicate Per Cent
of Commulers Enclosed by that Line

COMMUTING MILEAGE [SOLINES

Based on Dora Ontained from Questionnaires, March, 1964

Each smatl dot regresents one commuter,
larqger Circlies represent ten or more
commutars, with number given next to circle

X Circle inchicares commuters

within three miies of plant

[SoraSarm: s mmm— TN 4 ]

Fre.

time and money, Yet amonyg those who
have studied commuting there are de-
cided differences of opinion as.to the
relationship  between wages and  the
journey-to-work."” Some analysts sug-

3.

gest that there is no relationship be-

13 These differences were noted by James H.
Thompson: Labor Market Areas for Manufac-
turing Plants in West Vieginia (Bureau  of
Business Rescarch, West Virginia Univ., Mor-
wiantown, 1933, p. 23,
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tween the two factors, and one an-
alyst, C. A, Peterson, in a study of
commuting in lowa, found data which
suggested that there was an inverse
relationship between the two factors;
i.e., more-distant commuters received,

onn the average, a lower wage than
those living closer to the plant.'®
An examination of the fiber plant

data alone indicates the lack of a direct
link between wages and  commuting
distance. A scatter diagram with wages
plotted against distance, drawn from
a random sample of 100 fiber plant
questionnaires, showed no discernible
trend. The fiber plant data were then
arranged to show average wage
of workers in cach commuting zone
(Table \7). To certain that a
possible relationship was not obscured
by differences on the sex of
workers, the data were also arranged
by sex. The only conclusion that can
be drawn {rom this table is that there
15 no correlation whatsocver between
wages and distance within the fber
plant group. Another factor—the length
of service of workers—was examined
on the theory that it might be re-
sponsible for obscuring the link between

the
make

based

18 Peterson, op. cil., pp. 8-9.
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wages and distance. A shightly higher
percentage of long-distance commuters
are vounger, newlv-hired workers (Table
1), and their average wage is below
that for the group as a whole, [lowever,
a sample nspection indicated that even
with this latter factor considered, there
is sull an apparent lack of connection
between wages and distance within the
fiber plant group.

It would he a nustake, however, to
conclude frony the above that wages
and commuting distance are completely
unrclated  variables. It is true that
withm the hber plant group there is
no evident connection, but one has only
to examine the commuting habits of
the shirt factory workers for evidence
that lower-paid workers in the same
region do notscommute nearly as far
(Tables 11 and V). The fuct that a
much higher percentage of shirt factory
workers are female than male is ap-
parently not a factor here; as shown in
Table VI, theie no signihcant
differences between male and  female
commuting i this area, DPerhaps the
critical clement is whether wages. are
above or below those prevailing in the
region being examined. The overall non-
agricultural  wage in the ten.county
study area in 1964 was about $63 per

e

TABLE Vv
AVERAGE WEEKLY WAGE OF FIBER PLANT WORKLRS?
BY COMMUTING ZONES AND BY SEX

|

; Al commuters ’ Male commuicrs i Female commuters

Zaue Miles \ . - [
I No. , Wages ] No. ! Wages : No. % Vages

I H

s ! |
0-4 I tos ‘ su2sy | 89 s118.01 16 $96.06
5-9 C 248 107,60 195 110.68 50 95.60
1014 [ 108 110,78 172 , 112.72 26 97.69
15-19 ] 81 106. 20 70 108.07 1 94,27
20-24 Yo 108.96 ! 06 1me.oe 6 46,19
25-29 B 1 100,34 i ! nin 9, K067
10-34 51 104,71, o e 15 : 03,13
S 38-39 ) 6 110.86 50 1407 | 17 46,89
0o 30-34 52 ) 10787 ) 43 N 111.35 { 9 ‘ 91.22
T 45 X over - 42 i no.zs | 9 1169 3 ; Y633

*The <ize of thiz population (1008) i< somewhat smaller than in some other tables due ta the necessity tor eliminating
A dew questuoniiires where the desited combination of data requited 1or this table were nou wholly provided.
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.

SHIRT FACTORY LABOR-SHED
COMMUTING MILEAGE ISOLINES
FIVE-MILE INTERVAL

Fiquras 1n Porentheses Indicate Par Cent
of Commuters Enclosed dy thot Line

Bosed on Dato Obtained from Questionnaires , March, 1964

Egch smoil dot represents
one commuter , Igrger cucles
represent len or more commuters,

wilh number given next 1o circle

3 10 6
[Ee=n s ss CEE— 3 wiEs

Camvyousend]

Fi.. 6.

week, compared with S109 at the fiber
plant and 5352 at the shirt factory. Pos-
sibly, differences in commuting habits
[ailed to show up within the fiber plint
sample because virtually all fiber work-

ers receive a wage above the ten-county
average, The same was true of the shirt
majority of
wige below  the

fuctory where the great
workers are paid 2
regional average. This suggests  that
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there is a positive relationship between
wages and commuting, and that when
a plant offers wages appreciably above
those prevailing in a region, one can
expect, cefera paribus, workers to exhibit
a greater willingness to commute long
distances. This is consistent with hnd-
ings in the study of Kaiser aluminum
workers at Ravenswood, West Virgimia’?

OTHER DPERSONAL FACTORS
INFLUENCING COMMUTING

Personal factors, those that wvary
with the individual worker, which may
influence and thus help to expliin a
commuting pattern include, in addition
to wages, the age, sex, and length of
service of workers. Data on the latter
three factors are shown by commuting
zone in Table VI, The average age of
workers declines somewhat with in-
creased comimuting  distance; workers
living close to the plant tend to average
four vears older than those doing con-
siderable commuting. This s about
equally true fur both plants. Similarly,
the average length of service for both
groups diminishes with increased com-
muting distance, particularly in the
case of the shirt factory. These findings
are consistent with those of most other

analvsts who have noted a greater

willingness (or necessityv) of vounger
pursons to commute and a lower seniority
level of the average longer-distance
commuter. These two observed facts
are probably related: a younger person
takes a job, commutes a considerable
distance, and after several vears when
he commands a higher wage, decides
to buy a house closer to the plant.
Testifving to this is the fact that about
ane-fourth of the present fiber plant
workers and one-sixth of those at the
shirt factory have moved closer to the
plit since taking their present job.

¥ Labor Supply and Mobility, op. cit., pp.
28-30,

Sex does not seem to be a fictor in
expliining commuting; for hoth plants
the commuting habits of women are
about the same as for those of the
men. As Peterson noted 1in his lowa
study, “the lack of any  cousistent
relationship between sex and commuting
behavior s the only safe generalization
that can be made,”"

CONBTRUCTION OF PROBABILITY
Mobers

A means of investigating the sig-
nificance of two geographic variables—
population and distance -is provided by
constructing gravity probability models.
The gravity concept holds that the
potential interaction between two points
or areas is dircetly proportional to their
populations and inversely proportional
to the distance between them, In the
casc of commuting, the gravity idea
can be concerved as suggesting  that
an individual plant (or group of plants)
attracts commuters from surrounding
areas in direct proportion to the popu-
lation of the area and in inverse propor-
tion to the distance between the-area
and the plani. As is evident in Figures
3, 6 and 7, the densitv of commuter
origins is not constant: nor docs it
diminish at a constant rate with in-
creased distance from the plane. It is
here assumed that much of this “uneven-
ness™ can be autributed to differences
in distance and the spatial arrangement
of population. Emploving the gravity
idea, a series of probability models was
constructed, experimenting with various
exponents of distance (measured in
miles and minutes) in an attempt to
establish a maodel which most closelyv
approxinuted the actual distribution of
commuters, It is reasoned that such a
model provides a hasis for juduing the
influence of population and  distance

1 Peterson, op, cit., p. 11,
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TABLE VI
AGE, SEX, AND LENGHT OF SERVICE OF WOKKLRS, BY CUMMUTING ZONES
' H
Acerage age Sex, fiber plant ! Nex., chirt factory | Areragelencihof
! service cmonke)
Zane Miles ! - { 7 ; . -
i 1
Fiber Shird ! Per cent i V Percent § Fider . Shint
Plant | faciory l Male j’ Female Sfemale | Male i Female Jemale plant | factory
1 . 0-4 34.2 33.9 % 17 15.0 44 Jo1 £9.9 110 98
2..... 3-9 33.1 32.9 208 53 20.5 8 63 88.7 106 89
3..... 10-14 32.5 30.8 174 27 13.8 4 7 95.1 98 63
4..... 15-19 2.8 30.8 n 11 13.4 7 63 9.3 74 53
5 20-24 3t.o 29.0 101 16 13.7 4 36 '80.0 97 3
6..... T 15-29 31.6 28.4 52 9 14.8 3 22 88.0 92 44
7., 30-34 3o.5 0.1 40 15 27.3 1 7 87.5 89 79
8..... 3339 30.0 22.0 61 17 21.8 1 100.0 98 48
9,..... 4044 30.4 28.0 43 9 16.7 1 100.0 89 144
10..... 48 &over | 30.0 30 3 9.1 R N L]
AllZones. ......... 3J2.0 32.7 378 177 16.8 71 063 90.3 98 82

on commuting.!® Such models also sug-
gest a means for estimating the potential
extent of a labor-shed about a proposed
new industrial facility,

Probability models are presented for
the fiber plant only. The fiber plant
commuting pattern, involving greater
distances and a much larger area,
provides a more satisfactory basis for
appraising the significance of populi-
tion and distance as factors intluencing
commuting than does the geographically
more-restricted shirt factory commuting
pattern.

Before constructing the models it
was necessary to nuke several decisions
on methods and procedure. First, in all
models a direct positive relationship
was postulited between the number of
conmmmuters from an area and that area’s
population ; distinctions between models
are confined to varving expressions of
the effect of distance on commuting.
Second, the existing nctwork of town-
ships was used as the basis for regionaliz-
ing the ten-county area because of the
availability of population data for each
township. Third, the 1960 population

1 A similar approach was used by Edward |,
Taaffe, and others: The Peripheral  Journey

to Work, A Geographic Consideration (Evans-
ton, 111, 1963), pp. Joff.

data, available on a township basis,
were used despite a four-yvear time
difference; estimates of 1964 county
populations fail to show anv signifi-
cantly large shifts in population within
the study area since 1960. Fourth, the
area under consideration was limited
to those 74 townships shown o be
wholly or largely within a  one-hour
commuting distance of the tiber plant
(Fig. 7). One-hour's distance was selected
because it includes almost all com-
muters and appears to represent a dis-
tance bevond which few workers would
consider commuting. As noted earlier,
the one-hour isoline corresponds rather
closely  with the 43-mile isoline on
Figure 5. Fifth, the approximate pop-
uliation center-of-gravity of each town-
ship was used to measurce the distance
hetween a township and  the plantg;
distances were read off the commuting
isoline maps, i miles or minutes (Figs.
3 and 7). Sixth, in indicating the
distribution of commuters suggested
by a model, cach of the 74 townships
is pliced in an appropriate distance
zone for purposes of simplicity and the
dativ presented by such zones; zones
were established over intervals of five
miles and six minutes, respectively. Six
minutes was chosen as the time interval
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distribution of commuters suggested
in each of these models is shown by
distance zones in Table \Il. The
distributions arc expressed as percent-
ages of the 7d-township 1total. For
each model the coeflicient of geographic
association® is calculated, measuring
the degree of coincidence between the
distribution suggested by the model
and ‘the actual distribution of com-
muters by distance zones. '
Model one assumes that distance
retards commuting in direct proportion
to mileage. This is the most elementary
formulation of the gravity concept;
¢ = p/d with ¢ representing the number
of commuters, p the population of the
® In this study the coefficient of geographic
association is used to compare the geographic
distribution of commuters suggested in a prob-
abitity model with the actual distribution by
distance zones, expressed in percentages of the
total. Percentage values for each zone in one
distribution are subtracted from values in the
other, and the sumi of the positive (or negatived
differences divided by 100 is then subtracted
from one. All coefficients will have a value
somewhere between zero and one; zero signities

a complete lack of association, and a value of
one indicates a perfect association. For a dis-

cussion of this measure see Walter [zard:
Methods of Regional Analvsis (New  York,
1960), pp. 253, 235; or John W, Alevnder:

Economic Geography (Englewood Clitls, 1963),
pp. 595-397.
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township under consideration, and J the
distance in miles from the township’s
population center-of-gravity to the plant
(read from Fig. 3). Model one suugests
‘hil[ Jare more commuters
the more distant zones and somewhat
the nearer zones than is
actually the case. In other words, the
retarding effect of distance is under-
stated bevond 23 miles, and overstated
closer in. Nevertheless, a  reasonably
high (.831) coethcient of geographic
association is attained.

In the second model the frictional
effect of distance in discouraging com-
muting is increased by squaring the
distance. This formulation, ¢ = p d* is
rither commonly employed by those
constructing gravity models. In  this
instance the negative influence of dis-
tance is grossly exaggerated, and the
coeiticient of geographic association 1s
a poor 728, In all but the two closest
zones the suggested number of com-
miuters is understated.

Model three seeks a better fit by
attempting 1o combine the approaches
in the two previous models. Since model
onc's suggested conunuters in the closer
zones were somewhat below but close

there from

fewer from

TABLE VI

DISTRIBUTION OF FIBER PLANT COMMUTERS SUGCGLSTED BY PROBABILITY MODELS

(Distance measuted in miles)

! i
Actual | !
Zone Miles distrs- Model 1 Model 2 Moddd 3+ Moded 4 Madel § Modcl 6 Model 7
bution Per cent Per cent Yer ¢comt i Per cent Per cont %er cent Per cent
Per cent !
]
o4 7.56 6.12 24.74 9.30 ' 1.64 1.09 7.00 7.63
5-9 31.50 27.52 41.9%6 41.85 19,69 20.20 31.82 34.37
10-14 18.77 8.62 878 [ RIN . 9.27 9.588 9. .88 10.77
15-19 7.57 5.76 4.05 &.79 i 8.95 9.29 6.03 7.2
20-24 13.29 13.13 7.7 17.12 218 20.33 13.73 3.7
15-29 2.59 3.83 i 1.81 2,78 i $.34 " 4.1 J.6u0 RO |
Jo-34 3.7 017 2,40 2.0 .7 06.79 5.30 +.00
35-39 11.22 16.96 5.08 3.7 ! 1674 160.53 13.45 1118
40-44 4.5% .42 161 iSL 476 1.97 413 1 A
45 & over 1.82 6,48 1.73 YR I 5.t7 5.09 4.9 388
............... 100,01 | toc.ot | ino.0t o9.s i 100.0t | 100.04 100.03 | 1o0.0t
Coefficient of grographic associa- ' |
tion with actual disttibusion 881 T 840 754 .763 19 | 9k
' |
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to the actual, model three assumes that
the number of commuters decreases
directly with distanee up to a range
of 20 miles; bevond that the distance
is squared just as in model two. Overall,
the result is an improvement over
model two, with a .830 coefficient of
geogrnphic association, but the number
of commuters in the more distant zones
is even more severely understated.

In models four and five, a different
approach is used; a [rictionless zone is
assumed. It is reasoned that since the
average fiber plant worker drives over
17 miles, and since over one-fourth of
all workers drive 20 miles or more,
perhaps distance seriously discourages
commuting only beyvond a certain point,
Twenty miles was selected, somewhat
arbitrarily  (but with the distribution
in model .one in mind), as the outer
limit of this frictionless zone. In model
four, calculations all distances over
20 miles are squared, and distances up
to 20 miles all assigned a value of 400
(20 squared). In medel tive, distances
over 20 are tripled, and distances up
to 20 miles all assigned a value of 20.
The suggested distribution of com-
muters by distance zones is about the
same in both models; the number of
short-distance commuters is badly un-
derstated, with the result that the
suggested number of medium and long-
distance commuters is generally too
high. In this instance it appears that
the assumption of a [rictionless zone
is inappropriate. '

Model six abandons any assumption
thiat there is a frictionless zone or that
distance discourages commuting pro-
portional to some power (e.g., the
square) of the mileage. At the same
tinte, it is recognized that the retarding
eflect of distance is accelerated toward
the outer margin of the labor-shed. In
madel six calculations, commuting s
assumed to diminish direcctdy with dis-

tances up to 20 miles, and beyond that
at a pace proportional to twice the
mileage (e, a distance of 30 miles
waould be assigned a value of 20 + 10 x 2
= 40). Emploving this approach, a
quite favorable 919 coefticient of geo-
graphic association is obtained. Never-
theless, the proportion of longer-distance
commuters was sufficiently overstated
to warrant continued experimentation.

Model seven utilizes the same ap-
proach as model six, but the frictional
effect of distance bevond 20 miles is
increased. Commuting is assumed to
diminish dircctly with mileage up to
20 miles, and bevond that at a pace
proportional to three times the mileage.
In this case the suggested percentage
of commuters {rom cach mileage zone
is close to the actual distribution, and
a very favorable 934 cocthcient of
geographic association is realized. The
restraining effect of mileage could be
further restated in subsequent models
and the coefticient of association prob-
ably improved somewhat, but the ap-
proximate significance of mileage would
appear to be already evident.

Another sct of five models was con-
structed. These differ from the others
in that distance s measured in terms
of commuting time (Table VI, It
was reasoned that it might be possible
to achieve a better At using this distance
measure, and, if so, it might suggest
that time is a better measure of com-
muting distance than mileage.

Models cight and nine, patterned
after models one and two, cemploy the
two most standard formulatious of
the gravity concept. In model eight
distance is assumed to retard commuting
in direct proportion to the number
of minutes, and in model nine in direct
relation to the square of the number of
minutes involved. Moaodel eight results
are inferior to those of model one; the
proportion of commuters bevond 33
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TABLE VIl
DIStRINUTION OF FIBER PLANT COMMUTERS SUGGLSIED 8V PROBABILIIY MUDLLS

(Distance measured in minutes)

2 Minatesh l J.-‘ ‘_’I:“", Model 8 Model 9 Model 19 Model 11 Moded 12
one nutes 1clrsbution Per cent Per cent Per crnt Per cont Per conit
Per cent
6-11 7.56 3.37 10.39 4.10 9.3t 35.63
12-17 30.38 21.28 35.54 25.83 58. %3 33.42
18-23 12.74 6.23 8.53 7.59 14.78 6.61
24-29 9.30 6.03 6.24 7.5 4.21 3.99
. J 30-38 8.64 7.92 6.53 %.01 3.35 .86
36~41 9.94 12.59 9.33 13.78 3.38 5.0t
42-47 4.32 7.07 4.3 5.95 1.19 2.2
48-53 10.37 20.60 11.76 15.88 2.80 sh2
$4-60 6.79 15.40 7.34 10.53 1.57 3.54
Totalcoivriviiieinanas, 100.01 100.01 99,97 99.97 100.02 100.00
Coefficient of geographic association with
actual distribution. ..........0 el .758 .900 .849 .678 689

*The “0-3" minute zone is considered nonexisient. As indicated by the regression line in Figure 3. it requires about
six minutes to travel zero miles; this is presumubly a measure of terminal time.

miles is badly overstated, and within
35 miles-understated. By contrast, the
results in model nine are immensely
superior to those of the unsuccessful
model two. While the values for the
two closest zones are significantly high,
a favorable (.900) coefficient of geo-
graphic association is attained.

Model ten uses the highly effective
model seven as a guide; distance is
assumed to restrain commuting directly
as the number of minutes up to 35
(as suggested by model eight), and
beyond that at the rate of three times
the number of minutes. Model ten
did not achieve model seven’s measure
of success, and rccorded a fair (.849)
coeflicient of geographic association.

Model eleven attempts to improve
on model nince by adjusting the assumed
frictional effect of distance. In maodel
nine the suggested values were high
up to 18 minutes. Therefore, in model
eleven distance is presumed to retard
commuting directly as the number of
minutes up to 18, and bevond thar at
the rate of the square of values in excess
of 18 (c.g., 25 minutes would be assigned
a value of 18 + 7 squared, or 67).
The results provide an example of how

a secmingly nunor adjustment can
severelyv change suggested distributions;
model eleven registers a very poor (.678)
cocfiicient of geographic association.

One final model was constructed. In
the previously discussed regression unai-
vsis comparing commuting mileage with
minutes, a *terminal time” of about
six minutes was indicated. Perhaps a
superior measure of distance would be
attained hy subtracting six minutes
from all indicated commuting times,
thus speeifying the time clapsed while
actually  travelling, Otherwise, model
twelve is similar to the successful model
nine, i.¢., commuting ig assumed to he
discouraged  in direct  proportion  to
the square of the distance, The results
in this madel are disappointing; the
very poor (.689) coefticient of geographic
associ:tion suggests that the subtraction
of “terminal time"” is unwarranted.
Despite the failure of attempts to im-
prove on model nine, the best in this
group, it must he assumed that con-
tinued cexperimentation  could in o all
likeLihood produce a somewhat closer it

The construction of the probability
models  demonstrates  that  geographic
distributions similar to the actual ones
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can be approximated, leading  some
eredence to the assumption that the
number of commuters will vary directly
with population and inversely  with
distance from a specified point. The
signilicance of an irregular population
distribution as a factor contributing to
an uneven geography  of commuter
origins is, evident in the models. Less
obvious is the specific impact of dis-
tance on commuting, The fuct that a
very high fit was attained in model
seven suggests that in this area distance
does exert a greater restraining influence
bevond about twenty miles, perhaps
proportional to thrice the mileage be-
vond that point. As to whether the
number of miles or the number of
minutes is the better measure of dis-
tance, there is little cvidence here to
support one over the other, even though
a somewhat better At was obtained
using milcage.

THE CoxnsiDERATION OF OTHER
GEOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Population and distance are nor the
only geographic variables which prob-
ably have a bearing on the spatial
pattern of commuter origins. This would
partially explain the dithculty in con-
structing models which consider onlv
these two variables. When probability
maoxlel distributions were compared with
actual distributions, discrepancies were
noted. For example, a particular dis-
tanee zone may be supposed to generate
a specihed number of commuters ac-
cording to some model, but in fact
provides only a few. Perhaps some
other factors are causing the distance
zotie to supply fewer commuters than
would be expected on the basis of the
population-distance relationship  built
into the model. As can be seen in Tuable
I, there are sizable differences among
labor-shed counties in such matters as
rates of population growth, urbaniza-

tion, intensity of agricultural and manu-
facturing cmploviment, per capita in-
come, wages, levels of unemployment,
and density of paved roads. One might
cansider other factors, such as levels of
education, land  tenancy, and  farm
abandonment., Al of these factors and
many more mayv have some influence
on the rendency  or  willingness  of
workers to commnnte.

As a means of observing the possible
signithcance of some of the varables
noted above, Table [N was prepared,
comparing the actual number of hber
plant commuters from cach of nine
counties withh the number suggested
in probability model seven, the model
achieving  the highest coefficient  of
geographic  associntion.  Maodel seven
values are treated as the *‘expected
norm,” and the pereentage deviation
of the actual number from that expected
in madel seven is indicated. The southern
counties provide many more commuters
than model seven sugpests, and the
northwestern counties quite the reverse,
The deviations were compared  with
the county dJata presented in Table 1.
Clearly evident is a reasonably high
correlation between these deviations
(actual from expected conmumuters) and
at least three geographic variables: per
capita income, population density, and
intensity of agricultural emplovment.
To facilitate regional comparisons, for
cich of the four variables the nine coun-
ties are ranked., one  through nine
{Table IX). In the case of agricultural
cmplovment, where the correlation s
negative, the ranking is given in inverse
order to maintain concordance.

The similarity of the four rankings
shown in Table X is sutficient to suggest
that these three geographic variibles
may have o significant effect on the
commuting pattern of fiber plant work-
ers. The moderately high rank  corre-
lation coctheients awained (+.37 to
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about three times the arca, Commuting
isolines provide a promising means
of delimiting labor market areas; this
permits the labor-shed to be conceived
as a region diminishing by degree rather
than terminating abruptly  at some
arbitrarilv-designated limit. Comniuting
isolines can be based on miles or. min-
utes, but the additional effort required
to obtain data on travel time in itsclf
recommends the use of mileage in con-
structing isoline maps. As to the ques-
tion of which is the better measure of
commuting distance—miles or minutes
—the evidence in this study, while
inconclusive, does suggest that there is
relatively little advantage in one over
the other.

Wages appear to be the primary
factor explaining the acute differences
in the two commuting patterns. Wages

at the fiber plant are, like their commut-’

ing distances, much above the average
for the state and the ten-county study
arca, \Within the hAber plant group, there
is no correlation between wages and
distance, but the criticai point here
may be that almost all fiber plant
workers receive a wage above the
study-area average. The shirt lactory
workers, with a below-average wage,
commute a distance somewhat under
the state mean. The prevalence of
female workers at the shirt factory does
not expliin the variance in distance, as
there are no apparent differences in
the commuting habits of men and
women in this area. A firm considering
a location in this or a similar district
should compare its wage standards
with those prevailing in the area before
making estimates on the size of the

labor-shed from which it can expect
to draw labor,

A series of probability models based
on gravity concepts provided a useful
method of appraising the importance
of two geographic variables, population
and  distance. The positive  relation
hetween the irregular population  dis-
tribution and the uneven geographie
pattern of commuter origins is effectively
indicated by the high degree of associa-
tion between the distributions of com-
muters suggested by some models and
the actua] geographic distribution. The
apparent  significance  of distance in
retarding commuting in this section of

_ecastern North Carolina was approxi-

mated through a lengthy process of
experimentation with assorted valuations
of distance in the probability models,

Diserepancies between the actual dis-
tribution of commuters and those desig-
nated by the more successful models
are possibly explained by spatial differ-
caces in other conditions. Districts
generating  more  comumuters than a
model suggests tend to be areas with
a high percentage of the labor force in
agriculture, low per capita income, low
population density, and little if any
recent population growth. In the fnal
analvsis, an appraisal of any commuting
pattern requires a consideration of a
multitude  of interrelated  geographic
variables.
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TABLE IX
SOME GEOGRAPHIC VARLABLES POSSIRLY KESPONSIBLE FOR DISCREPANCY REIWEERN
MODEL SEVEN AND ACTUAL DISTRIBUTION OF FIBLR PLANT COMMUTLRS
]1 t i Rkt de. f ' i
Nimbe ! © Prrcrntuge i : . Ruank - O Ruauk per.
Number of ¢ Aanal L deviation, : ‘l"“)""_"' Lo lea? Rank™ 1960 contage of 1van
Conniys coﬁnﬂlrlfllf:'lf o Mumber of actual act ":"_/"_"'" ' por popnlation  « {abor furee in
i;“;}‘;;’:} . commuters | from ;';X“‘L‘i"" capita . dewsitye | agriendiure
- el , suguesied 1o p'f ‘,“,'. ) income ; i (dnverse vrder)
O3} e
Cextrar Couxries
Lenoir............ 435 Jos -15 3 3 3 3
Pitt....o.vvnvenn 203 261 +29 7 5 4 6
Greene............ 56 57 +2 H 6 6 9
NORTHWESTERN
88 73 —17 2 4 t2 4
31 7 =77 1 2 1 2
SOUTHERN COUNTIES
Duplin............ 19 st +168 9 8 7 7
Jones. ... ......... 13 23 +77 8 9 9 8
Easter~y CouNTtIEs
Beaufort.......... 19 19 0 4 7 8 ]
Craven............ 54 64 +19 6 1 5 1
Spearman’s rank correlation coetlicient with figures in fourth column +.62 +.73 +.57

» Ouly those counties within a one.hour commuting distance (arbitrary cut-off point in probability models) are considered.

» Rank among nine counties here considered.
¢ Derived from data in Table I.

+.73) would be much higher were it
not for Craven County's sizable rank
inconsistency. Craven is unique among
study arca counties in that it possesses
a large military installation (Cherry
Point Mlarine Air Station) enmiploving
large numbers of civilians, thus explain-
ing in part that county's higher per
capita income and lower intensity of
agricultural employment.

The generation of greater than ocx-
pected numbers of commuters from
lower-income countics® tends to sub-
stantiate the observation made carlicr
that when a manulacturing plant ollers
wages appreciably above those prevail-
ing in a region, one can expect the
workers to show a greater willingness
to commute longer distances. The data
for Duplin and Jones counties in Tables
I and IX suggest that the greater the
positive difference between a plant's

# Further evidence of such a relationship
can be seen in Figure 6 which shows the distribu-
tion of shirt workers. Duplin County, where
the average inconme is particularly low, supplies

many more workers than other higher-income
counties equidistant from the fictory.

wages and those prevalent in an area,
the greater the distance workers will
be willing to travel. The counties with
the highest percentage of the labor
force in agriculture are also the countics
with lower per capita inconmes and
stagnant or declining populations; such
conditions are indicative of poor or
declining agricultural opportunities and
presumably stimulite commuting.*

SUMMARY

The commuting pattern of the higher-
wage fiber plant workers contrasts
sharply with that of the lower-wage
shirt factory cmplovees. The former
commute a mean distance of 17,5 miles
the latter average
the two Iabor-sheds

cach way, while
6.7 miles. Where
are outlined to encompass the **nearest
90" per cent of the respective com-
muters, the fiber plant labor-shed covers

2 The greater tendency of workers to com-
mute where agricaltural conditions are poor
was abserved in upstate New York by Harold 1,
Conklin: The Rural-Urban Feonomy of  the

Elndra-Corning  (N.Y.) Region, Jowrn. Land
and Public Utitity Feonomies, Vol 20, 1944, p. 3.
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by GENE F. SUMMERS and JEAN M. LANG

mental Studies, University of Wisconsin-Madison. It is based
upon material in Gene F. Summers, Sharon Evans, Frank
Clemente, Elwood M. Beck, Jr. and Jon Minkoff, Industrial
Invasion of Nonmetropolitan America; Praeger, 1976,

The University of Wisconsin Department of Rural Saciology
issues a semi-annual list of “Publications in Print.”" Many of
these deal with applied programs in Wisconsin, others with
specific studies in community development and rural indus-
trialization related to problems discussed in this article. For
a copy of the publications list, write Gene Summers at the
Department ‘of Rural Sociology, 603 WARF Building,
University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 53706.

Over the last twenty-five years manufuacturing industries
have been moving out of the city and into the countryside at
an ever increasing rate. Between 1960 aud 1970 manutuc-
turing employment in nonmetropolitan areas grew by 22
percent while manufacturing jobs in inetropolitan areas grew
only four percent.

Industries have had their own reasons for expanding into
rural areas: lower local taxes, cheaper land and water costs,

(Bringing, Jobs to People: Does It Pay??

This article was prepared by Gene F. Summers, Professor of + and a good supply of laborers, presumably steeped in the
Rural Sociology, University of Wisconsin-Madison, and Jean | American work ethic.
M. Lang, Editor and Science Writer, Institute for Environ-

Industry’s interest in rural factory sites has been strongly

. encouraged by the eager solicitations of potential host com-

munities and by federal policy. For example, nonmetro-
politan location of industry has been an explicit goal of
recent federal anti-poverty legislation including the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, the Public Works Act of
1965, the Appalachian Regional Act of l965 and the Rural
Development Act of 1972,

The apparent logic behind this interventionist strategy is
fairly simple. Both rural poverty gnd urban socioeconomic
problems are seen as products of a geographic mismatch of
labor supply and demand. The mismatch has been caused
by a decline in economic opportunities in rural areas and an
increase of the same opportunities in urban areas. One means
of correcting this imbalance is to stimulate the rural
economy, thereby increasing job opportunities and halting
the exodus of rural labor to the city.

An industry, particularly a manufacturing plant that
generates a direct flow of money to the local community, is
considered an ideal stimulus.for the rural economy. Indus-

This aerial photo shows the village of Hennepin, llinois, and the Putnam County Court House (center, right)—the oldest
in continuous use in [llinois -with a new Jones & Laughlin Steel plant in the background. The plant produces cold rolled
and galvanized steel sheets. This, and the photo on page 10 are courtesy of the Jones & Laughlin Steeil Corporation.
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try’s presence is expected to spark income growth, popula-
tion redistribution. housing improvements, better com-
munity services, and other amenities. It is exactly these
presumed benefits that make large industry so attractive to !
the small community. But ure these benefits being delivered? |
Do rural communities really profit from industry’s arrival,
or are there undesirable side cffects?

In a study sponsored by the Economic Development
Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, a team of
sociologists attempted to answer these questions.'

Our group reviewed almost 100 case studies of the im-
pacts of industrial location on nonmetropolitan communi-
ties. The case studies encompassed more than 700 manu-
facturing plants in 245 locations and 34 states. The
predominant industries were metals production and fabri-
cation, chemicals manufacture and wearing apparel assembly.
The factories ranged in size from those with less than ten
workers to plants with over 4,000 employees. The majority
of factories were located in the Midwest and the South.

Although the studies included a great diversity of indus-
tries and locations, they did not constitute a representative
sample and should be judged accordingly.

Employment - Direct Hiring

There is no question that industry brings new jobs to a
community. Some of the jobs come from direct hiring of
plant personnel, and others follow indirectly as the new
industry stimulates growth in existing sectors of the local
economy. The important question is who gets the new jobs.

Our study revealed that new factories generally did not
hire the local unemployed. In the majority ol cases only a
small portion of the jobs were filled by local disadvantaged
or unemployed persons (Table 1). There was also con-
siderable evidence that nonwhites were underrepresented in
rural factories.

There appeared to be two primary reasons why local poor,
minorities and disadvantaged were infrequently hired:

First, the labor pool for a rural industry extends well
bevond the area of the host community. Long distance
commuters are not uncommon, and the new factory
generates considerable in-migration and settlement of
workers from the surrounding area (Table 2). From this
widespread labor force, industry selects the better educated,
more highly skilled worker with the “right” rucial heritage.
The local unskilled resident often has little hope of quali-
fying.

Second, many jobs are taken by newcomers to the labor
force, primarily women. Many rural industries, particularly
textiles and electronics assembly, prefer female labor. Thus
previously nonworking women fill the factory jobs. This
increases the number of people in the labor force but does
not decrease the number of unemployed workers in the
community.

Tronically, it is possible for new industry to reduce unem-

ployment and poverty in a community without providing a

Zoning laws prohibit subdividing farms in this Wisconsin
township so developers get around this rule by creating
5-acre ‘“farmettes.”’ University of Wisconsin photograph
by Jim Larison.

Tabie 1
Percentage of New Plant Workers
Previously Unemployed

% of Jobs
Filled by
No. of Previously
Study Site Industry Jobs  Unemploved
Linton, Ind. Aluminum chairs 100 25.0%
Wynne, Ark. Apparel; copper
tubing 1,900 11.2
Rachester, Minn. Business machines 1,862 14.0
Ravenswood, W, Va,  Aluminum 894 11.0
k. Oklashoma Comm. 12 plants (mixed) 554 1.7
A.R.A. Area Survey 33 plants (mixed) 1,262 43.0
Mt. Airy, N. C. Appliances 435 8.0
Jefferson, la. Stamping, athiletic
equipment 369 3.0
Orange City, la. 10 plants (mixed) 364 19.0

Creston, [a. Appliance, chemicals,

oil filters 424 1.0
Farm machinery,
stadium bleachers,

Grinnell, [a.

plastics 200 7.0
Decorah, fa. Screws; undetermined 212 8.0
Star City, Ark. Apparel (shirts) 336 9.5
Table 2
Proportion of Plant Workers Migrating
to Take New Employment
Census No. of Average
Region Studies Percent
North Central 6 32
South 4 32
West 1 i8
All Regions 1 30
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Employment - Multiplier Effect
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single job to the disadvantaged who live there. Although the
labor force may expand faster than the ranks of the unem-
ployed, the absolute number of persons in economic distress
may be unchanged or slightly increased (Table 3). In gencral,
the cuse studies showed that the operations of the local
labor market often work against the needs of the people for
whom rural industrial development has been aliegedly pro-
" moted.

Besides hiring local workers for its tactory, new industry
is expected to generate secondary jobs in the retail, whole-
sale and service trades of the host community. This indirect
effect on employment is called a “multiplier.” A muitiplier
of 1.0 means the industry brings no new jobs except those
by direct hiring. A muitiplier of 1.63 means that for every
new job in the factory, another .63 job is created within the
community.

Assignificant finding of the case study review was that the
majority of industries in the rural community had a mul-
tiplier etfect of less than 1.2, Several reasons were given for
these tow multipliers:

First, the less diversified the existing manifacturing,
commercial and service industries are. the less imipact the
new industry will have on local economy,

An example of the encroachment of housing developments on
. of Wisconsin.

Table 3

Unemployment Rates Before and
After Industrial Development

Studyv Sites

Jackson Co | la.

Cross Co Ark,

Washington Co,, Miss,

Box Fider Co., Utah

Putnam, LaSalle and
Burcau Co,, I,

Adair Co., Okla,
Cherokee Col, Okla,
Muskogee Co,, Okl

Hot Springs Co,, Avk.

Baxter Co_, Ark,
Howard Co., Ak,
Logan Co., Ark,
Randolph Cao, Ark,
Benton Coo Avk,
White Co., Avk,
Laurel Co,, Ky,

Faunar Co,fesas

Dates Rates (%)
Before After Before After Change
1950 1960 1.8 3.7 +1.9
1960 1970 5.2 4.6 -6
1950 1963 10.1 4.2 -5.9
1955 1965 6.7 7.0 +(1.3
1966 1973 3.6 5.0 +1.4
1960 1970 16.4 17.5 +i.1
1960 1970 16.2 10.0 -6.2
19600 1970 ¥.9 7.4 -1.5
1988 1970 11.9 7.0 -49
1964 1970 8.2 4.7 -3.5
1960 1970 4.3 39 -4
1958 1970 156 6.8 -8.8
1964 1970 9.4 9.3 =(.1
19600 1970 5.5 4.5 -1.0
1960 1970 124 120 0.0
1960 963 12.6 7.1 -5.5

1952 1962 6.0 §.2 BN

i
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Second, commuters, who generallv make up a substantial
part of the rural factory work force, often spend their
salary in their place of residence rather than their pluce of
work. Much of the factory income “leaks out™ of the host
community.

Third, many small towns alreadyv have cxcess under-
utilized business capacity. As a result, the firm can handle
industry-induced increases in sales without hiring additional
workers or enlarging their capital stock.

Fourth, many industries are linked by a national network
to outside suppliers and processors and have no need to
draw upon local services or products.

At worst, the local community may become little more
than a labor source for the factory with virtually no indirect |
or induced employment.

Four often cited studies (nos. 15, 16, 17, and I8 in
Table 4) that depict nonmetropolitan industry with a mul-
tiplier of 1.5 or more were closely examined by the review
team. In each of the studies it was found that only those
rural counties had been selected that had relatively large
manufacturing sectors {more than 15 percent of total em-
ployment) and were undergoing rapid and substantial eco-
nomic growth. According to these criteria, only 30 counties
in the entire U.S. qualified in 1970.

Income

Industrialization of the rural area does bring an increase
in average income over a period of time. The case studies

showed that average increases in individual income varied
from 5.3 to 1X3.0 percent, and average family income in-
creases ranged from 250 to 1784 percent. towever, in
most cases both family and individual income increases were
less than 50 percent.

Three factors were largely responsible for the frequent
cases of relatively small income growth:

* Small income increases were usually associated with
lower wage industries such as wood, textiles and
upparel.

Industrics importing raw materials into the area and
exporting products out of the area created smaller
secondary income effects as discussed above.

A substantial amount of commuting by nonresidents
into an area for work, and by residents out of an area
to shop, reduced the size of income growth.

Significantly, of the numerous case studies on industry’s
impuct. very few had considered how income growth is dis-
tributed throughout the population. Of those studies which
did examine this factor, all suggesied that certain sectors of
the population receive no benefits from industrial develop-
ment. Indeed, for groups such as the elderly and blacks,
industrialization often has negative effects. As the com-
munity’s standard of living rises, prices go up and the pur-
chasing power of these disadvantaged groups decreases.

In addition. several of the impact studies showed that the
greatest gain in bencfits went to newcomers in the com-

Table 4
Employment Multipliers

1951-59

Unit of Research Indusrrial Direct Employment
Study Site Analysis Time Period Product Emplovyment Multiplier
1. Linton, Ind. City 1964 Aluminum chairs 119 1.02-
2.  Gassville, Ark, §-County Area 1960-63 Shirt plant 750 1.1
3.-  Summerville, S. C. 4-County Area 1963 Brick factory 25 1.36
4. Pickens, Miss. 4-County Area 1964-65 Tissue paper mitl 57 114~
5. Braxton Co., W. Va. County 1963 Particle board plunt 77 1.50
6. Hart Co., Ky. County 1963 Bedding plant (RN 1.06—
7. Fieming Co., Ky. County 1958-63 Aute & appliance
trim. shoes 328 1t
8.  Laurel Co., Ky. County 1958-63 Yarn 107 1.18
9. Lincoln Co.,Ky. County 1958-63 Apparel 380 1.0~
" 10.  Marion Co., Ky. County 1958-63 Barrels, Communications
equipment, Apparel 496 111
11.  Russell Co., Ky. County 1958.63 Apparet 206 1.03
12. © Howard Co., Ind. County 1949-60 All manutucturing 4,006 1.44
13. Box Elder Co., Utah County 1955-61 Chemicals 5.688 1.34
14.  Lawrence Co., Tenn. County 1954-63 Bicycles 2,270 1.36
15.  Select U.S. Counties 11 Counties 1950-60 All manufacturing 17.116 1.65-
16.  Select U.S. Counties 10 Counties 1960-70 All manufacturing 25677 1.68.--
17.  Leflore Co., Miss. County 1959-64 All manufacturing 1,430 1.5
18.  White Co., Ark. County Al manufacturing 590 1.71 -
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munity rather than to the original residents. “«.This suggests
that the people who bear the cost of the development (by
increased taxes for land development, for example) may not
be the same people who will capture the benefits and in
fact they may find themselves in a worse relative position
after development than before.

The question arises as to whether industrial development
is a desirable community goal simply because it may mar-
ginally increase average income. The basic issue boils down
to whether growth in “community™ well-being should be
purchased at the expense of the disadvantaged.

Population Changes

Does industrial development halt population decline in
small towns or rural communities? The answer is une-
quivocally, yes.

All case studies dealing with industry’s impact on rural
population showed that the rate of population decline
had been slowed, halted, or—as in the majority of cases—
reversed after industry’s arrival. However, the studies also
made it clear that most population growth was based on an
increased migration of workers into the area.

In eleven case studies, an average 30 percent of factory
workers had moved into the host communities to take their
jobs. The majority of these workers had griginally commuted
to the factory from neighboring areas within a radius of 50
miles. Eventually, however, as the workers became more
settled and secure in their jobs, most of them moved into

the host community or nearby towns. Exceptions to this™]

trend occurred when a county had well-developed trans-
portation and educational systems, as well as a surplus of
labor. In such instances, employees preferred to commut
rather than move to town. )
The population growth that accompanied industrializa-
tion was found to be centered in the factory town rather
than being spread throughout the country. In almost all
cases, the population in the host town increased while the
rural and farm population of the surrounding area decreased.
Thus, industrialization frequently caused more of the county
population to become ‘“‘urbanized” or “suburbanized”
without causing any overall increase in county population.
Industrial location is often promoted as a technique for
achieving urban-rural population balance. Our findings,
however, suggest that what industry does achieve is a redis-
tribution of the local rural population rather than a move-
ment of people into the area from distantmetropolitan areas.
In a number of case studies, the age composition of the

‘population also showed slight change with the arrival of

industry. The changes were primarily due to migration in
one form or another. In some instances, age declined due to
in-migration of young workers with young families.

A close look at twelve case studies revealed that most in-
dustries preferred to hire young adults who could handle
physically hard work. Yet. surprisingly, industrial develop-
ment failed to stem the flow of young people migrating oul
of rural communities. This is noteworthy in light of the

8

popular notion that attracting more industry to the small
town will eliminate the need for the young to leave home in
search of work.

Benefits to the Public Sector

Industry is actively sought by small communities in the
hopes of enlarging the community’s tax base. An enlarged tax
base means an increase in public income and the expansion
of community services. In general, industry’s contributions
to the public income can be divided into two categories:
direct payments and induced (or indirect) payments.

Direct Payments

Property Tax. The actual size of industry’s property tax
bill is largely determined by local and state tax structures
and by negotiated agreements between local government
officials, development representatives and industrial man-
agement. Case studies show that frequently local govern-
ment is willing to grant “tax holidays” exempting industrial
property from taxation for 5, 10, or 15 years. This is a form
of subsidization for industrial development and as such is a
Cost to [()CI!‘ govemment.

Feesand Service Charges. Communities with municipally
owned utilities can expect direct payments from industry
for services rendered. These utility fees should at least
equal the cost of extending service to the plant. The evi-
dence suggests that in many communities costs are, in fact,
all that is recovered from fees and there are no net gains
from utility payments.

The few studies which focused on industry’s direct pay-
ments to local government suggest that most of the potential
for income gain by the host community is bargained away.
Many local leaders are willing to trade direct revenues from
new industry for indirect funds on the apparent assumption
that the latter will outweigh the former.

Indirect Pavmenis

Indirect payments by industry to the public sector are
more diverse and are based on industry’s ability to boost
local average income and subsequently increase the value—
and tax assessments—of local properties and businesses.

Wages and salaries paid by the new industry are a stimulus
to growth and add to local income only to the extent that
the plant’s payroll is spent in the host community. How-
ever, one case study revealed that through leakage of income
to nonlocal recipients, an average weekly plant payroll of
$6.000 shrunk to $4.779. The “leaked” money was spent
primarily on food, services and investments in neighboring
communities: was put into savings: and was used to pay off
old debts. In rural communities, gains in aggregate dispos-
able income may be more apparent than real for the local
market.

Increases in logal public revenues result from industrial
development only when growth in the private sector is con-
verted into public monies. These monies include increased
property faxes from the expunsion or construction of new |
homes and businesses, increased retail sales and sales tax, ]
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growth without ever increasing
its commercial or residential tax
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(Adapted from Hirsch, 1961)

Figure 1: Flow chart for Public Sector Costs and Benefits of New Industry
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increased utility fees and an increase in the transfer of state
and federal revenues to the local community.

Residential and Commercial Property Tax. New manu-
facturing jobs in a community generally mean that more
income will flow into home construction and improvements.
This in turn means an increase in property values and pro-
portionately, property taxes. Likewise, as residents spend
more disposable income and as industry draws upon the
services of local businesses, existing commercial establish-
ments will expand. In fact, all the case studies showed
that industrial development did bring increases in assessed
valuation of property and subsequent increases in local
property tax revenues.

However, the case studies also revealed that increases in
housing construction or business expansion cannot be pre-
dicted with certainty. Many small towns have both under-
utilized housing and excess business capacity. This slack
means that the town can accommodate a certain amount of

ments also increases.  Larger
amounts of the taxes on personal
sales. and income tax are typical)
find their way back to the local community. Similarly,
a greater proportion  of corporate income taxes or
gross  receipt  taxes on industrial output are turned
back to the host comnmunity rather than being added
to the state’s general fund.

The case studies suggest, however, that industrialized
communitics may come to depend on state and federal
payments for a larger share of their total receipts. Fre-
quently, this dependence on transfer payments is only
temporary and declines after a period of adjustment. For
example. since the gasoline tax is more immediately re-
sponsive to growth in economic activity than is assessed
valuation of property. local officials may temporarily rely
on gasoline tax transfer payments rather than on property
tax to meet immediate costs,

The case studies are very consistent in reporting increases
in local revenue following industrial location. The assessed
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valuation of property clearly is expanded and property tax
receipts increased in every community.
sistently increased resulting in added revenue from sales tax.
Intergovernmental transfer payments increased in absolute
dollar amounts and communities appeared to shift the tax

Retail sales con-

burden from local toward nonlocal revenue sources. The
sum in the benefit column can add up to a substantial
i amount,

Cost to the Public Sector

If one considers only the benefit stream, the conclusion
must be that new industry produces added revenue lor the
local public sector. But an often overfooked fact is that the
added revenue brought to the community by industry may
be equalled or even exceeded by added and often unexpected
costs. For this reason it is extremely important to consider
how new industry contributes to the costs ot the public
sector, ’

Attracting New Industry. The initial costs of new in-
dustry arise when a community attempts to altract a plant
to its area. The most frequently incurred costs in the wooing
of industry are as follows:

| * land acquisition costs.

* site preparation (including extension and improve-
ment of access roads and preliminary landscaping),

I * loss of previously collectable property taxes in in-
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stances where new industry is given a tax “holiday™
or reduced rate,

* increased police and fire protection,

* provision of water and sewerage. electricity and/or gas,

olten tor fees that are less than cost.

As an example of the large investments that some com-
munitics have in their efforts to attract industry, consider
the city in Kentucky that issued $250000 worth of indus-
trial revenue bonds to finance land acquisition and building
construction for a shoe factory. Since the land and building
were city-owned, they were exempt from real property tax.
lu addition, the city granted the compuany a five-year
exemption from personal property taxes.

In another case. a Kentucky city issued a $650.000
reventie bond and held title to the land, building and part
of the equipment of the plant making them nontaxable.
The city also extended a water line to the plunt at a cost of
$10.000 to the city.

All these development efforts by the local community
are torms of subsidy and must be regarded as costs to the
community. In sonie instances, part of the subsidy cost is
recovered, but in other instances only a partial recovery is
achieved. Often local public officials underestimate a new
industry’s requirements for community services above and
beyond the nitial commitment to land, building and equip-
ment. These additional costs of government services. plus
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costs of school expansion and environmental degradation.
also must be recovered by the public sector if it is to realize
a net gain from new industry.

Accommodating Growth. Besides the costs of attracting
industry, the host community must also accommodate the
costs of a growing population. As mentioned above, industry
frequently brings an influx of new workers who are primarily
young adults with families. These in-migrants place increased
demands on the community for schools, health care. and
recreational and general services.

Growth in the number of residential and business prop-
erties also places greater demands on local government to
provide improved police and fire protection, road main-
tenance and water and sewerage services. Eleven out of
twelve case studies showed substantial increases in costs of
community services to residents with the arrival of industry.
Water and sewerage services, particularly, were important
sources of increased cost. Rockdale, Texas, for example,
was forced to driil a new city well and to issue a bond for
sewerage line extension as a result of industrial development.

The case studies suggest that while public officials often
overesumate their communities growth capacmes they
underestimate the ¢ capacity of existing utilities and services

‘fo accommodate development. The _tesult is a major outlay

of publlc funds_that increase the per capita cost of publi¢c

Expanding School Services. The case studies provided
consistent evidence that new industry increases the popu-
lation of school-age children. It is also clear that increased
enrollment resulted in increased operating budgets for
schools and sometimes in high capital outlay to accommo-
date new students.

While some of these additional costs are recovered
through increased taxes and intergovernmental transfer
payments, part of the burden must be carried by the host
community.

Left (page 10): Aerial photograph of the new Hennepin
Works Division of Jones & Laughlin Steel Corporation, abour
120 miles southwest of Chicago. The plant, which is now

nearing full production, is located on J&L's 6,000 acre site,
and has about 30 acres under roof.

Below: Jim Larison photo shows the effect of new sewage
lines on rural land.

Environmental Degradation. Industry brings long-term
alterations of the environment: loss of open space and
agricultural land, increased man-land density and changes in
land use patterns. In addition. industry frequently brings
problems of air, noise and water pollution. At the time
most of the case studies were made, the environment was
not a major concern and one observer made this comment:
The most striking social cost to the town imposed by industry is
water poliution. which in most of the towns studied has reached
serious proportions. The concern for this problem shown by town
governments is after the fact. Since industry is primarily respon-
sible, the weak position taken by tocal government suggests that the

|
absence ot water pollution control is one form of industrial in- !
centive.2 |

|

Net Gains

The net gain of new industry to the local public sector is
the difference between its direct and indirect cost and its
direct and indirect benefits. While most case studies have
stressed the henefits side of the ledger, a few have also
looked at the cost side and found some interesting facts. In
one study five Kentucky towns with eight new plants were
examined. It was found that only two of the plants pro-
duced revenues in excess of that yielded by the property
prior to the plant location. Analysis of secondary impacts,
where one might expect net benefits due to operation of the
multiplier effect, corroborated the negative impact of new
industry.

Other studies which compured estimated net gains of the
private sector with net gains by the public sector also
showed some sharp contrasts. One estimate, which closely
approximated actual conditions in tweive communities,
showed the private sector averaging a net gain of $152.981.
The public sector averaged only $521 and the school dis-
trict $401. This kind of evidence challenges the belief that
new industry will substantially improve the fiscal burden of
many nponmetropolitan communities.  The evidence also
suggest that were local government more assertive in chan- |
neling private sector gains into the public sector, industrial
location could contribute more positively to a community’s
fiscal well-being. !

In summary, industiial location in the rural community
can bring employment, population growth and economic
prosperity to the area: but as the studies have shown, these
benefits do not come automatically nor do they appiy in all
cases. In some instances the structure of the community
and the character of the particular industry merge to the
benefit of both parties. More often the industry clearly
gains while having a negligible or even negative effect on the |
host community over the long run. i
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