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. asoz Federal Register/Vol. 63, No. ZGIF?r_iday. January 30, 19987 Proposed Rules
'DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ~ is)truc{ura and proposes replacing the 'SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATICN:
; - . " basic formula price with a multiple - :
Agricultural Marketing Service component pricing system. Thisp : -[rﬂ:h, Ulfqﬂnte“;sB . 4 Requi
' : ) . : . Legislative anc Backgroun gquirements
7 GER Parts 1000, 1001,.1002, 1004, p?:'p“ed rule also establishes a new - Legislative Requirements
9 : Class [V which would include milk B d
1005, 1006, 1007, 1012, 1013, 1030, ) - ackgroun
- used to produce nonfat dry milk, butter, Actions Completed
1032, 1033, 1036, 1040, 1044, 1046, 4 other dry milk powders: : . gl
1049, 1050, 1064, 1065, $068; 1076 and other dry milk powders; reclassifies  Public Interaction
1079' 1106l' 142 ' 25' 1' 134' eggnog and cream cheese; and addresses Public Input
qanE v 1324, 1126, 1131, 1134, other minor classification changes, Part ~ Executive Order 12983
.1135. 1137, 1128-and 1139 . 1000 is proposed to be expandedto Executive Ordar 12866
(DA-97-12] _ include sections that are identical toall ~ The ?Bgula“? Flextbility Act and the
o : _ . .ofthe consalidated orders to assist in P Effacts ?c“R rdna t.B“S‘“"sst '
Milk in the New England and Other  simplilying and streamlining the orders. prajiminary Statemen Act of 1995
. " | B Preliminary Statement
Marketing Areas; Proposed Rule and : . ; : i
. . s ; DATES: Comments must be submitted on . i, Discussion of Material Issues and -
Opportunity To File Comments,: . P d Amend he Orders -
' or before March 31, 1998. roposed Amendments to the Orders
including Written Exceptions, on , ) ‘Consolidation of marketing areas
Proposed Amendments to Markeling -~ ADDRESSES: Comments (two copies) Basic formula price replacement and other
Agreements and Orders _ . should be submitted to Richard M. __class price issues
: ' - 'McKee, Deputy Administrator, Dairy , . Glass [ price structure o
7CFRpan | - Markating area " Programs, USDA/AMS, Room. 2968, Classification of milk and related issuas
" Sguth Bl.iilding P.O. Box 96456, Provisicns applicabis to all orders
1000 ........ General Pravisions o Fedeial wachinoton DG 20090-6456. - © Regional Issues: '
: Milk Marketing Ordears. e gt -'l b b P - Northeast Region
1001 ........ | New England, omrents also may be sent by fax i . Sputheast Region
1002 . New York-New Jersey. (202) 690-3410. Additionally, S Midwest Region
1004 .oe.c Middle Atlantic. tomments may be submitted via E-mail Woestern Region
1005 .ooneee Carclina, Co - to: Milk__Order__Reform@usda.gov. Miscell?ﬂneous a{l&l Aclmiixistrative:
: Upper Florida. T . - : ; * . Conseclidation of the markating servige, .
.. | Southeast. A Il comments should be 1den:tll_ied administrative expense, and produces-
17 with the docket number found in nd
ampa Bay. } prackets in'the headi f thi sattiement funds E
Southeastern Florida, - rackets in'the heading of this - Consalidation of the transpottation credit
| Chicago Regicnal. document. To facilitate the review - . balancing funds -
Southern  Illincis-Eastern- Mis-  process, please state the particular Proposed general findings
- sOUF. ) - topic{s) addressed, from the following Il Order Language
‘Qhio Valley. . list, at the beginning of the comment:* General provisions

Eastern Ohic-Wastern Pennsyl- - ~gnsolidation, basic formula price, Class MNortheast arder provisions

-vania. I price structure, other class prices, - Appalachian order provisions

. | Southein Michigan. Py ot . Florida order provisions
"| Michigan Upper. Peninsula. . Classification, provisions applicable to Southeast order provisions

Louisville-Lexington-Evansville. - all orders, regional issues [please : Mideast order provisions

Indiana. ~* specify: Northeast, Southeast, Midwaest, ‘Upper Midwest order pravisions
Gentral lilinois. . Waestern), and miscellaneous and.. _ Central order provisions

Greater Kansas City. _ administrative, If comments submitted Southwest order provisions -
Nebraska-Western lowa, pertain to a specific order, pleass  Arizona-Las Yegas order provisions
Upper Midwest. ' identify such order. . : Wastern order provisions

Eastern South Dakota. . . . Pacific Northwest order pravisions
lowa. T _ Comments are alsa being requested on . [y, Appendix
Southwest Plains, -+ . the Executive Order 12866 analysis, the  A; Summary of Preliminary Suggested
1 Pagific Northwest. . Regulatory Flexibility Act analysis, and Order Consolidation Report
'éexas.l A o the Paparwork Reduction Act analysis.”.” B Sumrmary UE Pli'lcing Options

antral Arzona, SHor ] ¢ Sumumary of Classification Report )
Westarn Calorada. vi Agfina]‘?lnt%]:ly' commants may bo seqt : D: Summary of Identical Provisions Report .
‘Southwestern Idaho-Eastern Or-, 1a Gemail io: ' . E: Summary of Basic Formula Price Report

o egon, : Milk__Order_Reform@usda.gov. _ F: Summary of Revised Preliminary
N Eas_te!:qn (;c:lo‘r“'%dcui T All commerits submitted in response Suggested Order Consolidation Report
. | New Mexico-Wast Texas. - to this proposal will be available for - : :
. Great Basin. : . public inspection at the USDA/AMS/ }i:‘?;:;?;gﬁ :nd Background
: AGENGY: Agricultural Marketing S . Dairy Programs, Order Formulation q _
- USDA, gricultural Marketing Service.  Branch, Room 2968, South Building, Legislative Requirements :
A ' ' Dreinced mils. : 14th and Independence Ave., S.W., .~ Section 143 of the Federal Agriculture
Lo ACTION: P.roposed rule. - Washington, D.C.. during normal _ Improvement and Reform Act g? 1996.
: SUMMARY: This proposed rule ~ business hours (7 CFR 1.27(b)}. Al (Famm Bill), 7 U.S.C. 7253, requires that
g consolidates the current 31 Federal milk . POrsons wanting to view the comments by April 4, 1999, the current Federal
' marketing orders into 11 orders. This ~ 2° requested to make an appointment  ~ =~ | o
3 consolidation is proposed to comply in advance by calling Richard M. McKee "™ < gection 143{b){2) requires that a propasad rule
“with the 19986 Far_fn Bill which .. at{202) 7204392, ba published by April 4, 1998 and Sectian 143(b}(3)

s : vidas that “in the event that the Secrotary |s
mandates that the current Federal milk  FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: John E.r,?.,i\n,; or atherwise restrained by a cnu;rgrder

orders be consolidated intobatween 10 - F. Borovies, Branch Chief, USDA/ AMS/  Eom publishing or implamenting the consalidation

. .10 14 orders by April 4, 1899. This Dairy Programs, Order Formulation = . andrelated reforms undar subsection {a). the leagih
_ proposed rule also sets forth two Branich, Room 2971, South Building, - f:;:::ﬁ‘{z;‘;::i'gfi;h:ff;ﬂmc;mlo;:ﬂid w0 the
options for consideration as a _ P.D. Box 96456, Washington, DC 20090—  ime limitations specified in paragraph (2) thereby

. . . .
3 L.

- replacemient, for the Class I prica 6456, (202) 720-6274. extending those time limitations by a period of time
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competitive price of milk any of the
influences of the national milk market. -
It ignores advances in technology and
increased efficiencies. In addition, it
fails to recognize trends in the overall
economy such as inflation and interest

" rates. Thus, this option does not provide

long-term viability. :

pon implementation, all Class I
differentials would be equal to current
differentials. With the baseline
utilizations established at 1996 lavels,
producers would experience Class [

: Erice increases since 1996 was a record
- high year for milk prices. Every existing

order arsa would see increases in Class
I prices of $0.85 per hundredweight
gbove the baseline in the initial year.
However, aven with this increase, some
producers may sea declines in blend
prices as a result of the proposed
consolidation of orders contained in this
proposed rule. :

Initially, Option 5 would not have a
significant impact on the
competitiveness of small businesses, .

-.producers, or processors because prices

would remain relativaly the same.
However, as the supply/demand
adjustor modifies LE& differentials based
on changes in Class [ utilization, price
alignment between markets will become
an issue that would affect a small
business’ ability to'compete. This option
would increase the retail cost of fluid
milk in the initial year or two but would
lowaer the cost of manufactured dairy
products.- ' :

This aption appears attractive on the
surface since higher Class I prices will

o halg maost producers. If utilization and
fea

costs do not move abruptly, orif -
the feed cost formula is designed in

- such a way as to maoderate any abrupt

price mavements, then variability in
Class I prices would be moderated.
However, it seems likely that milk

- prices will be increasing or decreasing

in the same direction as feed prices (i.e.,
higher feed prices means less milk
production thus higher milk prices,
lower feed prices means more milk
production thus lower milk prices.}
Another attractive feature of this
option is that the use of a feed cost
adjustor would adhere to requirements

" .of the AMAA that the Department

consider such costs and other economic
conditions in the establishment of

" prices. In addition, an automatic

utilization adjustor could reduce the

" need to have hearings to change Class 1

differentials if changes in production or

" consumption in an area make the

oxisting differentials inappropriate.
Althmigh attractive on the surface,
further analyses-of Option 5 reveals

" significant problems. First, analysis

completed by the multi-regional ERS

‘modet Indicates that the increase in

prices experianced will not be
sustainable. The rasults of the model

analysis indicate that the higher floored

Class I prices will impact the all-milk
price, and after 3. years, producers will

begin seeing a decrease in the revenue

initialty generated by Option 5. This
will occur because the higher Class 1
prices will stimulate milk production,
which will then iead to lower .

" manufacturing prices. Becauss it is the

biend price that is paid to producers,
the increasa in the Class I prices will not
be enough to offset the decrease in
prices of the other classes of use and the

changes in utilization which will affect -

the differential level. Further details of
the madel results are included in the
economic impact analysis published in
conjunction with this proposed rule.’
Next, Option 5 may cause disorderly
marketing with the introduction of
inter-markst disparities based on

. temporary chanies in use, Producers in

high Class I markets would benefit at
the expenseof producers in low Class
I markets, In addition, flooring the Class
I price will shift velatility to milk prices
in manufacturing markets. If the feed
cost adjustor only affects Class I prices,
high utilization markats will gain -
relative to prodiicers in lower Class 1.
use markets, who would also besr the
higher feed costs. '
inally, Option 5 uses cturent -
differentials to establish Class I prices.
Although, the 1890 hearing resulted in
changes to many of the current Class I -
differentials, many of the current
differentials are similar to those that
were prascribed in the 1985 Farm Bill.
Thus, argumaents coutd be made that
using the current 1996 Class I '

_differentials as a base for a new ClassT -
pricing surface runs counter to the 1996 -
‘Farm Bill mandate that the new Class [

differentials cannot be based on the -
diiiil'erentials described in the 1985 Farm
Bill. - :

As discussed, Option 5 will create
several problems if implemented as a
Class [price structure. Furthermore,
guestions arise as to whether or not
Option 5 is legal as it may violate the
mandates of the 1996 Farm Bill. Finally,
proponents may. no longer be actively.
supporting this option as a viable

-replacement for the Class I price

structure. Thus, based on this
qualitative and quantitative analysis,
Option 5 is eliminated from further

consideration as a Class I price structure:

replacement. .

. _With the elimination of Option 5,
only two Class I price structure options
remain as possible replacements for the’
current Class [ price structure, Option .
1A and Option 1B. These two aoplions

" prasent national price siructures

developad utilizing the USDSS model.
The options vary in their reliance and

-application of the USDSS madel but

both are based on economic principlas

- contained within the model. Both price
- strugtures have been evaluated
qualitatively against the evaluation. -

criteria and quantitatively utilizing the
multi-regional ERS mode! discussed

" earlier. In addition to analysis
.conducted by the multi-regional ERS .

modal, a static Federal order pool )
analysis has been conducted for Option
1A and Option 1B to provide an
estimate of how the options would have
impacted producer prices during
QOctober 1996, The results of the pool
analyses will be addrassed ina
discussion comparing the.two price
structures.

It should be noted that beth Option
1A and Option 1B may require "

-additional fine-tuning of the Class I._

differentials and adjustments for
location when actual implementation of
the selected price structure occurs .

“within the Federal order program. -

Howevar, this fine-tuning would only
glightty alter the impacts of either

" option. The price surfaces presented
- provide a reasonable indication of the
‘lavel of Class I differentials that may -

- result under sach price surface.

.Option 1A: Location-Specific . -
Differentials. Option 1A would establish
a nationally coardinated system of
location-specific Class I price
differentials reflecting the relative

economic vatue of milk by location. An -

important featurs of the aption is that it -

~ would also includelocation adjustments

that geographicaily align minimum
Class I milk prices paid by fluid milk
processors nationwide regardless of
defined milk marketing area boundaries
or arder pooling provisions. It is based
on the economic efficiency rationale’
presented in Cornell University research
on the 11.5. dairy sector.2s A basic )
premise of Option 1A, confirmed by tha .
Cornatl research, is that the value of
milk varies according to location across
the United States. Option 1A combines
these concepts of spatial price value and
relative price relationships together

with marketing data and expert
knowledge of local conditions and

29 Pratt, James E., Phillip M. Blshop, Eric M, Etha.

- Andraw M. Novakovie, and Mark W. Siephenson,
" “A Description of the Methads and Data Employed -

in the 11,5, Dairy Sector Simulator, Varsion 97.3,"
Ressarch Hulletin 97-09, A Publication of the
Carnell Program on Dairy Markats and Policy,
Dopariment of Agricuitural, Resource, and -
Managerial Economics, Cornéll University, July

- 1997, -
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marketing practices to developa -
national Class [ price structure,

Compared to other Class I price
structure options which have been
propesed by interested parties and/or
are under consideration by the

. Department, this option reflects the

current Class [ pricing surface more than

- the others. Although similar to the

current Class [ price surface, there are .
distinct differences, o

.Under Option 1A, Class | differentials
are lowast in geographical areas
evidencing the largest supplies of milk
relative to local/regional fluid milk
needs. Tha differentials become
progressively higher as they move from
these areas to markets with less .~
production relative to demand for fluid
milk. Nine differential zenes provide
the basis for establishing the price

structure, These zonas were established

based on results of the USDSS model,

demand conditions, and recognition of

_ - other marketing conditions such as fluid
. versus manufacturing markets; urban

versus rural areas, and surplus versus
deficit markets. - '

Class T differentials under this aption
range from a low of $1.60 per

- hundredweight in the base zones'ofl the..

Upper Midwest, Southwest, and West,
wﬂere there are abundant supplies of
milk in excess of fluid milk use, toa’
high of $4.30 per hundredwseight in
Florida, where there are deficit supplies
of milk for fluid uge, thus reflecting the

- location value of milk for fluid use. The

nine zones, differantial ranges, and hasis
for establishing the Class 1 differentiat
levels are as follows: .

Zone 1. The suggested differentials -

- within Zone 1 range from $1.60 to $1.90

per hundredweight, Geographically this
zone is very large and encompasses the
entire Northwestern United States. It
consists of Washington, Oregon, _
Moentana, Idaho, Northern and Central

California, Northern and Western

Nevada, Northern and Western- -

- Wyoming, and Nerthern Utah.

The area defined includes the top
milk production state as wall as two
more of the top ten milk producing
states. Milk production in this region

“has grown and continues to do so. Milk

praduction in this zone tends to be

- concentrated in three areas: Western
- Washingtan and Oregon, the Southern

Valley of idaho and Northern Utah, and
the Central Valley of Califarnia. Due to

‘the numergus mountain ranges it

encompasses, much of the zene is rural

‘and sparsely populated. The excaption
.15 the heavily papulated Western

Coastal areas. . i
Class [ utilization for this zone is
fairly low and a significant amount of -

manufacturing is required to balance the

- markets. Manufacturing facilities are

readily accessible in the milk producing:
arsas. Zone 1 has excess supplies of

-milk, and therafore, could be an -

additional source of milk for other -
regions of the country.

it is expected that Zone 1'will
continue to maintain adequate supplies

. of milk for the Northwestern United

States. The supplies of milk are within
relatively shart distances of plants thus
not requiring significant location
adjustments within the zone. :

Zone 2. The suggested differentials
within Zone 2 would range from $1.60
to $2.65 per hundredweight. Zone 2 is

- a large region encompassing the

Southwestern United States. It consists -

_ of Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, -

Southern California, Southeastern
Nevada, Southern Utah, Southeastern
Wyoming, Southwestern Kansas, West -

-. Texas, and the Panhandle of Oklahoma. -

The area defined intludes portions of

two of the top ten states in milk

praduction as well as two more in the
top twenty. Milk production in this

zone has grown significantly over the

last several years, but has recently
slowed. Milk praduction in'this zone
tends to be concentrated in five areas:
the Southern Valley of California, the .
Phoenix area of Arizona, North Central
Colerado, the El Paso area of Texas and
New Maxico, and the Roswell area of
New Mexico. Much of this region is
rural and sparsely populated due to the
mountainous and arid terrain. The anly

“heavily populated area is the Coastal

region of Soutliern California. For the
rest of the zone, populated areas tend to
congregate around the capital cities of
the Southwestern states, '
Class I utilization for this areais
slightly greater than the average for the
United States. Manufacturing is needed
to balance these markets; however, anly

" a limited number of plants are located
~ within the zone. Milk sipplies in the

zone are ample for Class [ demand, but
nat always within a short distance of

.these needs. Distant manufacturing .

facilities are used at times for balancing,
Other regions of the country have relied
‘on this zone as a supplemental supply
source. However, a slight change in the
manufacturing capacity of this zone
could change milk availability for other
regions. Some location adjustments are
needed for alignment purposes with the
-mare deficit markets to the East.

Zone 3. The suggested differentials
within Zone 3 would range from $1.60
to $1.80 per hundredweight.
Geographically this zone encompasses
the Upper Midwest region including the

. states of Minnesota, Wisconsin, lowa,

and North Dakota, the Michigan Upper

Peninsula, and parts of Scuth Dakota,
Nebraska, Missouri, and illineis.
This zene includes two of the nation's

- top five milk producing states,

Wisconsin and Minnesota, as wall as the
substantial milk supplies available in
parts of surrounding states, The vast
majority of milk in Zone 3 is used for .

" manufacturing purposss throughout the

year. In-addition, as was réadily
apparent in the fall of 19986, this area
pravides large quantities of milk to

. distant markets at times of shortages for.

fluid purposes in those markets, The
$1.60 differential equates to the Class [

-differential in base zonas to the

Southwest and West that also use
substantial quantities of milk for
manufacturing purpeses throughout the
year. The 20-cent range provides some
flexibility in setting Class I differentials
that align with neighboring zones and in
encouraging shipments to high Class [
demand areas within the zons. -

'In addition, a Class | differential of
$1.60 to $1.80 in this zone will provide
a greater incentive for manufacturing
organizations in this zone to pool milk, -
Historically, there have been small pool
draws (that at times fluctuate between

asitive and negative} and negative

ocation adjustments. Generally, over-
order charges have bean required ta
ensure adequate milk supplies for flutd

" purposes. Hence, the additional revenue

generated in this region will ba used to
move some of these aver-order charges

‘under the Federat order program in the

form of transportatian credits. Asa
result, the $1.60 to $1.80 Clags

- differentials will help to establish

higher pooel draws and enable more
market participarnits to share in the
benefits of servicing the fluid market, -
For a number of years, prevailing
over-order charges in this zone have
resulted in effective Class I'prices to
fluid milk processars that are well above
the Federal order minimums herein
proposed. Thus, Class [ processors
should see no increass in their milk |
procurement casts, but would likely

" anly see a partial redistribution of their

costs from over-order charges to Federal
order abligations. = .

Zone 4. The suggested differentials
within Zone 4 would range from $2.65
to $3.65 per hundredweight. -
Geographically, this zone is fairly small
and primarily covers twa states:
Louisiana, wast of the Mississippi River,
and central and east Texas.

The zone defined has a significant
amount of milk preduction and
population, Texas ranks as the sixth
largest milk-producing state and is the
secend most populated. Milk
production in this zone is concentrated
in two areas: East of Dallas and
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Southwest of Dallas. Population centers
are spread throughout the region with
significant population along the Gulf

- Coast of Texas and Louisiana.

Class I utilization is moderately high
and the zone has primarily been
considered a fluid market. Much of the
manufacturing in this zone is based on
weekly and seasonal balancing. -
Excesses tend tobe limited to Spring
flush periods while Fall.usually brings
a deficit. Local demand along the '

~ Southern Coastal area requires supplies

to travel significant distances to meet
fluid demands. Seasconal deficits are -
handled by various other regions of the
country. - ) o
The differential range proposed is
needed to move milk supplies south and
east ta align with Southeastern deficit

. markets. Zone 4 may depend

- milk supply..

increasingly on milk suppliers from
other regions of the country. However,
the range of differentials suggested
should be adeguate to maintain a local

Zone 5. The suggested ﬂifferentials

" within Zone 5 range from $2.00 to $3.00

per hundredweight. Geographically, this

_ zone ranges from Maine in the east to -

Oklahoma and southeastern Kansas in

_the west. The zone encompasses parts af

the milk-producing areas of New York
and Pennsylvania and the more -

_ dispersed production in the eastern

mountains, the Ohio and mid-.
Mississippi River basins, and reaches -
into the southwestern United States.
This zone is populated with a mix of
rural areas plus a number of medium-
sized metropolitan areas. The suggested
price flow is generally from northto
south and from west to east within this
long narrow zone.

The range of differentials from $2.00
to $3.00 provides a transition from the
surplus areas of the North and West to -

~ the deficit areas of the Southeast.

Zone 6. The suggested differentials
within Zone 6 range from $3.00 to $3.75

. per hundredweight. Geographically this

New York City, NY

" Allanta, GA

zone encompassas all of South Carolina,
mast af the states of North Carolina,

TABLE 6.—COMPARATIVE CLASS ‘| DIFFER

Géorgia. Alabama, Mississippi, and
parts of Louisiana and Florida.
" This is a zone of deficient milk

supplies and declining milk productien. -

This zone contains many rural areas

- with a heavy concentration of .

population along a corridor from

~ Raleigh, North Carolina, to Atlanta,
- Georgia. It is a zone which currently has
- a high Class I utilization and little

access to manufacturing milk facilities,
The differentials increase moving

" toward the south and southeastern parts

of Zone 8. The Atlantic and Gulf Coast
areas are also in the higher end of the
range because these arsas are not heavy

- milk production areas. Zone 6 may . -
- depend increasingly on milk supplies

from outside the areas; however, the -
differential range proposed should be

. adequate to provide a milk supply to

meet the fluid demand in the zane.
Zone 7. The propased differentials-

within Zone 7 range from $3.75 to 54.30

per hundredweight. Geographically it

encampasses all of the lower two-thirds -

of Florida, Annual milk production in
the zone does not mest Class I needs or
provide an adequate velume. Milk

_supplies needed to meet the demand in

this zone are procured from distant
areas of the country. The price increases

* as the surface moves from north to south

allowing milk to move to the deficient
areas of Florida. Population density
relative to viable milk-producing areas
within-this zone is creating increasing
tand-use pressure. The differentials
proposed should be adequate to attract -
necessary milk supplies to.meet the -
fluid demand. . :

- Zone 8. Tha suggested differentials
within Zone 8 range from $1.80 to
$2.00. The zone covers parts of 12 states

- ranging from the southwest corner of

South Dakota to the western corner of
New York. This zone, together with

- parts of Zane 5, form an intermediate

area between Zane 3; where milk is
used primarily for manufacturing -
purpases, and Zones 4,6, 7, and 9,
where milk is used primarily for Class
[ purposes. '

LOCATION-SPECIFIC DIFFERENTIALS _

The ﬁﬁca range in this zone would’

‘provide for alignment with markets ta
“the north, south, and east, and set

differentials at a level that would
recognize the supply/demand
conditions in this area. Alignment of
Zone 8 with neighboring zones, -

.. particularly ta the east and south,

minimizés disruptions to the existing
competitive relationships for Class I
handlers in thése areas. :

Zone 9. The proposed differentials in .
Zone 9 range from $3.00 to $3.25 per
hundredweight. Geographically Zone 9 -
encompasses the north Atlantic coastat

. area of the United States. The zone

includes the major cities of Boston, New
York, Philadelphia, Baltiinore, and

Washington, D.C. The differentials in
Zone % allow for recognition of the need

. to move milk to major metropolitan

areas on the Atlantic coast. The 25-cent
range will provide tha pool structure to

compensate for individual locations

within a narrow geographic area.
Zone 9 represents a major .
congumption area, The zone will nead

" to look to the milk production areas

narth and west of the cities for milk
supplies. The differentials proposed for

- this zone should allow the area to

maintain adequate milk supplies
relative to fluid demand. g

- This price variance in Class { '
differentials across the country
presented in Option 1A is less than the
range in relative values for milk (i.e.,
shadow prices) determined through the

‘USDSS modsel and lower than the

difference in the current price structure.
The range of differantials develaped by
the USDSS medel is $3.60 based an

" Qctober 1995 data, typically a mora
_ deficit month, and $3.40 based on May
- 1995 data, typically a more surplus

month. The price spreed for Option 1A
is $2.70. The ranges discussed above are
set forth in Map 1. The differenitials
adjusted. for Jocation established for
each county are set ferth in Maps 24,
2B, and 2C, Table 6 sets forth examples
of differentials adjusted for location at - -
selected cities. ' '

ENTIALS ADJUSTED FOR LOCATION AT SELECTED CITIES UNDER QPTION 1A~

Giy’

* Class | differential

Ditference

Current | Cptian 1A

Dcllars per hundradweight

Charictta, NG

Tampa, Fl. e
Claveland, OH

Kansas City, MO

Minneapolis, MM

3.14 .18 0
3.08 3.10 02

" 308 3.10 02
3.88 4,00 42
2.00 2.00 00
192 2.00 .08
1.20 .

1.70 S0
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o TABLE 6.——_COMPAHATLVE CLASS | DIFFERENTIALS ADJUSTED FOR LOCATION AT SELECTED CITIES UNGER QPTION 1A—

LOCATION-SPECIFIC DIFFERENTIALS—Continued

" Analysis Based on Evaluation C;i.ler'ia_

Option 1A performs equal to or bettar
than the current Class I system in each
of the evaluation criteria. This is largely

_ explained by the adjustments made to
- the currant system based on cusrent

markating conditions and USDSS model
results. However, Option 1A leaves -
essentially unchanged the rale of market
forces and the Federal government, in
determining Ctass I prices and the
incentives to move milk to deficit areas.
Option 1A was svaluatad against the
objective criteria as follows: )
1. Ensure an adequate supply of milk
Jor fluid use. Option 1A performs
essentially the same as the current price
structure in ensuring an adequate
supply of milk for fluid use, Proposed

_changes from current differential levels

by region or locality to more accurately
reflect current milk supply-demand

. conditions and inter-market price

alignment contributes to mora
appropriata market by market supply
adjustments. Option 1A willt have

- minimal impacts on farm level milk

prices and should continue to ensure
adequate supplies of milk for fluid use.
2, Recognize quality (Grade A) value

" of milk, Option 1A does recognize the

uality value (Grade A) of milk through
the addition of a differential that begins

" &t $1.60 per hundredwaight in the base

zone. - - .
3, Provide appropriate market signals.
Option 1A adjusts and refines the '

" existing Class I price structure o more

accurataly reflect recent prices. In some-
geographical areas, Class | differentials
would be modestly increased. In certain
aother areas, Class [ differentials would
he lowered somewhat, suggesting that
they now exceed levels necessary to

~ adequately supply tha associated

markets with their fiuid milk needs..
4. Recognize value of milk at location.

‘The spatial values of milk as reflected
> in Option 1A recognize the value of

mitk at location more accurately than
the current system for two principal
reasons. First, in structuring the .
differentials in Option 1A, the effect of
current Class I differentia} lavels on
milk supplies, demand, and dairy

farmer returns regionally during the pa.st
decade were reviewsd. Second, the
results of the USDSS model, explained

. previously, that obtained the relative

values of milk and milk components at

_geographic [ocations throughout the

United States, were used. Together, the
results of these studies provided the
basis to construct the Option 1A price -
surface. _

5. Facilitate orderly marketing with
coordinated system of prices. A primary
element of Option 1A isthe .
coordination of Class [ differential levels
and location adjustments within and
among regional markating areas. As -

_such, Option 14 is an impravement

over tha current price structure which
evolved in a piecemeal fashion, The
Class I differentials and location

adjustments in Option 1A will facilitate -

arderly marketing of milk for fluid use

. through the nationwide coordination of

prices. - .

_ 6. Recognize handler equity with -
regard to raw product costs. Class 1
differentials proposed under Option 1A

reflect differences in economic costs of -

procuring and marketing mitk
depending upon geographic location.
This coardinations and alignment of
prices based upon cost differences and
current marketing conditions better

~ensures handlers.of equity in competing -

for avaitable milk supplies and seles of
fluid milk products.. Co
Option 1A was evaluated against the
objective criteria as follows: ~ =
1. Minimize regulatory burden.
Option 1A would not change the

_ ragulatory burden of the Federal order
* . program. Because Option 1A is similar

to the current Class [ pricing structure,
it would not result in‘increased
reporting, record keaping, compliance,
or administrative costs to handlers. The
role of regulation in influencing Class 1

- prices would also be about the same as

the current system. . -
2. Minimize impact on smail -

_ businesses. In regions where more of the

actual value of fluid milk would be,
reflected in the differentials than is

_ currently reflected, smail businesses

may have a marginal improvement in

. Class | differential
City - Ditference
Current Option 1A
Chicaga, L .o 1.40 . 180} .40
Dallas, TX 3.16 3.00 _ 18
Salt t.ake City, UT 1.90 . 1.890 .00
Phoenix, AZ ... 2.62 2.35 {17
BOAMIE, WA 1irvrvresrarmrermreeios it er e e LR T bbb d LA LR e TR IR RS 22 es B bR PRt e 1.80 1.90 : .00

their relative competitive bargaining
position vis-a-vis large businesses. This
is based on the concept that large
businesses (producers, cooperatives or
handlers) are better able to negotiate
premiums abové minimum order prices
due to advantagas attained from size.
Qverall, this option is not expected to
materially impact small businesses
differently than the current price

- structure. - .

2. Provide long-term viability, Ta the-
axtent the proposed location adjusted
Class I differentials under Option 1A

. will correct instances of price

misalignment and more accurately
reflect the economic value of milk by

* lpcation, the long-term viability of
“Option 1A is expected to exceed that of -

the current price structure. - _ -
Option 1A utilizes the USDSS model '
results as a basis for development. All

. ‘results, including the preliminary

results based on 1993 annual data and
the prefiminary results based on May
1995 and Octaber 1995 data, were used.
However, the variance of price
differertials under Option 1A are
somewhat less than the range in relative
values of milk (shadow prices)

_determined through the USDSS modal.

There are several explanations for the
differences, including the fact that the
model generates value differences
between geographic locations. not actual
prices. That is, it computss the marginal
value of an additional hundredweight of
milk supplied to a plant at a specific
location for fluid use. This approach

results in a pricing or value surface for
_ Class I milk but does not take inte
" acuount marketwide poaling and other

factors affecting the supply of and
demand for milk.

Since the USDSS model only
determines the spatial value differences
for fluid milk between location and not
the price level, Option 1A utilizes $1.60
as the minimum price in the three base
zanes. Currently, the lowest differential
in Federal orders is 81.04 {$1.20 in

" Minneapolis) in the Upper Midwest

order. - . .
A review of current marketing :
practices has revealed that the $1.04 per
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hundredweight base zone differential
may.not be established at a level high
anough to ensure adequate milk .
supplies for fluid use. First, a portion of
the Class 1 differential must reflect the
value associated with maintaining
Grade A milk supplies since this is the .
only milk available for {luid use.
Originally the differential needed to be
established at a level that would
encourage conversion from Grade B to
Grade A status. With approximately 96 -

percent of all milk already converted to

Grade A,26 this value now needsto .

reflect the cast of maintaining Grade A

milk supplies. Although it'may be
difficult to quantify the cost to maintain
Grade A status, there are specific
associated costs, as described below.

There are several requirements for -
producers to meet to convert to a Grade
A dairy farm and then maintain it. A
Grade A farm requires an approved
walter system {typically one of the .
greatest conversion expenses), specific
facility construction and plumbing
- requirements, certain specifications on
the appearance of the facilities, and ~
specific equipment, Alter achieving.
Crade A status, producers must
“maintain the requirad equipment and
facilities, and adhare to certaln _
management practices.?” Often, this will
requirs additional labor, resource, and .
utility expenses. It has been estimated
“that this value may be worth .+

TABLE 7.—~COMPARISON OF PRIGES P

appraximately $0.40 per
hundredweight.28 :
Traditionally, the additional portion
of the Class I differential reflects the
marketing costs incurred in supplying
the Class [ market. Thesé marketing
costs include such things as seasonal
and daily reserve balancing of milk

- supplies, transportation to more distant

processing plants, shrinkage,

. administrative costs, and opportunity or
"give-up' charges at manufacturing

milk plants that service the fluid Class
I markets, This value has typically
represented approximately $0.60 per
hundredweight.

Originally recognizing these two

- factors in the base zone was sufficient

to bring forth engugh milk to meet Class
I demands given the abundant volumes
of milk and the abundance of
manufacturing plants. However,-
tecognizing just these two factors at the
values specified may no longer be
adequate to ensure sufficient supplies of
Class I milk in the Upper-Midwest

©oreglon.

he Upper Midwest region is
considered a surplus market for fluid .
use because its average Class [
utilization is only approximately 20
percent.2? However, as a result of the

'sbundance of manufacturing facilities

that require milk, the Upper Midwest
region is actually a highly competitive
area in which to.procure Grade A milk.
Because of this competitiveness.

manufacturing facilities are willing to
pay more than the Federal order
minimum price, the basic formula price
{BFP), for Grade A milk used in )
manufactured preducts. For example,
during 1995, Minnesota manufacturing
plants paid, on average, 50.77 per
hundredweight more than the BFP for

. Grade A milk; price premiums in excess
of the BFP ranged from $0.38 per
hundredweight in June to $1.24 per
hundredweight in December. [n 19986,
the average pay price for Grade A '
manufacturing milk in Minnesota was
$0.94 per hundredweight more than the
BFP, ranging from $0.68 per’ '
hundredweight in October to $1.18 per
hundredweight in November. Similar
pay price patterns occur in Wisconsin

~for Grade A milk used in manufactured
products. In 1985, the average pay price
for Grade A milk used in manufacturing
was 50.85 per hundredweight more than

" the BFP, with pay prices ranging from .
$0.55 per hundredweight above the BFP
in July to $1.22-per hundredweight in
December. During 1996, the average pay
price for Grade A milk used in
manufacturing was 80.93 per
hundredweight more than the BFP,
ranging from $0.82 per hundredweight
{January) to $1.10 per hundredweight
(September}. Table 7 sets forth specific
data for pay prices for Grade A milk
used in manufactuting for 1995 and
1996. . ’

AID FOR GRADE A MILK USED IN MANUFAGTURING PRODUCTS IN MINNESOTA AND
WISCONSIN TO THE BASIC FORMULA PRICE

)  Minnesota Wisconsin
) Basic o . ;
Year/Month - formula ] Grade A é?ay D'gr_-?,ag';?f" Grade A pay ng}:%e%%m :
. price ", price . ; price .
- grade A pay ' grade A pay
} .-.3.5%‘ . price . 35%' . price
$ /hundredweight
1995; . R _ _ :
January 11.35 | - 12,13 0.78 1224 0.89
February ., 11.79 12.56 Q.77 | : ‘12,63 .84
March 11.89 ’ ‘1252 0.63 © 12,64 075
April . 1116 1177 0.61 11.92 0.76
May 1112 . 11,67 | 0.55 | 11.79 0.67
JUNB i 11.42 11.80 ¢ gl . 12.07 . D85S
July ., 11.23 11.81 0.58 11.78 0.55
August 11.55 : 12.14 " D59 ) 12.14 0.59 -
September t2.08 | - 12.95 -0.87, . 13.04 : . 086
October 12.61 13.66 1.05 ’ 13.74 1.13
November ... 12.87 | Co14n 1.24 14.09 . 122 -
December ...... 129 1412

# Milk Production. Disposition and Income. 1996

Sumemary, National Agricuilural Statislics Service.
- USDa, DA 1-2 (97 ’

47 Ralerences: Grode "A" Pasteurized Milk -
Ordingnce, 1991 Revision, U.5. Department of
Health and Human Services, Public Health Service.
Food and Drug Administration and General -
Instenctions for Performing Farem Inspections
According ta the USDA Reconnmended

Aequirements for Monufacturing Purposes and lts - -
Production and Processing For Adoplion by State

Regulatory Agencies, USDA, AMS, Dairy Divislon,
August 1, 1976,

24 This is the value associated with Class | milk. _

Tha amount of this valus actually returned 10 a
praducet is dependent upon a marketing order's
Class J utilization and is reflacied in the blend
prica. For example, in the proposed Uppar Midwest

21 14,13 o122

order approximately 5.06/husdredweight would be
raturned to producers to cover tha casts assotiated
wilh maintaining Grade A milk supplies.

m Federal Milk Order Statistics, 1996 Annual’
Summary, USDA. Marketing and Regulalory
Frogranis, Agricultural Marketing Servics. Dairy

" Division, Statistical Bulletin 938,
i
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TABLE 7. —CO‘«TPARI‘:ON OF PRICES F’»\ID FOR GRADE A MILK USED N 'VlANUFAClUFIING PrRODUCTS 1N MINNESOTA AND
' W:scomsw TO THE BASIC FORMULA. PRICE-—Continued

Minnesota Wisconsin
) Basic - - . : .
Year;Montn tormuta Grade A pay D'g';r’,emze" ‘| Grade A pay leé.F?:eta\;%en
RS gl | RS | eeli
V=T 1o T RO 11.83 - 12.80 077 12881 . . Q.85
© 1996 : ) .
January ... 12,73 . 1378 1.05 13.55| - - Q.82
FROTUATY e ceere e sersanseae e 12.59 | 1355 0.97 S 13440 Q.35
MBEN 1o seetin 12.70 -13.68 098 . 1a72l - 102
AN e e 13.09 14.01 : 0.92 AL R A . 1.02
May 13.77 14.57 | 0.80 14.65 | - 0.88
June 13.92 |. 14.71 0yo ) - 1478 | - - 0.86
ST 14.49 - 15,32 0.83 |. 1539 | . 0.80
© August \ 14.94 16,00 1.06 | 15.96 ' 1.02
Septamber ... 15.37 16,33 0.96 1647 1.1Q
OCIOUEE i iss s stnisrses e e e s e s seenamesen prvamanas 1413 14.81 . D.88 : 15.06 0.93
November .. 11.81 12.79 . 118 1247 . 088
DBCEMDEr s inmisnmmmnisas s sessemseessaras 11.34 | 12.39 1.05 1218 .84
AVEIQE eoceeverereeanemernsereeeeens 13.38- 14,33 0.94 -, 1432 .93

'Fluid Grade A pay price, for milk used in ail ‘manufacturing products in Minnesota and quccnsm as raported by the National Agncultural Sta- -
nstlc Service adjusted by | but‘lerfat dilterential used under Faderal mllk orders .

'Because manufacturing facilities are
willing to pay these values abave the -
BFP to ensure adegquate supplies of milk
into their plants, fluid processors must

*_pay at least these values to attrdct the -

necessary supplies of fluid milk to the
battling plants. Although data
indicating the exact value that fluid
plants are willing to pay to ensure this
supply is not published, an indication
of the markst value of this milk can'be:
cbtained from the announced -
cooperative Class I prices.3¢ Other than
in Miami, Florida, which is a deficit

* Class [ market with a 1996 annual

average Class [ utilization of nearly 90
percent,? the announced cooperative
Class [ prices are the highest in the
Upper Midwest region. These prices

_ ranga from $1.19 per hundredweight

above the minimum Glass I price in

Minneapolis, Minnesota, to §1.79 par -

huadredwaight above the minimum
Class I price in Mitwaukee, W:scousm.

" and Chicago, llinois.

Option 1A presumes that the §1. 04
per hundredweight minimum Class [
differential is no longer adequate 1o

- ensure a sufficient supply of milk due
_ lo the competitive nature of the

manufacturing facilities in this region. .

. Thus, Option 1A establishes an

additional competitive factor into the -
development of the base zone Class I

W Table 35—1996 Annual Average Announced,
Caoperativa Class | Prices in Selected Cities, Dairy .

© - Market Slallsltcs. 1996 .*\nnual Sum.mar)r, USUA. :

AMS,

M Federal Mllk Ordar Statistics, 1996 Annual
Summary, USDA, Marketing and Regulatory
Programs, Agricultural Marketing Service, Dairy

~ Division, Siatistlcal Sulletin 938.

- valus necessary under present supply
_and dermand conditions to maintain -

differential. Option 1A values this

compstitive factor to be warth about’

50.60 per hundredweight. This value

" reflects approximately two-thirds of the

actual competitive costs incurred by
fluid plants to simply compete with,

: -mallilgufactunng plants for a supply of
© mi - .
An additional benafit of establishing

the minimum Class I differential at a
leve! that more accurately reflects the

. actual value of milk for Ruigd purposes

is the added monies generated in the

- Fedaral arder paol, Class I milk

provides the vast majority of pool value

" in Federal orders. If an order has a low

Class I differential and a low Class I
utilization, it frequently dees not have
enough poul value to provida proper -
price signals to pool participants. In -
these orders, the Class I price is :
established by the suppliers of milk at

.levels ahove the Federal arder’
. minimums. When these over-order

markets dictate substantially higher -
prices than the order minimums there is
4 risk that handlers may not face equal
raw product costs for various reasons.

" Thus, having a larger proportion of the
- actual valus of Class I milk in the

market order pool in thesa areas, than is
now the cass, should promote pricing
aquity among market participants. The
$1.60 minimum differential level
proposed.is perceived to be the lowest

stable and viable pools of milk for Class
I use in markets that are pradominantly
manufacturing oriented. Applying this
minimum differential to each of the

three low pricing areas will ensure that

~low utilization and surplus markets will -
have similar differentials, However,
having a larger portion-of Class I value

" pooled could mute price signals to

producers more than prices determined

slr:ctly by market forces. If the blend _

price exceeds the marginal value of milk

in manufacturing; there would be an- :

_incentive to overproduce for fluid -

neads. .
Quantitative analysis using the ERS

 multi-regional model which assumed

thé eleven market order consolidation,
Tour classes of utilization, and the BFP
as prapased, suggests that most -
praducers for the 6-year average would
see little to modest changes in revenue -
due to Class i price increases resulting
from Option 1A when compared to the
baseline. However, some produsers
would experience Class I price-
‘decreases, Praducers located in the

: fallowmg Federal milk markets would -

experience revenue reductions due to’
-average Class I price decrsases: New -
Mexico-West Texas—(30.19/cwt),
Eastern Colorado—{$0.12/cwt), Central -

" Arizona—{$0.11/cwt], Southwest

Plains—($0.11/cwt}, and Taxas—($0.10/

- cwt). All other orders for the &-year
_average would have a Class I price
Increase. The Chicago Regional, !

. Michigan Upper Peninsula, and Upper
Midwest orders would experience the
largest increases: $0.46, $0.51, and $0.56

" per hundredweight, res‘j)ectwely

Overall, the magnitude of price and
income changes under Optian 1A is
small when compared to the baseline.
Qption 1A results in a 10-cent increase

- in the average Class I price for all

cuitent Federal orders. Further details



" . Charlotte, SC

4910

Federal Register / Vol.” 63, No. 20/Friday, January 3(.1,' 19_93!Pr0p'osed. Rules

. 'of the impact of these Class [ price .
-changes on the all-milk price’and cash
receipts based on the model results are
available In the economic analysis
statement, . R

Option 18—Relative Value-Specific

- Differentials. Option 1B establishesa
nationally coordinated system of
‘relative-value-specific Class [ price -
differentials and adjustmerits that
recognizes several low pricing areas. .
Option 1B relies on a least cost optimal

solution from the USDSS Cornell model

" to develop a Class [ price structure that
is based on the most efficient asgsembly
"and shipment of milk and dairy
products to meet all market demands for
milk and its products.
The results af the USDSS model
provide information regarding the

-ralationsfrip of prices between
- geographic locations but do not
. dstermine the leval of Class |

differentials. Option 1B utilizes
geographic relationships as its
foundation and maintains the current
Class I differeritial of §1.20 at | )
Minneapalis, Minnesota. A location
adjusted price differential for every
county is established by avaluating . -
differences between nearby Class 1
differential pricing points generated by

‘the model. The marginal values (shadow

prices) are used to determine the price
structure because they reflect the value

. of additional milk supplied to a plant at

a specific location for fluid use. This,
price surface recognizes several low

" pricing areas located primarily in the

Upper Midwest and Western regions..

TaBLE 8.—COMPARATIVE CLASS | DIFFERENTIALS AT SELEGTED CiTIES UNDER

DIFFERENTIALS

Option 1B would move the dairy
industry into a more market-oriented -

" system. By establishing differentials on

the basis of optimal milk movements.
market conditions will play a greater’
role in determining Class I prices. To
the axtent that higher Class [ prices are
needed and negotiated to attract mitk
supplies: the higher prices will accrue -
_ Lo those producers who service ths fluic

market. Hence, Option 1B placas more -

emphasis on negotiations between dairy -
farmers and processors to determine -
actuai Class [ prices. The location
adjusted differentials established for
gach county are set forth in Maps 3A,
3B, and 3C and in Genera! Provisions
§1000.52. Table 8 sets foith the locatior
adjusted differentials at selected cities.

OPTION 1B-RELATIVE VALUE-SPECIFIC

" City

Current Opfion 18 Difterence

New York City, NY°

Dotlars ;ﬁer hundredweight

Atlanta, GA

Tampa Bay, FL
Claveland, OH

Kansas City, MO

Minneapolis, MN ..

"Chicago, IL

Callas, TX

Salt Lake Gity, UT
Phaenix, AZ ;

- Seattle, WA ...

- 314 2.07 {1.07
- 3,08 1.89° {1.1¢€
3.08 2.46 {0.62
3.88 381 . [0.07
2.00 1.54 {Q.4€
1.92 145 ¢ {0.47
1.20 1.20 0.0C
1.40 1.65 - 0.28
3.6 | 1.68 {1.4€
1.20 ' 1.08 {0.82
2.52 o114 {1.3€
1.90 1.00 {0.90C

Because Option 1B would involve
changes in both the level of Class I
differentials and the method for

_establishing them, it is proposed that

. they be implemented through a.

. lransitiona! phase-in program. The use
of a phase-in program would provide
dairy farmers and processors the

‘oppartunity to adjust marketing .

practices to adapt to more market-

determined Class I prices. -
Three possible alternatives are - -

presented for phasing in Option 1B,

“Each utilizes the difference betwean the
" current differentials and the Option 1B

differentials as the basis of the phase-in
over a 5-year period, beginning in 1999
and heing completed by 2003. The first

transitional option simply spreads the .

. phase-in over the 5-year period, with 20

percent of the adjustment in 1989, 40

- percent in 2000 and so forth. The base
differeritials resulting from this
transitional phase-in are set forth in
Table 9. The first alternative would be--

" to phase-in to these differentials as

shown in Table 9.

TABLE 9.—OPTION 18 BASE DIFFEAENTIALS -

' Option 1B—Basa differentials? -
oty Currant 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Dollars per hundredweight’

Naw York City, NY 3.4 | 293 2.7 . 250 2,28 2.0

Charlotts, NG 3.08 2.84 2.60 2a7| 213 1.8

Allanta, GA . 3,08 2,96 2.83 271 2.58 2.4

Tampa Bay, FL 3.88 aar 3.85 3.84 3.82° 38

- Cleveland, OH 2,00 191 - 1.82 172 163 1.5
Kansas City, MO .. . 182 1.83 173 - 1.64 - 1.54 14!

Minneapobs, MN 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.21

Chicage, 1L 1.40 1.45 1.50 1,55 1.60 1.6

-Dallas, TX 3.6 | 2.86 2.57 2.27 1.98 1.8
Salt Laks City, UT " 1.90 1.74 1.57 1.49 . 1.24 1.0

2.52 2241 - 1.69 1.1

Phoenix, AZ ...

1.97. 1.42
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TABLE 9.—OPTION 18 BASE DIFFERENTIALS—Continued
. . ) Cption 16—Basa ditferentials '
City Current : =
o : 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
SOAME, WA . ooeessreseesseeaseeesenee sttt erebes el conessssrsarsaens o 1.90 172 1.54 1.36 R RT: 1.00

! Base ditterential ottainad by taking the difference between the currant diiferential and the lina) Option 18 differential {ysar 2003) and mul-

from each consecutive year's valug until the Optierr 18 dilterentials are achieved in'2003.

‘The second alternative for phasing;in _
- Optien 1B would consist of adding a
- decreasing “'transitional payment” to

the base differential. [t would be equal
to the decrease in revenue that would
otherwise occur during the phase-in

. period of Option 1B. Over this four-year .

period, it is projected that $388.5

‘for the changed pricing structure under -

Option 1B, a transitional payment
waitld be added to the base differential
for Class T milk. The payment waould be

highsr in the first year and gradually be

rediiced thereafter to result in
implementation of the Option 1B - _
differentials in 2003, The additions ta

*_tiplying by 20 percent. This value is then sublracted from the current differantial to yield the 1999 base difterential, This value is then deducted’

hundredweight in 2002. This offsetting
of revenue is designed to temporarily
reduce the impacts of implementing
Opticn 1B, thus allowing producers an
opportunity to adjust their marketing
practices Lo adapt to more fnarket-
determined pricing. Table 10 sets forth

the location adjusted Class I
differentials under this revenue-neutral
phase-in alternative for selected cities.

_‘millien weuld be removed from the
_Federal order system through the

. lowered Class I differential. To provide
-the industry an appertunity to prepare .

TABLE 10.—OPTION 1B CLASS | DIFFERENTIALS WITH REVENUE NEUTRAL PHASE-IN PAYMENTS

the base differential would equal $0.55
. per hundredweight in 1999, $0.35 per

hundredweight in 2000, $0.20 per

hundredweight in 2001, and $6.10 per ™

. . Ciass | diff. with revenue neutral
City - Current - -
: . : 1999 ! { 20002 20013 20024 20035

) Dakars per huhdradweight )
New York City, NY .., ; . : 314, - 348 . 306 270 - 2.38 2.07
Charlotte, NC .308 . 339 - 295 | - 2.57 © 223 - 189

Atlanta, GA ... . . . a.08 351 | 3.8 . L2481 2.68 245

Tampa Bay, FL 3.88 4.42 4207 - 4,04 3.92 kX3
- Cleveland, OH : y . 2.00 . 2.46° -7 1.92 1.73 1.54
Kansas City, MQ ..... —— 1.92 238 . 208} 1.84 .64 1.45
Minneapolis, MN : C 120 D I - . 1.58 ) 1.40 130 1.20
Chicago, IL - 1.40 2.00 1.85| - - 175 1.70 - 1.65
Daitas, TX : 16| aan | 292 - - 247 2.08 1.64
Salt Lake City, UT . . . .- 180 - 229 1.92 . 1.61 - 134 1.08
Phoenix, AZ ... : 2.52 2.79 2,32 1.89 1.62 1.14
Seatile, WA - 1.80 227 1.89 1.86 1.28 C .00

11999 applicable base differsntial from Table 9 plus $0.55.

* 22000 applicabia base ditferential from Table § plus 50.35. |
32001 applicabla base differential from Table 9 plus 50.20.
42002 appiicable base ditlerential from Table 9 plus $0.10.

to oo
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5Final Option 18 difterantials.

The third approach te phasing in
Option 1B would consist of adding a

_ decreasing “'transitional payment” to

the base differential that would enhance
revenue beyond what the current Class

.Isystem would have generated during.

the four years of transitioning to Option

"1B. During this four-year period, it is

projected that $878.4 millian would be

- added to the Federal order system -

through the revenue-enhanced payment,
This would result in & net increase of .

- $489.8 million added to the system once

*  the projected decredse resulting from

Option 1B phased in during this period

"is deducted. This additional money
" would not anly provide producers with

an opportunity to prepars and

restructure their marketing practices to -
-adapt to more market-determined

pricing but would also allow them to

- abtain the education and resources

necessary to become more effective ina
mare market-oriented environment.
Again, the payment in the first year
would be the highest with reductions

" occurring thereafter to result in

implementation of the Option 1B .
differentials by 2003. The addition to
the base differential would equal $1.10
per hundredweight in 1999, $0.70 per
hundredweight in 2000, $0.40 per -
hundredweight in 2001, and $0.20 per
hundredweight in 2002, Table 11 sets
forth the location adjusted Class
differentials under this revenue-

enhanced alternative for seiected cities.




vt

T T

_Federal Register/Vol. 63, No. 20/Friday, January 30, 1968/Proposed Rules

e
.‘_. -
e

4912 ;
TABLE 11.—OPTION 1B CLASS | DIFFERENTIALS WITH REVENUE ENHANCED PAYMENTS
) Class | diff. with revenue enhancement
City Current - -
Co S 19931 20002 20013 2002+ 20035
- Doliars Per Hundredweight
- New York City, NY ... “3.14 - 4.03 341 2.90 2.48 2.07
Charlotte, NC ranen 3.08 1394 3.30 277 1233 1.89
Atlanta, GA ... 3.08 | - 4.06 -3.53 in 2.78 2.48
- Tampa Bay, FL i.ea 497 4.55 4,24 4.02 | KE:}|
Cleveland, OH . 2.00 At 2.52 212 1.83 1.54
~ Kansas City, MO 1.92 - 283 2.43 2.04 C 174 "1.45
. Minneapohis, MN ..o 1.20 230 1.90 1.60 1.40 1.20
Chicago. IL ; 1.40 2.85 2.20 1.95 1,80 1,65
Dallas, TX ... 3.16 3.96° 327 T 267 218 . 1.68
Sait Lake City, UT 1.90 2.84 o227 1.81 1.44 1.08
_.Phoenix, AZ ...... 252 3.34 2.67 2.08 1.62 AT
‘Seattle, WA . 1.90 2.82 2.24 1.76 1.38 (. 1.00

11999 applicable base ditierential from Table 9 plus $1.10.
. 22000 applicable base ditferential from Table 9 plus $0.70.
22001 applicable bass differential from Table 9-plus $0.40.

42002 applicable basa differential trom Table 9 plus §0.20.

. %Finai Option 1B ditferentials, . e

Analysis Based on Evaluation Criteria

Option 1B performs equal to or better. -

than the current system when combinad
with a phase-in program option because
it provides the industry time ta adapt to
a more madrket-oriented system. .
Option 1B was evaluated against the
" objective criteria as follows:

1. Ensure an adequate supply of milk

for fluid use. Option 1B suggests lower -
differentials than current lavels in mast
of the proposed markets when using a

~ $1.20 differential at Minneapolis, '
Minnesota. Optien 1B relies more on the
use of aver-order premiums in many

_areas to attract adequate milk supplies

* .. for fluid purposes. Over-arder prices are

yseful tools for allowing the market to
find the final value of Class I miik, and.
Gption 1B would ensure an adequate
supply of milk for fluid use by
rewarding those producers who service
the Class I market needs. The use of
“transitional payment'’ alternatives
would ensure an adequate supply of

- mitk for fluid purposes by providing the’

industry time to adapt to adjust their

marketing practices in adapting to more .

market-determined pricing. .
2, Revognize quality {Grade A)value
of milk. Option 1B recognizes the :
quality (Grade A) value of milk through
the use of a differential added to the
basic formula price. . - - '
" 3. Provide appropriate market signals.
Under Option 1B, greater reliance is
_ placed on market forces to establish
prices which will allow for clearer
- iransmission of supply and demand .
signals between producers and
consumers than does the current
- system. . S :
4. -Recognize value of milk at location.
Option 18 does recognize the value of

milk at locatian. Option 13 is based on
the least cost movement of milk and
dairy products based on the May 1995

_results of the USDSS model. Thus the

resulting price structure reflects the
most afficient assembly and

" transportation of milk and dairy -

products and performs better than the '
current systerm. -

5. Facilitote orderly marketing with .

coordinated system of prices. Like
Option 14, Option 1B also establishes a

- coordinated system of differentials and
location adjustments that setsa -~ .
minimum value for Class I milk in every

county, Prices will be aligned within

* and among orders, thereby facilitating

orderly marketing of miik.

6. Recognize handler equity with '
regard to raw product costs. Class |
differentials proposed under Option 1B
reflact differences in econamic costs of
procuring and marketing milk -
depending on geographic location. This
coordination and alignment of

. minimum prices provides an equitable

foundation upon which handlers can . .
competa for available milk supplies and

- salas of fluid products in a more market-

oriented snvironment. _
Option 1B was evaluated against the

administrative criteria as follows:
1. Minimize regulatory burden.

- Qption 1B would not change the

regulatory burden of the Federal order
program in terms of reporting, o
recordkeeping, compliance, and
administrative costs to handlers. The

- role of regulation in dsetermining

minimum prices would be reduced, as-
more résponsibitity would be placed on
market. forces. o

2. Minimize impact on small
businesses. Under Option: 1B, a

- substantial part of the Class I value
-needed to attract adequate milk supplies
would likely come from over-order ' -
payments negotiated outside the Federal -
order system. S

Smaller, less efficient businesses

would likely have a greater

. responsibility under Option 1B ta
bargain with-processors for over-order
premiums that adequately cover their
casts. With processors less likely ta face
similar raw product costs,-less efficient
small precessors may have to negotiate
and/er sustain gver-order price levels
necessary to attract and maintain a
sufficient supply of milk, while efficient
large businesses may be in a better
competitive position to do this. The use
_of a transitional payment program
would help provide less efficient small

" businesses make the needed -
investments to move ¢ 8 more
competitive position in the market.

3. Provide long-term viability. When
Option 1B is combined with ona of the
transitional phase-in program opticns,
the long-term viability of Option 1B is
increased and is expectad to exceed that
of the current price structure, Gradually
moving from a regulated system to one
that is less.regulated will require
adaptation of all entities within the
dairy industry. A transitional periad
will allow market partitipants to make -
necessafy adjustrnents in marketing
practices to continue in the industry for
years {a come. :

Option 1B would establish a market-

" oriented approach to Class L pricing, by

reducing the traditional role the Fedaral
order program has maintained with
regards to Class [ pricing. Historically
the Class | price established under

" Federal arders represented the
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minimurm value of Class { milk in the .
marketplace based on the cost of
maintaining Grade A mitk and
additional marksting costs with the cost
of alternative milk supplies placing an
upper limit on this value. Option 1B
provides an opportunity for free-market
conditions to determine more of the
value of fluid milk, but prices would
still be undergirded by minimum prices
based on the best-available estimates of
milk transportation costs. Ultimately, '
Option 1B should promote more market’
efficiencies; however, adjustments will -
be required by both producers and -
pProcessors. - .

_Quanti'tutive Analysis

Using ERS multi-regional madel
analyses of the 11 order consolidations,
four classes of utilization, and a Class [ -
price mover as proposed, suggests that
miost producers would experience lower
prices, when compared Lo the baseline,.
{f Option 1B were phased-in with no
fransition assistance,.The 6-year average

"Class I price in all current Federal order
- markets would decline 50.37 per .

hundredweight. Bawever, producers

" located in the Chicago Regional, Upper

Midwest, Iowa, Central [llinois, Tampa
Bay and Southeastern Florida orders

- would benefit from Class I price

increases ranging from 30.07 to $0.28
per hundredweight. Producers in all
other current orders would experience
losses of ravenue bacause of Class 1
price decreases ranging from $0.03 to. -
$1.07 per hundredweight. The smallest

.. decline oceurs in the Upper Florida -

order with the greatest declines
oceurring in the current Carolina

" ($—0.68), Middle Atlantic ($-0.72), -

Southwest Plains (§—0.76), Central
Arizona ($— 0.80), Texas (§ —0.87) and
Eastern Colorado (3 - 1.07} arders.”

- Bath the increases and decreases are -

" mitigated somewhat by the amount of

milk used in Class I. Thus no market
would see declines in the all-milk price
in excess of $0.60 per hundredweight,
Further details of the impact of these

. Class I price changes on the all-milk

price and cash receipts.based cn the

model results are available in the

sconomic analysis statement, -
Because current Federal order

. producers and processors have -

developed and designed their marksting
practices based on the sxisting Class |

price structure which has-been in place

for severat years, moving immediately to
a more market-oriented system could be

- disruptive for some producers and

handiers. To reducs this marketplace
disruption, Option 1B has been
analyzed by the ERS multi-regional |
mods! in conjunction with transitional

phase-in program alternatives from the
current differentials.

The revenue-neutral phase-in .
alternative from current differentials to
Option 1B differantials would minimize
the impact of Option 1B during the
phase-in period. Through a gradual.
phase-in, both producers and processors,
would be given lime to adjust their
marketing practices in preparing for the
new minimum Class [ price levels.
Results of the moedel analysis indicate
that almost all producers would

‘experience increased revenue because of

Class I price increases during the first

_ revenue-neutral phase-in year when |

compared to the baseline. In fact, the
Class I price would be higher in all but
one of the current Federa] order
markats, The price increases range from
$0.2$ per hundradweight to 30.59 per-
hundredweight and for all 32 Federal .
order markets the average first year
Class | price would be up 50.39 per
hundredweight. In year two, producers
located in 25 of the Federal order :
markets would continus to experience
increased revenue because of Class
price increases compared with the
baseline ranging from $0.01 per
hundredweight ta 50.48 per
hundredweight,. In year three, 17 arders

" would experience Class I price increases:
compared with the baseline. By year -

four, enly the Florida, Upper Midwest,
and parts of the Central areas would

. remain with price increases fram the

baseline. ~ -
" Like the revenue-neutral phase-in, the

‘revenue-enhancement phase-in would
* provide preducers and processors a

period of time to adjust their marketing

‘practices in preparing for the new

minimum ptice levels by initially

- providing payment assistance. The use

of the revenue-enhancement phase-in
option would provide producers with

* additlonel income to adjust their
" operations and abtain.necessary

education and resources to, prepare for
a more market-oriented system. )
Results of the ERS multi-regional
madel indicate that during the first year,
‘all ¢urrent orders would experience
Class I price increases over the baseline.
In year two, all but one order would
have increased Class [ prices. By year
three, 21 orders would continue to
experience increases. During year four,
11 orders weuld maintain a Class | price
increase aver the baseline, while 21~
arders would have price decreases of
between $0.01 per hundredweight and -

" $1.05 per hundredweight, Further -

details of the model results for both
transitional payment program options
are available in the economic analysis
statement, '

Comparison of Options 1A and 18
QOption 1A and Option 1B have '

_similarities but rely on differing -

methods to establish a Class I price
structure. First. both options recognize

- that milk has a lecation value. Secondly,

both options establish a price surface - .

- that assigns a price to avery county in -
" the United States. Currently, a price at.

any particular location may vary :

depending upon the order under which

the milk is pooled. Finally, both options

utilized the USDS3 model results to

establish the price surface. - .
Although similar in these respects,

the two pricing options differ on several

_issues. First, the options differ on the

leval at which Class I differentials ara

" established. Option 1A is based on the .

premise that Class [ differentials be
gstablished at a miniraum price that-
reflects more closely the current value
of the Class I milk based on local supply
and demand conditions and agency -
judgement on the costs of obtaining
alternative supplies of milk. Cpticn 18
relies on the pramise that a lower . '
minimum price should be established
strictly on the basis of the best available.

- astimates of transportation costs to

provide for & inore market-oriented

- structure that allows dairy farmers and -

processors more freedom to negotiate
fluid milk price levels.

Second, the two options differ in how

_ the price surface.should be established

regardless of the level. Option 1A
provides for a surface that is smoather
and flows primarily from north to sauth
and west to east. Option 1B establishes

- a price surface that is flatter throughout

a majority of the Unitad States and then
increases significantly in the deficit
rajik production areas of the Southeast. .
A comparison of the price surfaces
established under Options 1A and 1B
from Minneapolis to Miami - o
demonstrates this difference.

The tatal distance from Minneapolis
to Miami is approximately 1775 miles.
Since Atlanta is the first major
metropolitan center located in the
Southeast order, and is considered a
deficit area, a review of the two price
surfaces between Minneapolis and
Atlanta and Atlanta and Miami
highlights the differences in the price
surface pattern. The distance between
Minneapolis and Atlanta is about 1110
miles, or 63 percent of the total '
distance. The distance between Atlanta
and Miami is approximately 665 miles,
or 37 percent of the total distance,

Under Option 1A the differential
established in Minneapolis is $1.70 per
hundradweight and $1.20 per o
hundredweight under Ogtion 1B, The
Option 1A differential in Atlanta is
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. $3.10 per hundredweight and under
- . Option 1B, the differential is $2.50 per
hundredweight. The Class [ differential
in Miami under both aptiens is about
$4.3¢ per hundredweight. The - -
difference in differentials between
_ Minneapolis and Atlanta under Qption’
1A is $1.40 per hundredweight and
" '$1.30 'per hundredweight under Option
1B. The difference in differentials -
between Atlanta and Miam{ under
Option 1A is $1.20 per tiundredweight
and $1,80 per hundredweight under
Option 1B, The'total difference between
Minneapelis and Miami under Option
. 1A is $2.60 per hundredweight and
I ' ' *“$3,10 per hundredweight under Option
o 1B, . :
Under Option 1A, the change in
differentials from Minneapolis to
. Atlanta represents 54 percent of the
. total $2.50 differential change with the .
L ' diffarential changes from Atlanta to
: " Miami representing 46 percent of the
change. This helps to demonstrate that
Option 1A results in a smoother, more

-y

TABLE 12.—CONSCLIDATION PLUS

avenly dispersed Class [ price surface
from norsth to south,

Under Option 1B, the change in
differentials from Minneapalisto
Atlanta represents about 42 percent of -
the change whereas between Atlanta
and Miami, 58 percent of the differential
change is reflected in only 37 percent of
the total distance. As dembnstrated,
Option 18 results in a price surface that
is flatter over a greater portion of the
United States and significantly steeper
in the deficit areas of the Southeast.

Third, the optiens differ in their

“reliance on the USDSS model results. "
‘Qption 1A recognizes the value

agsociated with the model results but
incarporates judgement on existing
specific marketing conditions and

" practices to make adjustments to the
- model results. Option 1B, on the other

hand, utilizes the most recently

‘available USDSS model results to reflect
-optimal values for fluid milk at different

locations that will promote market

efficiencies within the dairy industry.’
Ta further compare and analyze the

impacts of Options 1A and 1B on '

. producers and processors, static Federal

order pool analyses were completed. .
The pool analyses, aithough static, -

‘provide some indication on how the

revenue will be distributed in the newly
consolidated pools given the pricing
structure. The pool analyses are based
on October 1996 data. The analyses
utilized all producer milk in each of the
current Federal milk order pools. The
classification of producer milk,
including Class [[I--A milk, remained as
it is currently claséified under each
order. The data were collected for ail

_ plants and prices and were adjusted for

location. These data were then
combined into the 11 proposed orders,
and the pools were te-computed to
reflect'the impacts on the uniform price
of consolidation only and then to reflect

- the impacts of consalidation combined.

with Optien 14 and Option 1B price
surfaces. Class II, Class 111, and Class Il
A and the basic formula price were held
at the actual prices for October 1996,
Tahle 12 sets forth the results of the
analyses. :

OBTIoN 1A AND OPTION 1B PRICE STRUCTURE IMPACTS ON PROPOSED ORDERS'
ESTIMATED UNIFORM PRIGES—OCTOBER 1996 - :

Estimated uniform price Dilerence batween pool im-
- pacts of consolidation plus op-
' " . ' _ tions 1A & 1B and consolida- . -
~ Proposed order - Consalidation Conz. plus Cons. plus tion :
o only - option 1A option 18
{Gol. 1) {Col..2) {Col. 3) Col.2 -~ . Col. 3 ~
e ' . Col. 1 Col. 1
Srhundredweight
Northeast 16.55 16.60 16.07 0.05. {0.48)
Appalachian 17.27 CoarsT| 16.53 0.30 {0.74)
Southeast ... 17.12 © 9712 16.69 0.00 {0.43)
Florida 1852 | --18.55 18.37 0.03 {0.15)
Mideast 15.95 . 16.01 15.64 0.06 - {0.31}
+ Upper Midwest © 1478 T . 1485 - 14.79 0.07 0.01
it - Central ... 15.69 15.68. © 1544 {0.01} - {0.25)
I-::;' Southwest 16.54 . 16.45 15.66 0.09) " {0.88)
N Hy Western 18.01 14.94 14.54 {0.07) 047
? © AZ-las Vegas 1591 |. 15.82 15.28 {0.09} {0.69)
it _ "Pagilic NW 15835} 15.34 14.96 {0.01) {0.an .

Table 12 provides an indication of the
- impacts of the two Class I pricing :
surfaces when combined with the
proposed orders. This pool analysis
daes not reveal the impacts of the three
. possible alternatives for phasing-in
. Option 1B. -

Conclusion

As previously indicated, the
Department, based on the evidence and
arguments currently before it, does not
believe Options 2-5 or the other ideas
discussed with less detail are viable
optians. But this proceeding is stilla
proposal. Therefore, commenters may

stiil present evidance or argﬁments
regarding.any of the Options or ideas.
All of the provisions of Federal milk
“marketing orders continue, in addition
td a pricing surface as proposed under

Options 1A or 1B. Thus, recordkeeping, .

promp! payment provisions, auditing
plant receipts and utilization, and
verification of farm weights and tests
stilt continues, Both Option 1A and 1B
also recognize that milk used for fluid -
purposes should be valued higher than
milk used in other preducts. The two
.options differ in their approach for
estaplishing minimum values for fluid
milk. Option 1A focuses on estabiishing

~ aminimurm price that reflects existing

marketing conditions and the current

. value of milk used for fluid purposes.
~ Option 18 focuses on reducing

gavernment intervention, to provide
more room for market forces.to
determine the actual value of Class I
milk, ' '

At this time Option 1B is preferred for

. several reasons. First, this option is

based on model results that reflects the
hest available estimatas of least cost
assembly and shipment of milk and
dairy products to meet all dairy product
demands, By promoting market '
“efficiencies, it would be expected to
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rasult in the most preferable allocation

of resources over time. . '
Option 1B would mave the dairy

industry into a more market-determined
ricing system. By lowering o

differentials, marketing conditions will -

have & greater impact on actual Class {
rices in the form of higher prices that

“are provided to those producers who

gervica the Class I market, In this way,
the revenue necessary to obtain milk for

. fluid use may he minimized since the

Class I value is not shared marketwide

with those producers that do not service
. the fluid market. -

“1J.5. agriculture is transitioning to a
more market-determined environment,
relying less on traditional government,
involvement typified by price and
income support programs. This
transition is emphasized in the 1996

Farm Bill, which specifically provided -

for the gradual phase-out of traditional -
rice and incoma support programs,

. including the dairy price support

program that has existed since 1050,

. Because Option 1B is mare market -

oriented and reduces the government
presence in establishing minimum Class
1 prices, three methods of transitioning
to Opticn 1B are offered. One variation

" is a gradual phase-in to lower Class |

differentials with no transition .
assistance to offset any lower revenus to
dairy farmers that may occur. This

" variation would reduce Class 1
* differentials in market order areas by 20

percent each year until the final Class |
differentials undér Option 1B are
reached in 2002.. .

A second variation pravides transition

‘assistance at increases Class I

differentials initially to offset reduced
revenue that may occur to producers

_duse to the decline in Class [

differentials, In this variation, the Class
[ differentials in al market order areas

- would be increased by $0.55 per

hundredweight in the first yearof the -

" phase-in, $0.35 per hundredweight in

the second year, $0.20 in the third year.
and $0.10 per hundredweight in the

- fourth year of phase-in. This level of

assistance woulid restore incometo .
dairy farmers that might be lost int the
transition, and if the market generates
additional premiums, these assistance
lovels would maore than make up for

_ lower producer revenue due to lower

minimum Class [ prices.

A third variation offers transition
assistance that initially increases the
Class I differentials even mors, whils -
still phasing toward a more market-
oriented price surface by 2004, Under
this variation, all Class I differentials in

all market order areas would he

increased by $1.10 per hundredweight

in the first year of phaserin, $0.70 in the -

second year, 50.40 in the third year, and
$0.20 in the fourth year bafore reaching
the final Class [ diffarentials described
by Option 1B. The assistance provided
by this variation would enable dairy
farmers to maka the adjustments -
necassary to succead in a more market-
oriénted environment, -

While Option 1B is preferred at this
time, Option 1A and other pricing
options are still under consideration,

' Therefore, comments should address at

least the following questions:

- —5hould the Class [ price structure be

designed to move the dairy industry
" towards a more market-ariented
system. that relies less on government

* regulatian in establishing the pricing

terms of trade batween handlers and -
dairy farmers or should the Class I

" price structure be established at the
pstimated current value of Class I -
milk?

~—What is the apprdppiéle Class [

differential level in surplus areas? -
How low can a Class | diffarential be
established to énsure an adequate
supply of Muid mitk? What Class I -

- differential level is necessary for

.- producers to maintain sufficient
revenue for-ensuring an adequate
supply of milk? Is that level $1.00,
$1.60, or is it another value and why? .

—Option 1B has been prasented with
three phase-in programs; which of
thess phase-in programs would be -
preferred and why? Is five years a
sufficient time period for the industry
to make necessary adjustmeants to
‘move towards a more market-
oriented, less governmentally
regulated system? .

~—How will the California state program -
interact with sither Option 1A or

. Option 1B?

—To what extent would consumers
benefit from reduced differentials
under Option 1B versus Option 1A?

BILUNG CODE M10-02-P
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© computations pursuant to Paragrabhsr(a] .
o and (b) of this section. - _ _

§

" Jassification. . :

_ - shall estimate and publicly announce
" the utilization (fo the nearest whole

" the verification of such report.  *. ..

" report to each cooperative association.
. which so requeésts, the percentage of

‘Subparnt G—Class Prices

. :§ 1000.50 ~ Class prices and cbmpo'nant
" prices. : )

_ milk containing 3.5 percent butterfat .-
~ and the component prices for the month

—

Federal Register/Vol. 63, No. 20/Friday, January 30, 1993!Proposed Rules

- 4975

—

1000.45 Markel administrator's iepoﬁs
nd announcements concerning - _

{a) Whenever required for the purpose -

". of allocating receipts from other Federal -

arder plants pursuant to § 1000.44(a}{(g)
and the corresponding step of
§1000.44{b), the market administrator =

ercentage) in Class [ during the month
of skim milk and butterfat, respectively,
in producer milk of all handlers. The

. gstimate shall be based upon the most
C-euirrent available d_ata_'and'_shall be final

for such purpose. . - -
(b} The market administrator shall

administrators, as soon as possible after
the-handlers’ reports of receipts and
utifization are received, the class to
which receipts from other Federal order
lants are allocaled pursuant.to '
§§ 1000.43(d) ard 1000.44 (including
any reclassification of inventories of
bulk concentrated fluid milk products),
and thereafter any change in aliocation -
required to correct errors disclosed on -

{c) The market administrator shall
furnish each handler operating a pool -
plant wha has shipped fluid milk
products or bulk fluid cream products to
a plant fully regulated under another
Federal order in 7 CFR, chapter X the -

" class to which the shipments were -

allocated by the market administrator of

‘the other Federal order in 7 CFR, .
~chapter X on the basis of the report by
- the receiving handler and, as necessary,

any changes in the allocation arising

.- from the verification of such report.

(d) The market administrator shall -

producer milk delivered by members of
the association that was used in each
class by each handler receiving the
milk. For the purpose of this report, the
milk s received shall be prorated to
each class in accordance with tha total
utilization of producer milk by the
handler, ,

- Subject 1o the provisiohs of §-1000.52.
the class prices per hundredweight of

shall be as follows:

{é] Class I price. The Class [ price

. shall be ,965 times the Class [ skim milk
price plus 3.5 times the Class I butterfat -

rice. :
P (b) Class I price. The Class I price
shall be .96% times the Class [T skim-
milk price plus 3.5 times the month’s
butterfat price.

(c) Class I price. The Class Il price .

shall be .965 times the Class I1I skim

milk price plus 3.5 times the month's
- butterfat price, S

' (a) Class IV price. The Class IV price
shall be .965 times the Class IV skim

" milk price plus 3.5 times the month's

butterfat prics, . _
{e) Class I differential price, The Class

[ differential price shall be the .

difference between the current month's

. report to the gther Federal order market Class I and Class II! prices (this price

may be negative). o
(f) Class II diffecential price. The Class
1l differential price shall be the

- difference between the current month's

Class IT and Class IV prices. -
(g) Class [ skim milk price. The Class
1 skim milk price per hundredweight,

: rpunded to the nearsst cent, shall be the

adjusted Class I differential effective at
the location of the plant as specified in
§ 1000.52(a) plus a six month declining

" average computed by totaling the value
‘of the higher of Class III or Class IV skim’

milk price for each month, starting with

the second preceding maonth, multiplied
_ by a factar of six and reducing the factor
by one for each preceding month and

dividing the sum by 217

(h) Class I skim milk price. Tﬁe Class .

II skim milk price per hundredweight
shall be the Clags IV skim milk price for
the month plus 70 cents. :

- (i) Class Il skim-milk price. The Class P

11 skim milk price per hundredweight,.
rounded to the nearest cent, shall be the

. protein price per pound times 3.3 |

pounds of protein plus the other solids

. prica per pound times 5.7 pounds of

other solids; :
{j) Class IV skim milk price, The Class

IV skim milk price per hundredweight,

rounded to the nearest cent, shall be the

- nonfat solids price per pound times 9

pounds of nonfat solids. _ :
(k) Class I butterfat price. The Class I

" butterfat price per pound, rounded to
~ the nearest one-hundredth cent, shall be
- the adjusted Class [ differential effective
- at the location of the plant as specified
. in §.1000.52(a) divided by 100, plus a
six month declining average computed - |

by totaling the value of the butterfat

. price for each month, starting with the

second preceding month, multiplied by

a factor of six and reducing the factor by

" the Department less .079 {make

one far each preceding month and
dividing the sum by 21.’ o
(1) Butterfat price. The butterfat price
per pound, rounded to the nearest one-
hundredth cent, shall be the National
Agricultural Statistical Service (NASS)
AA Butter survey price as reported by

allowance), with the result divided by
0.82. o -

(m} Nonfat sofids price. The nonfat
solids price per pound, rounded to the -

_ nearest one-hundredth cent, shall be the
" NASS nonfat dry milk survey price as
‘reported by the Department loss $0.125 .

. {make allowance), with the result

divided by 0.96. o
(n) Protein price. The protein price
per pound, rounded to the nearest ane-
hundredth cent shall be the totai oft
-{1) The NASS 40-lb block cheese
survey price as reported by the

- Department less 12.7 cents, with the

result multiplied by 1.32; and
- {2} Multipty by 1.20 an amount

- computed as follows: The NASS 40-1b

block cheese survey price as reported by
the Department less 12,7 cents, with the
result multiplied by 1.582 then reduced
by the butterfat price. i -

- (o) Other solids price. The other solids
price per pound. rounded to the nearest
one-hundredth cent, shall bs the NASS
dry whey survey price as reported by * -
the Department minus 10 cents, with
the result divided by 0.968. .~

_ (p) Somatic cell adjustment. (1) The

"samatic cell adjustmient rate, per 1,000

somatic cells, rounded to five decimal
places, shall be computed by
multiplying .0005 times the monthly-

‘NASS 40-pound block cheese survey

rice; . _
{2) The somatic cell adjustment, per

- hundredwaight, shall be determined by

subtracting fram 350 the somatic cell
count (in thousands) of the milk,
multiplying the difference by the
somatic cell adjustment rate, and
rounding to the nearest full cent. -

§1000.51 [Resarved]

§ 1000.52 Adjustad Classa | ditferentlals.

The Class I differential adjusted for |
lacation to be used in § 1000.50(g) and

" (k) shall be as follows, except that:

{1} Under the Option 1B Revenue-
Enhancement Phase-In, the differential
shall ba increased by $1.10 in 1998, $.70
in 2000, $.40 in 2001, and $.20 in 2002

and :
{2) Under the Option 1B Revenue

" Neutra} Phase-In, the differential shall

be increased by $.55 in 1999, $.35 in
2000, §.20'in 2001, and $.10 in 2002;

t
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. o : Lo OPTICN 1B DIFFERENTIAL
. CPTION 1A : {Per Year) i
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF?E&EN- _
: : : . . 2003 &
: : 1999 2000 2001 2002 beyond
AUTAUGA ocoovveeeervit s s i AL 330 3.12 2.96 2,79 . 2563 2.4
- BALDWIN _... AL 3.50 3.43 3.29 314 .. 3,00 2.8
. BARBOUR AL 2.45 Dazr 314 3.00 . 2.87 2.7 -
S =11 = OO AL 10| 2.93 2.78 2.63 ), 2.48 T2
BLOUNT .. AL 310, 2.80 2.62 2.45 | 227 2.0
BULLOCK OO AL ©3.480F 0 - 3.16 . 3.04 L 2.79 2.8
BUTLER oo cerenenessssssesasssssssnsasssnes AL 345 . 326 3 2.97 2,82 2.6
CALHOUN ..o voeerrreeeersonnes s snssensssssss sssanes Al . 3.10 292 2.75 . 2.50 2.42 2.2
CHAMBERS AL - 3.10 3.05 2.92 2.79 . 2,66 2.5,
CHEROKEE ; AL 310 282 2.66 2,51 235 2.1
CHILTON ...ccieerereens e R AL 3.10 3.2 2,86 271 2,55 2.3
 CHOCTAW ' AL~ 330 | 323 3.06 2.90 2.73
CLARKE AL 3.45 -3.25 310 2941 2,79 26
CLAY Loerveeceensesne essssssssssecmsnins sensss s AL 310 2.94 2.80 2851 2.51 " 23
CLEBURNE ... AL 310 293 | 2.78 | 2.83 248 . 23
COFFEE .ccovnrrcrn AL 245 328 3.16 . 308 2.83 2,
. COLBERT “AL 2.80 - 2.67 2,50 2.34 2.17 o2
. CONEGUH AL 3.45° 327 . 343 3.000 2.86 2.
-COOSA ... 1AL 3.10 3.02 . 2.88 | o271 2.55 2,
COVINGTON ... | AL 3.45 | '3.28 315 3.03 2.90 2
CAENSHAW ... AL 345 325 | 392 2.97 2.83 2,
CULLMAN ........ AL 310 -2.79 260 2.41 2.22 2.
DALE ' AL "3.45 | 32680 - - 396 3.05 2.93 2.
DALLAS AL . 3,30 343 2.98 2821 267 2,
DE KALB . AL 2,90 268 283 2.38 o223t .2
ELMORE AL 3.30 a2 2.96 2.81 288 2,
ESCAMBIA AL 3.45 .32 . 3.16 | 04| - 292 2,
- ETOWAH AL 3.10 -0 2.85| 248 | 232 -2,
FAYETTE AL AT 2.83 2.68 | 2.54 2239 . 2,
FRANKLIN AL - 290 2,68 2.53 229 2.24 -2
. GENEVA 1 AL 3.45 3.29 g 3.08 298 n2
" GAEENE AL 3.40 3.03 2.88 272 | 2.57 -3
HALE AL L 3.10. - 3,03 2.88 2,73 258 | 2
_ HENRY : AL 3.48 3.28 3.17 3.05 2.94 2
'+ HOUSTON ... AL 3.48 . - 329 319, 3.08 2981 . 2
© JACKSON Al 2,890 2.66 2.50 2.33 o247 .2
JEFFERSON | AL 3710 290 |, 2.72 | 2.55 2.37 2
LAMAR “AL 3.10 2.84 270 2.55 241 2
LAUDERDALE AL T280| 2.65 2.48 2.30 243l -1
LAWRENCE AL - 280 2.66 . 249 2.31 D244 1
LEE _ | AL 330 3.06 2.95 2,83 272 2
© LIMESTONE AL " 2,90, 254 . 244 2,28 2.05 1
- LOWNDES AL 3.30 3.4 299 .7 285 C 270 2
MACON AL 3.30| 314 | - 287 274 2
MADISON AL 2.90 2184 2.44 2.25 2.05 1
MARENGO AL 3.30 3.13 298 | 283 . - 288 2
- MARION AL . 310 2,81 2.65 2.48 2.32 2
MARSHALL At 2.90 . 266 "2.49 2,33 2.16 1
“MOBILE AL a.50 3.43 Az " 3.2 2.96 2
MONROE ......... AL 3.48 3.26 3.12 2.97 2.83 2
MONTGOMERY AL 304 . 313 2.99 2.84 2.70 2
- MORGAN AL "290 - 2.65 2.47 2.30 .22 1
- PERRY AL 3.10 3.03 | 2.89 . 274 - 2,60 2
PICKENS AL 3.10 2,93 - .2.78 © 264 2.49 23
PIKE (AL 3,45 3.26 B2 2.98 2.84 2.7
" RANDOLPH AL 3.0 "2.85 2,82 2.69 2.56 24
. RUSSELL AL 3.30 3.18 3.05- 2.93 2.82 27
SHELBY AL 3,10 291 275 2.58 2.42 2.2
- 8T. CLAIA | AL .3.10 2901 272 2.54 2.36 2.1
SUMTER AL 3.10 3.04 2.90 2.74 2.61 2.4
TALLADEGA ..., AL 3.10 2.92 2.76 2.61 2.45 2.2
TALLAPQOSA AL 3.10 3.04 - 290" 2.76 262 2.4
- TUSCALOOSA AL 3.10 T202) 0 278 2.81 2.45 2.2
WALKEA AL 3.10 2811 285 . 248 232 2.1
WASHINGTON Al 3.45 325 31t | 2.96 2,82 26
WILCOX i AL 3.30 3.14 3.000 . 2.86 2.72 2.5
WINSTON AL~ 3.10. 2.80. 2.61 © 243 2.24 2.0 -
ARKANSAS AR 2.90 271 - 258| . 248 2.34 2.2
- ABHLEY ..., ‘AR 3.10 T 292 2.76 2,60 L2244 2.2
‘BAXTER ... AR. 2.60 2.36 1.97 1.78 15

217
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281
2.52
2,08

S 249

2.50
2.15
2.24

2,08
2,57
2.42
2.43

-2.82

287

2.00
219
2.27
1.95

197

|2.60
1.86
2.56

+2.80 -
1.86
253

2,15
1.99
‘2.81

| 269

2.55

1.94 -
2.45 .

2,34
270

© 243
270

225

2.18 .

247
2.29
2.48

2.29°
S 2158
267 -

2.58
2.06
2.22
2.28
1.53
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o |  OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL |
o - | OPTION 1A~ {Per Yaar} .
COUNTY/PARISH . STATE | DIFFEREN- :
o S o AL - | aee - 12003 &
1999 2000 2001 2002 20034
2.60 230 | 204" . 179 153 . 1.28
250 - 233 211 1.88 168 | 144 -
2.90 2.82 .66 2,50 . 234 218
2,90 2.80 - 262 2,45 257 2.09
2.60 231 207|182 1.58 134 .
310, 2.93 2.78 2.64 .49 238
_ 2.90 2.64. 2.45 227 2.08 1,89
: . 2.60 242 230" 2.17 205 192
CLEBURNE : 2.80 253 2.36 218 2,01 185
CLEVELAND ..... AR 2,90 2.81 2.63 | 2.46 2.28 2,11
. COLUMBIA oo e L AR 310 2.86 2,64 2.42 220 1.98
" CONWAY eromoosesesere s S AR . 280 - 256 2.36 216 1.95 174
CAAIGHEAD Tl an 2.60 2.58 2.6 233 221 2.08..
CRAWFORD . AR 2.80 251+ 226 - 200 175 149
GAITTENDEN ....... AR - 280 269 261} -~ 2s3] 2,45 237 .
CAOSS womrioinirmor AR 2,80 2.67 267 2.46 236 2,26
DALLAS. AR 20| - 27| 268 2739 219 190
BESHA AR . 290] . z284| 270 2.56 242 2.28
DREW .. AR - 2.90 283 - 268 253 2,28 223
FAULKNER AR 2.80 2,59 L2410 222 2,04 1,86
FRANKLIN AR 2.80 252 2.07 2.01 176 1.6%
FULTON 1an 2,60 2.38 220 2.03 1.88 1.68
GARLAND AR 2.80 258 239 | 219 2,60 1.81
GRANT. . AR 2.50 266 2.50 533 217 2,00
GREENE AR 2.60 2.44 233 223 2.12 2,01
HEMPSTEAD woomoresmerseesioeesersmesenies AR 2.90 275 281 228 2.04 181
HOT SPRING AR 2.90 2,64 2.45 Casr| 208 1,89
- HOWARD AR 200 . 260 2.38 2.15 193 170
(NDEPENDENCE | aR 260| 254 2.38 292 2.06 | 130
ZARD ... AR 260 - 239 2.23 507 1oy 175
JACKSON AR . 260 2.57 2.44 - 2,30 217 2.04
JEFFERSON AR 2.90 2.69 265 2.41 207 213
JOHNSON AR - 2.80 2.47 2oal . 202 179 1.56
LAFAYETTE AR 310 .84 ‘260 2.35 211 187
LAWRENGE AR 2.60 2.43 2.30 2.18 2.05 103
- LEE AR 280|. .. 268 . 258 248 - - 239 230
. LINCOLN AR 2.90- 2.82 oB6| 0 258 225 218 -
LITTLE RIVER AR 2.90 2,72 2.46 2.20 +.94 168
LOGAN AR . 5,80 2.53 2.30 2.06 183 159
LONOKE AR 280 | 2.62 a46| . 231 215 - 2,00
MADISON AR 2.60 232 2.08 1.86 161 |- 138
MARION AR 260 2.34 2.13 163 172 | 151
MILLER. ¥ AR © 310 282 257 231 2.06 1.80
MISSISSIPPI AR 2.60 259 248| - 237 226 215
MONROE AR 2.80 2.68 2.55 | 2.45 234 223
. MONTGOMERY AR 2.80 267 2,37 2.16 1.96 176
. NEVADA AR 2.90 277 2.55 234 212 109
NEWTON AR 2.60 238 2.15 193 170 148 .
OUACHITA AR ‘ae0| - 279 2,59 2.40 920, 201
PERRY AR 2.80 2.57 238 | 2.18 1ee] - 179
- PHILLIFS .. AR 2.90 273 2.63 - 282 2421 232
. PIKE | aa - 2.901 . 262 2.40 2.19 1.97 176
POINSETT AR 2.60. - 2.50 2.49 2.38 228 217
POLK AR 80| . 284 231 207 18a 1.61
POPE AR 280, 249 228 2.06 1.85 R
PRAIRIE oo - AR 2.80 2.64 2.52 2.39. 2.27 2
PULASKI ... AR 2.80 2.61 2.45 228 2.12 1
" RANOOLPH .. | AR ' 2.60 - 241 2.27 " 2,42 1.08 1
SALINE AR 2.80 280 2.43 | 226 2.09 1
SCOTT AR . . 280 254 231 2.07 1.84 1
SEARCY ‘AR 260 | 2.40 2.19 199 178 1
. SEBASTIAN 1 AR 280 2.53 228| - 204 179 1
SEVIER 1aR 2.90 2.59 2.35 211 187 1
© SHARP . AR 2,80 2.49 2.26 212 197 1
ST, FRANGIS - el 2.80 2.68 2,58 5.49 239 2
STONE AR 2,60 2.43 226 . 208 1.99 1
'UNION AR 310 2.89 270 281 232 2
VAN BUREN 1'an 2.80 250 231 211 1.92 1
WASHINGTON AR 260 - 2.1 207 182 158 = 1
2.80 C 281 2.46 230 2151 1.99
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OPTION 1A
OIFFEREN-

TiAL

STATE

CA
CA
CA
CA

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

CA
C.A

| COUNTY/PARISH

WOODAUFF
YELL s
APACHE
COCHISE
COGONING
©GILA
GRAHAM
GREENLEE
LA PAZ
MARICOPA
MOHAVE
NAVALO
PIMA
 PINAL
SANTA CRUZ
YAVAPAI
YUMA
. ALAMEDA
ALPINE .....,
AMADOR
BUTTE
CALAVERAS
COLUSA
. CONTAA COSTA
.DEL NORTE"
EL DORADO
FRESNO
. GLENN
HUMBOLODT
- IMPERIAL
INYO
KERN
KINGS

LAKE ..
LASSEN

sy

CA
CA
CA
CA -
CA
CA
CA
CA
CA

) CA
CA-
CA
CA -
CA
GA

SANTA CRUZ
SHASTA
SIERRA
SONOMA
STANISLAUS
SUTTER
TEHAMA
TRINITY

SOLANG ...

SAN BERNARDINO
SISKIYOU

SAN DIEGO
SAN FRANCISCO

. SAN JOAQUIN
-~ SAN LUIS OBISPO
. SANTA BARBARA

LOS ANGELES
SANTA CLARA

MADERA

MARIN
SAGRAMENTO

MARIPOSA
MENDOGING .
MERCED .
MONTEREY
RIVERSIDE
SAN BENITO
SAN MATEQ .

MODOC
MONO
NAPA

- NEVARA
ORANGE
PLACER
PLUMAS
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o . OPTION 1B DIFFEAENTIAL
. CPTION 1A {Per Year) :
~ COUNTY/PARISH STATE DF?E@FN' -
o o : , : "o 2003 8
h ) 1999 ;000 2001 2002 beyond
TULARE ........ SR, B CA 1.60 1.48 1.37 © 125 1.14 1.02
TUBLUMNE . : CA 1.70 1.52 1.35 117 1.00 0.82
“WVENTURA : CA . 1.80 1,71 1.61 1.52 142 1.33
YoLO .. cA . 1.70 1.60 150 . 1.39 1.29 119 -
- YUBA -CA 170 1.60 1.50 1.39 129 118 -
 ADAMS co’ 2,55 2,40 2.07 - 175 1.42 1.098
ALAMOSA : : co 1.90 235 2,20 . 205 1901 . 1,75
ARAPAHCE ... S— - cQ 2.55 2.42 211, . 1.79 1.48 C3a7
ARCHULETA ..., : ; co 1.90 1.73 1,76 - 1.80 1.83 | - 1.86
BACA .i....... - co 235 229 2.08 1,86 1.65 1.44
co - 235 2,35 241 . 1,86 1.62 1.3
BOULDER coO 2,45 | 2,31 - 201 1.72 1.42 1.1
- 'CHAFFEE co . 1.80 231, a2 1.92 1,73 1
" CHEYENNE co 2.35 2.25 2,00 . 174 T 148 1
.7 CLEAR CREEK co 2,45 233 2.06 1,78 1.51 -'1
-CONEJOS ... co 1.90 2.29 2.18 2.06 1.85 |
COSTILLA . co 1.80 235 2.20 2.04 1.89 ¥
CROWLEY co 2.45 247 220 © 194 1,67 1
- CUSTER ... co - 2.45 239 2,18 1.98 177 i
DELTA co . 2.00 1.95 189 1.84 - 1.78 1
DENVER co 2.55 2.4 2.09 1.78 1461 1.14
.DOLORES co 1.90 1.80 1.80 1.80 | 1.80 1
-DOUGLAS co . 2.55 243 213 1.83 1.53 -1
, co 1.90 1.72 1.64 156 | 1,48 | 1
-~ EL-PASO. co 2.45 2423 2.13 1.83 1,53 1
_ELBERT. co 2.55 245 2.18 1.90 1.63 |
FAEMONT .. co . 245 238 2,16 1,94 1,72 1
GARFIELD [ols] 2,00 1.92 1.83 1.75 1.66 R
GILPIN co 245 232 2.04 | 1.76 . 1.48, 1
~ GRAND co - 1.90 2.25 2.00 C 174 1.49 1
GUNNISON oo 1.90 1.77 1.74 1.70 187 1
- "HINSDALE co 1.80 1.79 1.78 178 | 1.77 1
- HUERFANO co 2.45 2,40. 2.21 2.01 1.82 1
© o JACKSON. co - 1,80 2.24 1.98 172 1.46 N
* JEFFERASON co ©oass| 243 2.13 1.82 | -1.52 1
o KIOWA co 235 234 2.08 1.83 | 1.57 1
. KT CARSON co 245 | 224 1.87 1w 1.44 1.
LA PLATA co 1.50 229 2.08 1871 1,66 1.
LAKE co " 1.90 1,73 1.76 1.78 1. 1.81 1
.- LARIMER co 2,45 2.30 2,00 ©1.88 . 1.39 -1
- -LAS ANIMAS co - 235 2.41 222 T2.04 . 185 1
. LINCOLN ... co’ 2.45 233 2.06 -1.78 " 1.51 1
LOGAN CO 235 2.21 1.91 1.62 1.32] . A
MESA 1 co 2001 1.95 1.89 1.84 1.78 N
" MINERAL 1C0 . 1,80 1.71 1.73 - 1.74 1.76 |. 1
MOFFAT ... 1 co - 1.90 171 1 1.62 1.53 | .44 B
" MONTEZUMA 1 CO 1.90 1.72 1.74 177 1.79 1
MONTROSE co- 2.00| . - 1.86 1.9 1.87 +.82 1
MORGAN co 235 .2.29 1.98 1.66 ] . 1.35 1
- OTERQ co 2.45 247 1 C 22 195 1.69 M
-QURAY Cco - 1801 1.80 1.80 1.79 1.79 9
- PARK co - 245 238 210 1.85 1,60 1
© T PHILIPS ..., o s} 235 213 187 | 1.60 1.34 1
- PITKIN .. co 1,90 174} 1.68 - 1.83 1.57 1
* PROWERS co . 235 2.27 2.04 1.80 1.57 1
. PUEBLQ co 2451 248 223 1.99 1.74 | 1
..RIQ BLANCO' co 1.90.[. 173 1.66 1.60 153 . 1
RIO GRANDE .. 1co 1.90.} 227 | 215 C2.02 1.90 1.
ROUTT co 1.80 | 1.70 1.60 1.50 1.40 1
SAGUACHE co . 180 . 1.69 1.67 | 1.66 . 1.64 1
SAN JUAN co’ 1.90 | 1.80 180 1.80 ] 1.80 1
SAN MIGLIEL.: co 190 1.80 1.80 1.80. 1.80 1
. SEDGWICK co 2,35 C2.13 ©1.85 ) 1,58 | 1.30 1
SUMMIT cO 1.90 T227 2.04 1.80 157 1
‘TELLER ..., co 2.45 T 248 2.20 1.93 167 | 1.40
WASHINGTON {co 235 C. 230 199 | 1.69 1.38 1.08"
WELD co - 245 | 2.28 | 1,96 1.63 1 .99 -
YUMA co 2.35 2.02 195 1.67 1.40 1.412°
FAIRFIELD cT 310 29 272 © 2,54 - 235 217
HARTFORD CT - 310 292 2.70 2.47 2251 2.03
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_ OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
QPTION 1A - {Per Year) ]
COUNTY/PARISH - STATE DIF;&T_ENr- — 200
N . _ o 1999 . 2000 200 2003 beyond
LITCHFIELD .....: cT. 3.00 | 291 | 2,68 . 2441 2.21 1.8
MIDDLESEX .... QT 3.10 2.97 2.77 2.58 .o2my C 28
‘NEW HAVEN .. cT 310 2.95 275 | 2.56 2,36 2.17
NEW LONDON CT - 3.10 299 . 2.80 262 | . - 243} - 2a
TOLLAND ooecurveanssisnimemesssseneesserosssnesseeneens CT . 310 297 | - 2.7 2,54 - 233 2.11;
WINDHAM ... I o1 © 310 3.00 C 280 - 2Bt 2.41 2.29] -
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ...cvvensmeeennne. | DG . 3,00 2.74 - 245 217! 1.88 1.59]
. KEBNT : - DE -3.00 (289 | . 2,47 225 203 1844
. NEW CASTLE DE 300 2.81 2.53 .24 . 196 1.68¢
SUSSEX ... - DE . 3.00 268 249 | 229 . 210 1.914
ALACHUA FL - 370 - 355 3.52 350 - 3.47 3.44,
BAKER ... FL 3701 .3.52 347 3.43 3.38 3.30
T BAY s trirsennsssss e sss s Fr 370 3.47 337 3.26 . 318 3.05-
- BAADFORD .ioooecieeeceeeserssecanessostes ceseess e FL. 3.70 | 3.54 a5t 347 . - 344 3.40.
" BAEVARD et : FL 400 3.86 384 . 383 381 3.79°
BROWARD ......... FL - 430| 4,19 4,20 4.20 4.2% 422
CALHOUN . FL - 3,70 3.47 3.36 326 3151 3.04
CHARLOTTE 1.FL . 4.30 391 | 3.85 - . 388 - 4,02 4,05
CITRUS ... FL - 4.00. a8z 3.77 3.7 3.68 3.60
CLAY | FL 370 . .58 st - 348 344 | .43
COLLIER: | FL 430 384 400 | 407 . 413 418
COLUMBIA FL 3.70 .as2! - 347 3.41 336 .30
DADE “FL 4,30 4.20 | 4.22 a25| 427 .. 4,29
DE 8QTO FL 430 | 3| 3.93 3960 . 398 4,01
DIXIE ‘Fl- 3.70 -3.54 - 350 | 345 cooam 37
© DUVAL - FL . U370 3.54 . 349 345 340 3.36
ESCAMBIA JFL . . 3,45 3.44 © 3,30 36| . 0 302 288
FLAGLER ........ . FL 400 B 7:11 a.74 © 388l - as1 3.54
. FRANKLIN FL 3.70 . 350 3.42 |- aasy o oaey . 3.19
" GADSDEN FL a7e| 3.48 - 337 - 327, 3.18 3.06
‘GILCHRIST .. FL- 3.70 -3.54 . 3.50 3471 - 344 3.39
GLADES FL . 4.30 4.18 4.14 T 411 409 4.07
GULF ... FL 370 3.49 340 | 330 - 3.21 312
HAMILTON FL 3.70 350 3.42 335 3.27 3.19
HARBEE : “FL 4.30 3.89 3.91 302 1 3.94 395
HENDRY . FL 4.30 417 - 4,15 4.14 | 412 4.11
- HEANANDO ......... FL . 4,00 384 380 . 377 3.73 3.69
HIGHLANDS _ FL. . 4,30 3.90 "3.92 -394 . 396 | 3.98
" HILLSBORCUGH FL 4.00 3.87 3.85 sl aame o a3
. HOLMES : FL . arn| 3.45 | - 318 3.04 291
INDIAN RWER FL 4,00 |- 4,13 [ 4071 - 402 296 3.91
JACKSON” FL - - Az, 346 333 |- 321, . 3.8 . 2.96
JEFFERSON . FL- 370 3.49 3.40 332 ©323( © 344
" LAFAYETTE FL -3.70 - 3.885 3.52 3.48 3.45 3.42
“LAKE . FL - 4,00 asg 380 - 375 37 367
LEE. FL - 4,30 3.92 397 401 4.06 4.10
LEON- | Fl 3.70 3.49 | 3.39 -330] "3.20 30
© LEVY .., FL -4.00- 3.80 arz 3.64. 3.56 348
LIBERTY FL 3.70 348 3.39 3.29 3.20 © 30
- MADISON FL 3.70 3.49 S 340| . 330 CF-J 312
" MANATEE FL - 4,30 - 389 Coao 3.92 C -394 395
MARION FL . 4,00 a8 . 375 - 368 362 - 355
- MAATIN FL 14,30 4151 : 412 . 4.09{. - 4.08 - 4.03
MONROE FL 4,30 421 - 423 . 426 428 1. 4.3
- NASSAU .. : FL 3.70 asl. T 345 | 338{ . 7 332 325
OKALOOSA | v | FL 3.45 3441 30| 3.7 3.03 1289
OKEECHOBEE ..ovvuvueeesvesvmsessssteeseeseeesemeee FL 430~ 414 4.1t 4,07 404 T A00°
QRANGE . ; W | FL 4.00 | ass) . a8l - are| - ars a7z
OSCEQLA FL -4.00 |- 3.87 3.86 384 T8 382
PALM BEACH FL 4,30 417 46| 4.14 4,13 4,12
PASCO FL 4.00 . 388 C 382 are 3.75 3.72
. PINELLAS FL 4,00 3.87 3.85. © 384y - as2 3.81
. POLK L ;4,00 387 286 . 385) 384 383
PUTNAM. ..., FL 370 3.57 355 354 . 352 3.51
SANTA ROSA FL - 345 3.44 - 3,30 316§, 3.02 288
- SARASOTA Lviiniiirie e ; FL - 4,30 | 90| 383 395 . - 398 4,00
SEMINOLE FL. 4,00 3.84 3.80¢ a¥7| .. 3713 3.69.
ST. JOHNS FL 3.70 . 355 53| . 350 3.48 3.45
ST. LUCIE FL 4,30 414 4.10 - 4.05 14.01 397
SUMTER FL 4.00 365
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o . : . OPTION 1A : {Per Year) .
COUNTY/PARISH - . STATE DIF_lF_aFEEN- , . :
. : . . _ 400 - . 2003 &
_ _ _ . 1989 2000 ;001 2002 beyond
SUWANNEE .. e e o 3,70 a.51 - 3,45 3.38 a3z 325
TAYLOR e 3.70 351 |- 3.44 337} © 3.30 323
UNION ... .70 353 | 3.49 - 3.44 -~ 340 3.35
T yOLUSIA ... _ 4,00 . 383 3,78 3zl . 387 -3.62
. WAKULLA ..., 3.70 - 3.50 341 333 3.24 C316
© wALTON 3.45| . 3.45 3.32 3.20 3.07 294
WASHINGTON 30| 3.46 1333 3.21 3,08 2.96
APPLING 3.45. 3.28 3.7 3.05 . 294 282
" ATKINSON 3.45 Sasn 322 3.12 - 3.03 - 294
BACON 3.45 - 330 3.20 3.1 3.0t Ceg1
" BAKER ... 3.45 " 330 3.19 3.09 2.98 2.88
gALOWIN a0 3.03 2.88 2.72 2.57 2.42
BANKS 310 2.93 .77 2.62 . 2.46 a3
BARROW 3.10 294 2.8 . 2,67 2.54 2.40
| BARTOW 3.10 285 272 2,58 . 245 2.32
* BEN HILL o 345 3.28 316§ 303 2491 2.79
BERRIEN ... 345| - 3.3 a2 a2 3.03 2.94
BIBE .. “3.30 . 3.02 - 286 270 | 2.54 2.38-
BLECKLEY 330 313 - 298 2.84 . 289 2,54
BRANTLEY - 345 333 - 3.26 3.20 - 3.43 3.06
BROOKS 3.45 . 333 3.26 | 318 3N - 3.04
BAYAN - 345 329 [ “3a8 ) 3.07 236 2,85
BULLOCH - 3.30 . a6 a4 293 281 2.69
BUAKE 3.30 1305 2491 2.78 2.64 . 2.51
_BUTTS 3.10 2,95 - 282 Co2ry 2.57 2.44
CALHOUN 3.45 ©azg K1 “3.08 295 . 2.B4
GCAMDEN 3.45 T 3.36 331 327 -3.22 3.18
‘GANDLER 3.30 3.16 3| - .283 -2.81 2.69
CARROLL 310 C 295 Soas2q’ 2.58 255 | 242
CATOOSA . 280 2.64 .51 2.38 12.25 212
CHARLTON 3.45 3.36 3.32 327 3.23 - 319
CHATHAM ; - 3451 3.30 320 3.08 2.99. 289
. CHATTAHQOCHEE GA 3.30 316 |. 3.05 293 - 2.82 270
CHATTOOGA GA ~ 2.80 2,65 253 2.42 . 230 2.18
CHEROKEE GA 3.0 ' 2.86 [273 2.61 248 236
- CLARKE GA 3.10 2.94 a.80 267 - 253 239
CLAY’ GA 3.45 3.28 3.16 3.04 - 2821 230
CLAYTOMN GA 3.10 2,96 |. 2.84 | 2.72 2.60 2.48 -
CLINGH GA 3.45 - 3.34 27 ©a o314 3.08
.. COBB GA - 310 295 282 . 2.69 © 256 ¢ 2.43
COFFEE | GA _3.45 330 3,19 3.09 . 298 - 2.88
COLQUITT GA 3.45| 3.31 . 3.2y 312 o302 293
COLUMBIA GA 310 "3.02 2.88 271 - 2557 2.39
- COOK ... GA 3.45 amn a2z 3.13 | 3.04 | 2.95
COWETA GA .10 1296 2.84 2.7 2.59 | 2.47
- . CRAWFORAD GA . 3.30 3.04 2.90 2.77 283 © 2.49
CRISP GA 3.45 347 . 306" 295 2.84 R73
DADE GA 2.80 2.64 - 2,50 .37 2.23 210 -
DAWSON ..., GA 3.10 - 285 2.7t 2.58 2.44 231 -
UE KALB ... GA 345, 332 3.24 315 .07 2.99
DECATUR | GA 3104 2.96 2.83 an 258 | 248
DODGE GA 3.45 T 318 3.0z 2.89 276 . 2863
DOOLY GA 3.45 3,15 3.02 289 2.76 . 2.83
. DOUGHERTY GA 3451 3.29 3T 3.06 294 "283
- DOUGLAS' GA - 3.10 2495 2.82 2.70 2.57 2.44
" -EARLY . GA 345 3.30 319 --3.09 2.98 288
. ECHOLS GA 3.45 334 329 | 3.23 .18 312
~ EFFINGHAM GA 3.30 347 |. 3.06 285 . 2.84 2.73
- ELBERT | GA 3.10° 2.92. 277 2.61 2.46 230
EMANUEL ... GA 3.30 3.14 3.0 . 287 2.74 250
. EVANS GA 3.45 3.18- 3.08 .2.97 2.87 277
. FANNIN QA 2.80 2.65 253 2.42 2.30 218 -
~ FAYETTE GA 3.10 2.96 S 284 272 260 2.48
- FLOYD .. GA a9 284 -2.68 255 . 240 ©226 .
. FORSYTH GA KRLE 294 279 2.65 2.50 2.36
. FRANKLIN | GA C 310 292 2.76 259 "243 [ Sa.27
o FULTON _ i GA. © 310 2.96 2.83 2.1 258 | - 246 .
- GILMEA _........... ; sestsaeneereenis GA 3.10 2.7t 2,59 2,45 2.34 222
GLASCOCK GA 3.10 - 3.03 '2.88 2,74 2.59 2.44
GA .3.45 3.34 3.28 3.22
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. : OPTION 1A } {Per Year) -
COUNTY/PARISH STATE. | DIFFEREN-
- - AL 1999 2000 2001 2002
GORDON v ssesissesenat s GA 3.10 2.83 2.68 2.54 | 209 | 24,
GRADY ovcorionmmenimninnersermnnes [ ] GA - 3.45 ~3.32 3.24 | RE 3.07 | 094
- GREENE GA 3190 294! 2.81| - 267 | 2.54 2.40;
. GWINNETT reerrr e e GA- 310 295 . 2.82 2.69 2.56 2433
HABERSHAM oo vrvens s eneesssesssssseasssasssnseens GA 310 283 | 2.68 . 2.54 2,39 244
HALL, - puvrrerrsrmrsssssssrsssasssessess ssspssseesseemseses GA .10 2493 T 278 . 2.64 . 2.49 M.
HANCOCK GA T Ao 3.03 2.88 272 257 42
- HARALSON GA 3,10 293 2.79 . 264 250) . 235
MARRIS v GA 3.30 [3.08 2.95 - 2.83 2.72 2.60:
HART ... : GA 310 2.92 2.75 2.59 2.42 2.28
HEARD ...... GA . 310 . 296 2.83( - 2.71 2,58 2.4,
HENRY L ouorureeeresseesmseseeers seeess s asissastsessses GA. 310 - 296 2.84 2.71 -2.59 2.47 1
- HOUSTON ... 1GA. 3.30 312 2.95 281 2.65 2,49
IRWIN ; _ QA 3.45 3.28 3.7 3.05 2.94 282
JACKSON cvmimsnssensiesnssanenns el GA 3.10 294 | 2.79 2.85 2,50 2.6
JASPER GA 3.10 295 - . za2 2.68 2.55 2.42
JEFF DAVIS ... st rerrrernaranerens GA 345 ;3 316 . 3.05 . 293 281
JEFFERSON . GA 3.30 - 3.04 2.90 2.76 2.62 248
JENKINS GA 3.30 T304 - 3,00 287 273 2.59
JOHNSON. GA . 3.30 313 2.99 2.84 2.70 2.55
JONES GA _a10 3.02 2.86 2.m 255 2.39:
“LAMAR GA- 3.10 3.04 2901 2.75 2.61 247
- LANIER | GA 3.48 - 333 3.2¢ 3.8 an 3.04
LAURENS GA 3.30 3.14 3.00 . 2.85 2 257
LEE...... NI GA 345 128 3.15 3.03 280 2.78
LIBEATY - ‘GA 3.45 3.30 a.z0 309 "2.99 2.89
LINGOLN GA - 310 2,93 279 284 2.50 2.35
LONG - GA . 345 3.30 3.20 3.09 2.95 2.89
LOWNDES GA © . 345 3.3 3.26 348 311 2.04
LUMPKIN _ GA - 3.10 284 2.70 2.55 241 227"
MACON GA’ 3.0 a.02 2.87 2.71 2.56 2,40
MADISON .. GA' . 345 ( . '3.32 324 -3.15 3.07 2.99
. MARION GA 330 35| - am 2.88 274 261
. MCOUFFIE GA a.10 293 279 2,64 2.50 2.35
MCINTOSH GA “3.30 3186 | 303 . 2.9 2.78 2.66
MERIWETHER GA 3.10 3.05 292 | 279 2.66 2,53
MILLER - GA - . 345 330 ¢ 320f - 31 3.01 2.H
MITCHELL GA 3.45 3301 - 3.20| an 3 2.9
MONROE GA "3.10 S apa| 288 273 | " 2,58 2.43
MONTGOMERY GA 345 3ar| 3.05 294 2.82 2.7t
MORGAN 1 GA 310 295 2.82 2.68 2.55 2,42
MURAAY y GA 2.80 2,66 | 2.54 243 . 231 2.20
MUSCOGEE | Ga 3.30 3.08 2.8 2.97 |. 277 2.67
NEWTON | GA 3.10 S 2951 2.82 270 257 244
OCONEE . _ | GA 3,10 294 2.81 267 254 240
+ OGLETHORPE ..ocmmssmmimassimmsssnsmeenssrssns GA aiel 2.94 279 265 2.50 2.36
. PAULDING GA .10 . 2.94 2.81 2.87 2.54 2.40
PEACH- GA 3,30 312 2,97 ~. 281 2.66 2,50
PICKENS ... | GA 310 2.84 270 2.57. C 243 229
PIERCE ..cocreevens GA 345 3.32 3.24 3.15 3.07 2.99
PIKE QA 310 .04 291 277 2.64 2.50
. POLK | GA- 310 2.0z 2.77 2:69 2486 | - 2.30
PULASK] GA 3.45 314 o 2.87 274 | 2.60
. PUTNAM GA . 310 -2.95 - 2.81 2.68 2.54 241
QUITMAN GA 3.45 3.27 3.14 - 302 ‘2,89 2.76
RABUN 1GA - -3.10 2,84 2:65 2481 232 215
RANOOLPH GA 3.45 3.28 3.18 3.03 s 2.79
RICHMOND ..... GA- 3301 303 2.88 272 257 | 242
ROCKDALE .ocrerrinrans GA a0 295 ‘283 - 270 258 245
SCHLEY GA . 330 36} - -3.03 291 2.78 266 .
SCREVEN GA 3.30 345 | 3.02 288 - 275 2.62
SEMINOLE GA 345 3.a1 3.22 Taaz - 3.03 2.94
SPALDING ....... GA Ca10f . 298| 2.84 2.72 2,60 2.48
" STEPHENS GA 310 2.91 275 2.58 2421 225
STEWART . GA 3.45 3.7 2.06 © 295 2.84 273
. SUMTER SR | Ga . 345 3.16 3.05 293 282 2.70
- . TALBOT GA - 3.30 3.06 2:94 2.81 289 2.57
TALIAFERRC GA 310 .. 294 2.81 267 2.54 240
TATTNALL .. -GA 3,45 3.18 3.09 299 . , 290 2.80
‘TAYLOR GA 3.06 | 2,94 - 282 .27 2.58
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' . OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
) oo ) " 'OPTION 1A : {Per Year)
COUNTY/PARISH _STATE | DIFFEREN- ' - -
. . o . TIAL : o 2003 &
. 1999 2000 - 2001 2002  beyand
C mm—— -
TELFAIP oo mssmsnsbessensr e snescosenas GA . . 3.45 3.17 .07 2.96 . 286 © 275
© FERRELL wivinrentise e ceere GA . 3.45 328 3.15 3.03 280 278 -
THOMAS . GA 345 332 a.25 3.17 310 302
TFT GA. 3.45 329 - a8 3.08| .- 207 2.86.
TOOMAS s SO GA 3.45 17 - 3.08 294 -2.83 2.72
TOWNS . . GA 310 2.70 . 2.56 243 2.29 2.16
TREUTLEN isisecrinioncommonmonsismmmontsssiastons GA - 3.30 3.15 3.02 .2.88 275 2.62
TROUP Ga, a0 308 29 2.78 264 2.51
TURNER GA 3.45 32879 . 318 2.03 2 279
TWIGES iz s GA | 3.30 3.04 2.90 2.75 261 247 .
UNION it GA - 310 2.70 257 2.45 232 2,19
CUPSON e ervs GA’ a0 3.08 2.91 2.78 2.64 251
WALKER ' GA - 2.80 2.64 2.51 . 239 2,26 2,13
WALTON o | GA - 30 2.95 282 268 255 2,42
" WARE 1 GA 3.45 3,32 3.25 347 3.10 3.02.
" WARREN eereeenen GA - 3.0 anal. - 2.87 272 256 2.41
WASHINGTON ..o sscivmrssssnesereserceiesenas GA 3.3 3.04 1. 2.90 2.75 261 2,47
WAYNE etseirnr et ipserenirarions GA 345 7 am - 3.2% 312 302 2.93
WEBSTER GA - 3.45 |- a7 3.06 - 2,96 7286 | 2.74
WHEELER - GA 3.45. 3.18 3.05 |- 2.93 282" 270
WHITE . GA 3.0 2.84 | 2.70 2.55 . 2.41 2.27
WHITFIELD ........ GA 2.80 265 253 2.42 - 2.30 2.18
WILCOX 1GA 3.45 3.17 3.05 2.94 . 282 2.7
" WILKES . Ga 3.10 294 2.79 265 “2.50 2.36
- WILKINSON | GA 13,30 3.03. 289 274 2,60 2.45
WORTH GA 3.45 3.29( . 318 3.06 298 2,84
ADAIR A 1.80 1.55 1.54 1,54 | 153 1.53
- ADAMS 1A 1.80 1.55 1.55 1.54 154 | 1.54
ALLAMAKEE A 1.75. 123 | 1.21 1,18 1.16 113
" APPANOCOSE 1w 1.80 1.54 1.53 1.5t 1.50 1.49.
AUDUBON A 1.80 1.54 . 1.53 1.53 1.52 1.51.
BENTON- 1A 1.80 148 | . 1.48 1.47 1.47 1.47
BLAGK HAWK 1A 1.75 1.37 1.36 1.36 135 1.34
.BOONE . 1A 1.80 1.53 1.51 1.49 1.47. 1.45
. BREMER 1A 1.75 . 1.33 13 1281 - 1.28 1.26 .
BUCHANAN 1A 175 | 1.38 © 137 135 1.34 1,32
" BUENA VISTA A 1.75 1,50 |. . 1.46 1.41 1371 1.32
BUTLER 1A 1.75 1.38 1.37 1,35 1.34 1.32
CALHOUN 1A - 1751- 1.52 1.49 1.48 1.43 1.40
CARROLL LA 1.80 1.53 151 1.48 | 147 |- 145
CASS v 1A 1.80 171 1.67 1.62 1,58 1.54
-CEDAR 1A 1.80 - 148 1.49 [ 1.49 . 1.50 1.50
CERRO GORLO 1A . 130} - 1.28 1.27 1.25 1.24
. CHERQKEE 1A 1.75 1.66 1.57 | 148 1.39 1.30
‘CHICKASAW 1A 1.75 1.29 1.27 1.24. 1.22 1.20
CLARKE: ........ 1A 180 - 1.54 1.54 1.53 1,53 1.52
- CLAY ... A 1.75 1.22 T 1.24 126 . 1.27 1.29
© CLAYTON 1A .75 | 1.29 1.24 1200 1.16 1.12
_ CLINTON 1A 1.80 ] 1.47 1.46 1.46 145 | 1.44
CRAWFORD 1A 1.80 1.89 1.63 . 1.56 150 1.44
" DALLAS 1A 1.80 1.54 1.53 1.52 1.51 1,50
DAVIS o 1,80 1.54 1.52 151 1.49 | 1.48
. ‘DECATUR tA T 1.80 | 1.54 1.54 1.53 1.53 1.52
DELAWARE ... iA 1.75 1.34 1.31 - 1.29 1.26 1.24
DES MOINES A 1.80 1.55. 1:54 1.54 . 153 1.53 .
DICKINSON 1A 1751 1.20|. 1.21 123 1.24 1.25
DUBLQUE - 1A 1.75 1.34 1.31 1.29 ©1.26 1.24°
EMMET ... 1A 1.75 122 1.92 123 124 1.25
FAYETTE 1A -1.75 133 1.29 1.25 1.20 1.16
FLOYD A 1.75 1.3 1.29 1.27 -1.25 1.23
- FRANKLIN ... A 1.75 1,35 - 1.35 1.34 1.34 1.33
~ .FREMONT 1A 1.85 1.74 187 . 182 1,58 1,54
- - GREENE 1A 1.80 1.53 151 1.49 147 | . 1.45
© GRAUNDY .. 1A 1.75 | 1.40 1,40 © 1,39 “ 138 1.37
. GUTHRIE - 1A 1.80 1.54 1 1.53 1.52 1.51 150
_ HAMILTON 1A 1.75 1.42 S 141 1.41 1.40 1.39
- "HANCOCK 1A 175 - 1.3 1.32 1.31 . 1.29 128
- HARDIN ... 14 g 1,75 1.41 1,40 1.39 1.39 | 1.38
~ HARRISON iA 1.80 1,70 1.85 1.60 1,55 1.50
. "HENRY _.... 1 1,54 1.53 151 | 1.50 .
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COUNTY/PARISH " BTATE DlF_{FiE\li!_EN- . _ ”
_ ! . 2003 &
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HOWARD .o s ev s necs s saaseans 1A 1.75 1.1% 1.18 1.17 1.16 1.1%
HUMBOLDT 1A 1.75 T 134 1.34 1.34 1,34 1.3
DA s A 175 1.67 - 1.60 1.52 1.45 1.3
IOWA ... 14 1.80 1.49 1.49 1.50 1.50 1.5
JACKSON 1A 1.80 1,38 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.3
JABPER reicscsicemsscsss esesssssrssencsrncossane 1A - 1.80 1.54 1.52 1.51 1.49 1.4¢
JEFFERSON ........ A 1.80 1,54 1.53 1.51 1.50 1.4¢
* JOHNSON ., 1A - 1.80 1.49 1.49 1.50 1,50 |. 15
© JONES - : |A 1.80 1,47 1,45 1.44 142 | 1.4°
KEOQKUK peieercieeecsee e A 1.80 4 1.48 1.49 1.49 1.50 1.5
KQSSUTH ...... 1A 175 1.22 |. 1.23 125 1.26 1.2t
LEE s crrrisenisnissiinemssstsras s sess emassssrassmsesen 1A 1,80 1.53 |. 1.52 1,50 1,49 1.47
LINN - . _ A 1.80 - 1.48 1,49, 1.49 1.50° 1.50 .
LOUISA ..civvirneensinns R 1A 1.80 1,49 . 150 1.50 1.51 1.5
LUCAS e | 1A 1.80 1.54 1.53 1.53 1.52 1.5
~LYON . e 1A 1.75 1.44 1.39 1.33 1.28 1.2
MADISOMN ......... LA 1.80 © 1,54 1,54 1.53 1.53 1.8,
MAHASKA ' A 1.80 1.54. 153 1,52 1.51 1.5(
© MARION ...ee.. ererimeerenerenes R 14 1.80 1.54 1.53 1.82 1.51 1.5
" MARSHALL, ..... , 1A J1.80 147 | - 1.47 1.46 1.48 1,48
MILLS .. ; PN 1A 1.85 1.71 167 1,64 1.60 1.5¢
MITCHELL y . 1A 1.75 1.20 1,19 1.19 1.18 1.1
MONONA - A 1.80 - 1,68 1.61 1,54 147 140 -
. MONROE .eciisentensisstssnnns 1A 1.80 1.54 1,53 1,51 1,50 1.48
MONTGOMERY : 1A 1.80 17111} 1.67 1.64 1.60 1.5t
" MUSCATINE 1A 1.80 © 1,49 150 1,51 1.52 1.6
O'BRIEN 1A 1,75 1,45 1.41 1.36 |- ‘1,32 1.2
OSCECLA 1A 1.75 1.43 1,38 1.34 1.29 1.2
- PAGE 1A 1,80 1.71 . 1.67 1,63 1.59 1.5
PALO ALTO .. 1A 1,75 127 1.27 1,28 128 | 1.2t
PLYMOUTH 1A° 1,75 1.50 1.44 1,38 132 1.2
POCAHONTAS 1. 1.75 130 |- 1.3 1,32 1.33 1.5
POLK .ovenreersasesinsinns 1A~ ©o180l 1.54 1.53 152 1.51 1.50 -
POTTAWATTAMIE ... 1A 1.85 1.71 1.87 1.64 1.60 1.5
POWESHIEX .......... , A 1,80 - 1,48 1.48 1,49 1.49 1.4¢°
RINGGOLD ....covvrvevversonmessions A 1.80 1.55 1.54 1.54 1.53 1.5
SAC ; 1A, 1.75 -1.68 1.61 1.54 1.47, R
CSCOTT ... 1A, 1.80 1.49 1.50 1.52 153 1.5
SHELBY ta 1.80 .70 1.65 1.61 1.56 1,5
- SIQUX 1A 1.75 1.65 1.55 | 1.44 1.34 1.2
STORY IR 1,80 1.53 1.51 1,49 1.47 1.4¢
TAMA 1A . 1.80 1.47 1.46 146 | 145 1.4
© TAYLOR 1A 1.80| - 1.55 1.55 1.54 1.54 1.54
UNION . A 1.80 | . 1.55 1.54 .54 1.53 1.52
VAN BUREN: A 1.80° 1.53 L51 1.50 1.48 1.4€
WAPELLO tA 1,80 1.54 - 1.53 1,51 1.50 1.48
~ WARREN .. 1A 1.80 [ 1.54 | 1.53 1.53 1.52 1.51
WASHINGTON . 11a 1.80 © 149 1.49 1.50 1.50 1.5
WAYNE ... - 1A 1.80 1,54 153 1,52 151 1.50
WEBSTER 1A 1.75 1.48 . 1,48 1.44 1,42 1.40
WINNEBAGO 1A 175 1.20 121 1.2% .22 1,20
- "WINNESHIEK ..... A 1.75 119G 1,18 1.16 ‘1.15 1.1
WOODBURY 15 1,75 " 1.55 1.49° 1.44 1.38 1,30
- WORATH 1A 1.75 1.20, 1.20 1.201 - 1.20 1.2(
. WRIGHT 1A 1.75 1,37 1,36 135 1.34 | 1.3
ADA D 1.60 <Y .29 112 1,02 0.9
ADAMS e "1.60 1.8 1121 107 ;108 0.9¢
BANNOCK s} 160 1.52 1.39 1.85 1,12 0,9
" BEAR LAKE o - 1,60 1.52 139 1.27 1.14 1.0
BENEWAH [s] .. 190 - 1.72 1.54 135 137 0.9
BINGHAM . FID L1860 .47 1,34 1.20 - 1,07 0%
BLAINE ... o] 1.60 | 139 1.28 | 1.17 1,06 0.9
BOISE ........ 1D . 180 1.39 1.28 | " 116 1.05 0%
BONNER o ' 1.90 1.72 1.53 © 1.35 1.6 0.9
BONNEVILLE ......... o I 1,60 1.46 1.32 |- 119 1.05 0.9
BOUNDARY &} 1.80.[ - 172 1.55 1.37 | 120 0
BUTTE ' I 180 1.39 1.27 . 118 . 104 0.5
. CAMAS ... 1o} . 1.60 1,39 1.28 118 ", 108 0.%
CANYON ..o w [} 1.60 127 1.19 1,10 1.02 0.%
CARIBOU J#] © 1,80 1.51 1.24 1.1 0.9
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S _ _ QOPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
S ) OPTION 1A . (Per Year) o
-COUNTY/PARISH DIFFEREN- ' .
oo . AL _ - 2003 &
B 2000 2001 2002 beyand-
T S— 1.60 . 138, 1.25. 1.11 0.98
- CLARK: 1LE0 1.29 115 | 1.02 0.89
CLEARWATER . 180 1.57 1.40 1.24 1.07
- CUSTER . -1.80 1.28 1.18 C 407 0.96
ELMORE : 1.60 124 | . - 114 1.03 0.93
FRANKLIN 1 iesrnsssiscninessansfonsssassssmsaranss 1.60 1,40 1.27 | 1.15 1.02.
FREMONT ' 1.80 1.31 a7 - 1.02 0.88
GEM:® . 18O 1.19 1.10 1.02 .94
GOODING .. e . . 1560 128 |- 117 1.06 | 0.95
CIDAHD s et et e e e e 1.60 1.47 1.34 1.20 1.06
JEFFEASON ’ " 1.60 . 1.32 1.18 - 1.04 0.80
JEROME - 1,60 . 1.28 1.18 1.07 0.96 .
KOQTENAI . 190 17| 1.53 1.34 |- - 118 0.97
LATAH ,1.90 . 1.54 1.35 | 117 0.93
LEMHI i 1.60 E 1.30 120§ - 110 1.00
LEWIS ... 1.60 61| . 1.46 132 17 1.03
LINGOLN 1.60 . 1.34 121 1.08 0.95
MADISON 160]. y 1.32 117 1.03 0.89
- MINIDOKA 1.60 {. : 1.35 | . 1.22 ~1.10 0.97
NEZ PEACE 1.60 80 1.45 . 1.31 1.16 1.0
ONEIDA 1.60 . 1.39 127 S1.14 1.01
CWYHEE 1.80 | . _ 1.21 1.12 .04 0.55
PAYETTE 1.60 . 1,16 1.09 1.02 i 095
" POWER 1.60 | 182] - 1.38 1.25 1.41 0.98
SHOSHONE : - 1.80 1.73 1.56 |. 1.3% 1.22 1.05
TETON 1,60 1.36 1.25 113 . 1.02 0.0
TWIN FALLS “1.60 |- 145 1.33 . 1.20 1.08 0.96
VALLEY 1601 1.40 ~1.30 | 1,19 1.09 099
. WASHINGTON 1.60 | 122 136 | 1.09 1.03 | 0.96 -
- ADAMS i 1.80 © 1.68 1.6t 1.54 147 | 1.40
ALEXANDER 2.20 2.03 1.97 1.90° 1.84 1. 1.77-
T BOND i . 200 185 178 1.70 1.63 1.56
- BOONE 1.75 1.32 133 1.35 - 1.36° 1.37
‘BROWN ... 1.80 1.70 1.66'| 1.61 © 157 1.52 .
- BUFEAU. " 1.80 1.61 1.62 1.62 1.63 163 -
- CALHOUN. - 2.00 1.86 | - 1.79 1.73 186 1.60 -
CARAOLL 1.80. 178 1,68 1.58 1.48 1.38
CASS , 1.80 161 |- 161 [ 1.62 | 1.62 1.62
CHAMPAIGN 1.80 1.72 . 168 1671 1.64 1.6%
CHRISTIAN 2.00| - 1.86 1.80 ¢ 1.75 . 1.69 1,63
CLARK ... - 2.00 184 | -1.76 1.68 160 - 1.52
. CLAY 2.00 1.84 175 167 |. 1.58 1.50
CLINTON - 2.00 1.84 177 | - 1.69 | 1.62 1.54
" COLES 200 185 477 1.70 1.62 155 -
. COOK ... © 1.80 1.45 1.50 | . 1.55 1.60 1.65°
- CRAWFORD. 2,00 1.84 |. 1.76 1.67 1.59 1.51
CtUMBERLAND- COROB( 1.84 1,76 1.69 | 1.61 . 1.53
. DEKALB ... .80 1.35 "1.39 1.42 1.46 1.50
DE WITT < 1.80 1.74 1.74 - 1,73 173 | 172
DOUGLAS 2,00 1.72 168 1.65 161 | 1.58
DU PAGE - 1.80 1.44 1,49 153 | 158 1.62
EDGAR .......... 2.00 1.71 '1.67 163 | 1.59 1.56
EDWARDS . 2,20 C 185 .77 1.70 | 1.62 1.56
EFFINGHAM .. 2.00 . 1.84 1.76 1,68 161 - 1.53
FAYETTE 2.00 1.84 1.77. 1.68 | . 1,62 154
. FOR® 1.80 . 162 - 1.63 185 1661 1.67
. FRANKLIN ..... 2.20 1.93 | 1.85 7T - 1.69 1.61
" FULTON ... - 1.80 163 | . 1.65 1.66 1.68 170
GALLATIN - 2.20 2.1 1.93 -1.84 1761 . 167
GREENE C2.00 1,85 1.79 1,72 1.66 159 .
GRAUNDY 1.80 C 162 1.63 |. 1.64 165 1.66
_HAMILTON 2.20 1.93 1.85 |. 1.78 168 | 1.60
"-HANCOCK - 1.80 1.69 1,84 1,58 _ 153 1.47
HARDIN 220 202 1.94 1.87 1.79 1.7t -
HENDERSON - "1.80 1551 1.55 ] 1.56 | 1.56 1.56 -
HENAY ........ 1.80 1.51 1.53 | 1,56 1.58 161
IRCQUOIS 1.80 161 .61 1.60 . 1.80 1.60
JACKSON 220 1.34 . 1.86 1,79 171 1.64 -
JASPER 2.00 - 1.84 1.78 1.67 1.58 180 -
2.00 1.85 1.78 1.70 1.63 1.56
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. o OPTION 1B QIFFERENTIAL '
e - - OPTION 1A (Per Year)
COU_NTY!PAHISH : © STATE . DIF;EC\T_EN'- : po— .
S AL | 1.999 2000 2001 2002 | feyond
JERSEY .ooocevvertiorsssasreereassssenemans ST it 2.00 1.86 1.80 173 167 181;
© JO DAVIESS : it 175 1.50 1.44 1,39 1.33 1.28:
_JOMNSON ... AL 2.20 .2.02 | ;195 1.87 1.80 | 172
KANE IL. 1.80 1.43 1.46 1.50 - 153 1561
. KANKAKEE | 1.80 1. 1.6t 1.51 1.62 1.62 162 -
. KENDALL : L " 1.80 144, "1.48 1.53 - 1.57 | 1.61
‘KNOX I 1804 - 1.62 1.64 1.65 1.67 1.68.-
LA 5ALLE IL - 1.80 1.43 1467 . 1.49 152 1.55
LAKE [T 1.80 162 1,63 1.65 188 167
LAWRENCE IL 2.00 | 1.84 . 1.76 167 - 1.59 157
LEE IL 1.80 - 131 " 1.35 1.40 145 1.50
LIVINGSTON L 1.80 1.63 1.65 166 168 1.70.
LOGAN ... WL 1.80 - 175 1.75 1.75 | 175 175
MACON 1L 1580 | 1.60 1.59 159 158 . 157
" MACOUPIN ,, H 1.80 137 1.40 1.42 145 148
MADISON L. . 1.80 175 .75 174 174 1.74
MARION | L - 1.80 |- 173 171 | 170 1.68 166
MARSHALL IL - 200 . 188 - 1.80 |, 173 167 181
MASON L . 200 193 1:85 178 1.70 182
MASSAC L 2,00 1.84 1,76 168 1.60 1,52
" MGDONOUGH IL 1.80 ~164 | 1.67 170 | 1.73 178
MCHENRY ... . . 1.80, 1.63 1.65 1.68 179 |- w2
. MCLEAN .. - 2.20 - 203 1.96 - 1.88 1821 175
MENARC IL. 1.80 1.74 R 171 1.70 1.69
MERCER .. . 1.80 - 1.50 - 152 1.54 1.58 1.58 -
MONROE ... - 200 . R E:T A 1.87 1791 . 1,72’ 165
MONTGOMERY IL - 200 | -1.86 1.79 1.73 166 1.60
-MORGAN L~ 1.80 1.72 1691 1.67 1,64 1.61
MCULTRIE ., IL 2o 172 1.69 - 166 1.62 - 1,60
OGLE . Lo, 1.80 128 . 131 T34 1.36 ] 1.39
PEORIA o 1.80 [ 1.65 . 1.69 C 174 178 1.82
" PERAY L 2.00 1.93 1.88 176 1.68 1.60
PIATT . iL 1.80 1,73 1.71 169 | 167 165 .
PIKE ; i 1.80 1,70 1,66 161 - 157 1.52.
POPE - 220§ 2.02 | 1851 1,87 1.80 LTz
PULASKI 1L 220 2037 1.96 |- 1.88 1.82 1.75
PUTNAM .. I 1.80 163 | 1.65 | 186 1.68 1,70
- RANDOLPH IL 200 1.93 1.86 78| 7] 1.63
" RICHLAND .. IL - 2.00. 1.83 174 166 1.57 148
ROCK ISLAND - 1,80 1.50 1.52 1.53 155 157
SALINE Ik, .2.20 1.94 1.87 180 - 173 1.68
SANGAMON - IL 1.80 173 1.7t 169 167 - 1.65
.SCHUYLER IL 180 1.7 1.68 1.64 1.61 ). 1.57
SCOTT IL 1.80 17 © 1.68 1.64 181 1.57
* SHELBY L. 2.00 1.85 1.78 1.7 164 . 1.57
ST. CLAIR L . 2.00 1.94 1.87 1.79 1.72 165 .
STARK IL: 1.80 1.63 166 | - 1.8 1711 1.73
_ STEPHENSON L 175 125 1.26 1.27 1.28 .29
. TAZEWELL ([ 1.80 | 1.66 1.70 175 179 1.84
UNION L - 2.20 202 1.94 1.87 1.7¢ 1.7
VERMILION it . 1.80 172 | 1.68 1.85 16t 1.58
WABASH iL 2.20° 1.85 .78 1.70 1.63 1.56
WARREN L 1,80 - 161 | -1.61 1.60 1.60 1.60 "
WASHINGTON IL .2.00 1.85 1.77 170 1.62 1.55
WAYNE ...... I S 220 1.84 177 1.69 162 | 1.54 -
- WHITE L - 2.20 . 1.93 1.85 1.78 1.70 - 1,62
WHITESIDE e 1.80 125 1.30 1.36 142 148
WILL IL 1,804 1.48 1.50 1.54 1.59 184
- WILLIAMSON ([ 220 194 | 1.87 .79 12y 1.85
WINNEBAGO 1w 175 1Y 1.31 1.32 132 1.32
WOODFORD L . 180 165} 1.69 | . 174 1.78 1.82 .
. ADAMS N 1.80 1.71 1.62 " 1.52 . 1.43 134
ALLEN _ 1IN 180 - 171 1.61 152 | 1.42 X
BARTHOLOMEW IN 2.20 1.82 1.73 | 1.65 1.56 1.48 .
BENTON - IN 180 [ Wi 1.71 . 1.66. 1.62 1.57
BLACKFORD IN 1.80 172 1.54 1.56 [ 1.48 1.40
BOONE IN - 2.00 - 183 ] 1.78 "1.68 1.60 1.53
BROWN IN 220 . 1.82 1.74 1.66. 1.58 1.50
CARRAOLL iN "1.80 1.74 1.68 1.61 ' 155 o149
CASS IN 1.80 1.73 1.66 1.58 1,51 1.44
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. COUNTY/PARISH

'MONTGOMERY

. MORGAN

" NEWTON
PUTNAM ...
RANDOLPH

~ RIPLEY

- RUSH
SPENCER .,
ST. JOSEPH ..
STARKE
STEUBEN
SULLIVAN
SWITZERLAND |
TIPPECANOE

HENDRICKS .,

DELAWARE
* HENRY

- pUBQIS
JEFFERSON
- JENNINGS -
- JOHNSON
LAWRENCE
. MADISON ..
MARION
MARSHALL
_ MAATIN
MONROE
ORANGE ...
OWEN
PARKE
PERAY. ....
© PiKE
PORTER
POSEY -
PULASKI
SCOTT
+ SHELBY

FRANKLIN
LAKE ...

FOUNTAIN
FULTON
GIBSON
‘GRANT
JASPER
JAY.

. HOWARD ..
_ HUNTINGTON

GREENE
. HAMILTON

CLINTON

CRAWFORD
-, DAVIESS ... e

DE KALB oovoviseensseesivminasgscosssas
" DEARBORN .,

DECATUR:

ELKHART

FAYETTE ...

FLOYD .o

KNCX.

. KOSCIUSKO
" LA PORTE -
" LAGRANGE

CLAY i
- HANCOCK .
. -HARRISON
- JAGKSON:
MIAME
/NOBLE .....
CHIO

N
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P - . OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL 1
i ' ‘ : - | OPTION 14~ : © {Per Year) : ’ I
COUNTY/RPARISH STATE | DIFFEREN- _ : . —_
" : : 1 Ta : o 2003 &
_ : _ - 1999 2000 2001 D, 2002 - beyond
TIPTON ... fares e N 1.80 | . 182 1.73 1.65 | 1.56 1.48
- UNION e vesenann N ©2.00 1,81 1.72 '1.63 - 154 . 148
VANDEABURGH ..vvvrirsvnenns _ IN B 2.20 2.0t 1.2 182 1.73 1.63
VERMILLION — : 2.00]| 1,83 1.76 1.69 1,62 156
© ViGo : : W ' 2.00 1.83 175 t.68 |- 1.60 153 -,
. WABASH ... ; N 1 . 180 171, 1.63 1.54 1.45 137
WARREN IN - 180 1.83 1.76 7170 . 1.83 1.56
WARRICK . IN ' 220 2014 1.91 1.82 | 172 1.62
WASHINGTON IN - 2.20 1.98 1.85 1,71 . 1.58 . 145
CWAYNE eeeersrrensennesnnn e IN - 200 1.81 1.72 183 1.54 1,45
. WELLS - - SRS | R T o180 1.71 1.63 1.54 1.46 137
WHITE IN : 180 174 1.68 1.81 155 148
WHITLEY - S | . 180 162 | 1,54 1.48 "1.38 1.30
ALLEN - KS Cozzol 0 2m - 182 1.72 1.52 134
ANDERSON ..icrsinesssianseses K3~ 2.00 1.8 © 170 1.58 147 1.36
.. ATCHISON KS - 2.00 Cotea|’ 1.74 1.54 1,58 1.46
BARBER rieen coieee | KS .t 220| . 2,11 T 1,92 1.72 1.53 1
BAATON ... ' : drraieens. | KS ] 220 - 210 1.89 - 1.69 1.48 | 1.28 -
BOURBON : s o220 Coo2at SR K- 172 1.53 1.34
BROWN -~ KS 200 - 1.83 174 - 1.64 1.55 " 148
BUTLER KS Sl 220 2,10 1,90 1,71 1.51 13
CHASE .. KS . : 220 . 1.80 . 1.69 .57 1.46 1.3
. CHAUTAUQUA - rareinen | K8 - 220 . anj 1.92 1.74 1.55 136 .
. CHEROKEE o | K8 - - 220 210 190 1.70 150 | 1.30.
. CHEYENNE ....... . KS .} 220 - 245 1.91 1.66 | 1.42 117
. CLARK " KS 2.20 227 204 1.81 "1.58 | 135
- CLayY KS . 2.00 " 180 1.69 . 157 1.46 1.34
. LLouD ' - KS N - 2.00 1,80 - 1,68 157 © 1459 1.33
COFFEY ....... 1Ks .. - 200 - 18 © 1.6¢ . 1.58 1.46 - 1.35
- COMANCHE | XS . 220( - 2N .02 1.73 154 1.35
" COWLEY veerresin : | xS 220 T2 1.92 1.72 1.53 1.34
T CRAWFORD . KS . 2,20 2.10 . 190 R g 151" 1.31
[} : DECATUR ; .1KS 2.00 1.91 1.73 154 | 1.36 117
: DICKINSON ... KS . : 2007 . 1.80 1.8 1.56 1.44 1.32
DONIPHAN W Ks -2.00 1.83 1.74 1.66 1571 1.48
DOUGLAS .....ivimaemmeni : Ks - 1 200 - 1.82 1.72 1.62 1.52 1.42
EDWARDS ..., KS g 220 ‘210 1,90 1.70 - 1.50 1.30
ELK : - | KS 220 -  2m 1.92 1.72 183 | 1.34
ELLIS ' : KS : . 200 - 2.08 " 1.88 1,68 1.47 |- 1.28
ELLSWORTH , ks . | 200 .. 210 1.89 1.69 1.48 | 1.28
FINNEY ... - KS o220 226 . 2.02 79 1.55 131
FORD .vvververnen _ vornens KS S 220 .oo22rt 2.03 1.80 1.56 1.33
. FRANKLIN ........ ; KS - 200 - 181] . L7y 1.60 1.50 1.39
d - GEARY _ KS . . 2.00 1.80 - 168 1.57 145 134 -
S GOVE , KS : - 2.20 225 200 174 | 1.49 1.24 .
. GRAHAM : [ KS Coo200f 192 - 175 1.57 1.40 122 .
GRANT _ S e | KS 220 - 227 204 ) 1.82 "1.59 1.36
. GRAY _ : XS - 2.20 ©.oao7 208 1.80 158 133
GREELEY ' : XS - | 220 226 2.0t 1.77 152 - 128
GREENWOQD ... : KS - | C 220 A1) 1.9 1.72 1521, 1.33
HAMILTON ' ‘KS 2,20 o 2o 2.03 1801} 1.56 1.23
"HARPER : : ' KS ' 2.20 2 1.91 172 1521 1.33
_ HARVEY ... . KS 220] - 210 1. 1.90 1.69 148" 1.29
"HASKELL ..iienisnes KS ©az20] 227 2,03 - 1.80 1.86 133
HODGEMAN ... KS - .o220 -2.26 2.02 1.77 1,53 1.29
-JACKSON _ _ KS _ 2000, . 182 T2l 1.63 1.53 1.43
JEFFERSON . KS . ~2.00 . 182 o172 - 183 1.53 1.43
- JEWELL ; : ks - . 200 - 1.93 1.76 1.60 1.43 1.26
JOHNSON ' i | K8 2.00 o182 173 1.63 1.5 144
KEARNY — KS . 2.20 227 2,03 1.80 | 156 | 1,33
KINGMAN ' L1 KS - 2.20 210 1.80 1.70 1.50 1.30
KIOWA KS - 220 - 2.10 1911 1.7} 1.52 1.32
LABETTE . ¥ oreeras KS ©2.20 .21 1.91 R 1.52 132
LANE : : KS - . 2.20| 2.25 S 20t 176 1.52 1.27
LEAVENWORTH ... K3 : © 200 1.83 1.73 1.64 154 1.45 .
" LINCOLN : _ KS 200 2.10 1.90 | - 1.69 1.49 129
LINN : Ks ~ 200 1.8 171 1.60 1,50 139
LOGAN KS 2,20 2.13 1.3 1.68 146 | 1.24
_LYON KS - 2.00 B WY 1.69 1.58 1.46 135
190 1.69 1 1.49 “1.29

~ MARION ... : ks 220l 2.10
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_ . - OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL -
. L : | OPTION 1A {Per Year)
- COUNTY/PARISH STATE | CIFFEREN- .
. o : . TIAL _ : ' 2003 &,
1999 - 2000 200_1 2002 _ beyond
MARSHALL 1ooporteemstene e eeves s KS - 2.20 2.10 180 .71 1,51 .31
MCPHERSON K3 2.00 . 181 | 180 .- 180 - 1.39
. MEADE .o Ks 2.20 227 2.04 | 1.82 1.59 ©1.36
T OMIAMI . KS .. 2,00 | 1.82 172 1817« 151 a4
MITCHELL ...... KS - 2.00 1.94 1.78 161 | 145 129 7
MONTGOMERY | KS - 2.20 -RE 1.92 1.73 1.54 1,35
MORBIS. i, KS 2.00 1.80 169 1.57 S 1481 T 134
MORTON KS 2.20 2.28 . 208 -~ 1.84 _te2 1.40
NEMAHA ©oriissivmss e ceseens _ 2.00 1.82 1,73 1,63 154 . 1.44
NEOSHO . 2.20 2.1 1.91 1722 . 152 . 133
NESS oo, edess s bt ent e 2.20 225 2.01 C 176 1.52 127
NORTON . 2.00 1,92 1.74 . 155 1.87 1.19.
OSAGE worinrisiesietteceenss e sssssareons 200} 1.81 1.70 180 149 . t.38
OSBORNE .. 2.00 1.93 S 178 . 1.9 R N - N R
T QTTAWA | -2.00. . 180 “ 168 - 1.85(- - 143 B R B
"PAWNEE 2.20 - 2.10 190 - 189|149 - 129
- PHILLIPS ..... ' ; 2.00 1.92 1.74 156 - 1.38 - 1.20
POTTAWATOMIE oo S ereennes b KS 2.00 1.81 171 - 1.80 1501 - 1.39
(22T o O S . : 2,20 . 210 1.90 1T © 151 1.31
RAWLINS .. ; ; 2,00 1.91 1,72 1.53 o 124) - 115
“AENO . ogen © 210 18071 - . 189 149 - " 1.20
AEPUBLIC © 200 1.80 -1.68. | 1.55 143 131
AICE v -2.20 2,10 1.89F - 1.69 148 1 1.28
ALEY oo 200 181 . 1.70 | 159 . 1.48 1.37
ROCKS 2.00 3.03 . 1.75 1.58 Sota0l 123
RUSH ., - 220 2.09 1.88 . 1.68 . 148 127
RUSSELL 2,00 2.00 1,89 1.68 "~ 1.48 1.27
SALINE ... 2.00 1.80 167|.- . - 155 1.42 © 130
-~ SCOTT 2,20 2.26 X 177 ] . 1.52 1:28 -
BEDGWICK' 2.20 2.10 1.90 89| - 148 1.29°
. SEWARD . 2.20 2.27 |- - 2,08 1.82 1.60 1.37
- SHAWNEE KS 2.00 1.82 1.71 1.61 -1.50 1.40
_ SHERIDAN KS 2.00 T 1.92 1.74 1.56 1.28 1.20
SHERMAN KS 230 | 2,16 191 1.67 1,42 1.18
SMITH KS 2.00 1.83 1.75 1,58 1.40 1.23
STAFFORD .......... .. 1KS- . 220 2.10 1.80 1.69 1.49 1.29
STANTON .| s © 220 - 297 2.05 1,82 1.60 137
_ -STEVENS : e | KS 2.20 227 2.08 1.82 1.0 - 187
SUMNER . ®s 2.20 211 1.91 1.72 1.52 133
. THOMAS Ks 2.00 1.92 1.74 1.55 1,37 1.19
. TAEGO | KS. 2.20 225 2,00 1.75 1,50 | 1.25
. WABAUNSEE K& - 2,00 2.20 1.99 1,79 1.58 1.38
.. WALLACE KS 2.20 - 225 2.00 174 | 1.49 1.24
- WASHINGTON KS . 2.00 181 1.70 | 1.56 1.47 1.36
WICHITA KS . 220 296 2.01 177 +.52 1.28
WILSON ...... K © 220 S 21 1.91 172 1.52 | 133
WOQDSON e | KS . 2201 2.11 1.92 1.72 1,53 1.34
WYANDOTTE wovioieecececrreerenrasssnnees S KS 2.00 1.83 1.73 184 1.54 1.4
ADAIR ... : e | KY 2.40 1.98 1.85 1.72 1.59 1.4
ALLEN eeeeeseneaeseseannens Ky -2.40 2.2 1.98 . 1.85 1.71 15
ANDERSON : KY 2.20 197 1.83 1.69 1.55 1.4
BALLARD \ KY 2.40 2.27 2,18 2,03 1.91 1.7
CBARREN et eevon KY 2.40 2.1 1.97 1.82 1.68 1.5
COBATH s asene s KY 2.20 © 200 -1.89 " 1,78 1.67 1.5
BELL KY 2.40 230 2.15 1.99 1.84 1,6
© 'BOONE KY 2.20 1.08 1.85 .7t 1.58 1.4
BOLRBON A KY 2.20 * 4,99 1.86 | - 1.74 1,61 1.49
BOYD et ere ettt enrterne KY 2.20 2,02 193] - 1.85 1.76 1.67
BOYLE ... ettt esenens KY 2,20 +.97 | 1.83 .. 1.69 1.55 1.41
- BRACKEN ... KY - 2.20 2 1.99 1.87 ©1.74 1821 - 150
 BREATHITT . KY 2,20 2.28 2141} C 184 - 177 . 180°
BRECKINRIDGE . KY . 220 -.1.99 1.87 74| 182 T 150
BULLITT Ky 2.201. 197 1,83 1.69 155 - 141
BUTLER . KY 2,40 2,00 1,90 . 179 1,69 .58
CALDWELL ...... KY. 2.40 2.15 2057 1.94 184 o173
CALLOWAY - _ Ky 2.40 228 |- 218 2,07 197 | .1.88
CAMPRELL .| KY 220 ©1.98 1.85 172 159 1,46
CCARLISLE i seerrens e seessemees e s KY. 2.40 2.28 2.7 205 - 1.94, . 183
CARROLL .oivverrremnseennn : KY 2.20 1.97 1.84 1,70 1.57 1.43
CARTER Ky 2.20 2,01 1.92 . 1.8z 1.73

1.63
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| ' "OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL .
' ; | oPTION 1A {Per Year) .
_COUNTY/PARISH 'STATE | DIFFEREN- — —T—— 0038
A _ TIAL 1999 2000 2001 | 2002 o
CASEY vt I Ky 2.40 ;9; ;‘g :.gg :g? - 1;{1}
i : by P Ta5 187 174 | 162 1.50
: Eﬂ?“ """""""" o —— KY- . 240[ - 228 2.1 193 }é? :.gg
" GLINTON i ' I 2.40 g.?g ;.gg 178 ver | 158
- CRITTENDEN e | €Y 240 | 215 2.04 194 e 172
CUMBERLAND KY 2.40 o2 189 L7 166 188
. DAVIESS. Ky 220 . 201 o 181 171 181
EDMONSON ... KY 2.40 1.89 } & e 64 152
ELLIOTT eocvermamiereersinsmreesssseemesesessme e e Ky 220 2.01 1.2 1.2 173 163
ESTILL . KY 222 199 187 178 184 182
FAYETTE e KY s2.en 1.98 88 172 5 38
FLEMING KY 2.20 2.00 1.89 Tl 1.55
LI Py g'gg - ?'g? 1.84. 1.70 Cos7 1.43
Ry o o ' ‘220 2.19 2.10 " 200 1.90
FULTON oviiniinmsissssmnimssssissnismisssas s Ky 2.40 2.29 . . _ 190
: 2.20 198 1.84 17 |- 157 .
GARRARD kv 220 197 1.84 tra| 187 1.43
GARRARD - Ky ETSE os| - 1.85 171 ] 1.58 1.45 -
GRANT .. Ky 220 108 | . 186 o 1.58 148
GRAYSo N 240 T99 187 178 1.63 .59
GRAYSON KY 240 1.99 87 178 1.63 181
. GREEN. KY - 2.40 | 1.98 185 17 158 148
GREENUP KY 220 2.01 142 182 173 13
oK 1w 2 e 1.85 172 1.59 1.46
HARDIN KY 2.20 1.98 . 172 9 1
HARMSO! o 520 e o 173 181 (.48
HARRISON kY. 2 : 1.86 173 161 1,46
TENDER v ' 2'48 ;'gg ' 192 1.83 1.73 1.64
HENDERSON Ky a2 . 192 1.83 172 Lt
HENAY KY 229 Yo 2.18 2.07 197 1.86 .
freruiy K N 222 2.03 1.92 1.80 1.6¢
v K 220 2'16 2.07 -1.89 170 1.51
JACKSON KY 2.20. 22 207 | . 189 170 1St
JEFFERSON KY. 2.20 1.97 182 - 18 183 1.3
ESSAMINE bR 2'23 ;'gg 1.97 1.87 1.76 1.6
oy - ~ Iy 98 | 1.85 172 1.59 1.4€
KENTON iKY 2.20 1.98 1. 172 189 1.4€
"KNOTT KY 2.40 2.29 214 1 18 189 187
KNOX KY 2.40 | -2.28 2.1 1.7? 178 1
LARUE KY - 220 |. 198 | ;.% 1 187 1.4
LAUREL KY 2.40 -yl 208 190 Al 15
LAWRENGE XY 2.20 - 2.09 . 1.8e 17 18
tEsC Ky %0 i B 1.98 1.82 1.66
LESLIE : KY g 2, .2, 98, . 188
"LETCHERA ... Ky 2.40 2.30 2.15 :.gg }.gg 189
heo M 5% By e 170 156 142
Inasy Ky Py 228 i 2.09 1881 175
LIVINGSTON KY 2.40 26| 213 | 201 1.88 175
o g g'ig glg 2.06 1.97 187 177
LYON . ) 2. 06 | . | 7
" MADISON KY . 2.40. gg; . gég E.gg }:3‘1 _ };
AN Ky Fped © 202 o2 y.8a 173 1.6+
. MARION _ ) 2, . _ 1 s
" MARSHALL KY 2.20 1.98 |. 1.85 :Eg }.&712 }_;
MARTIN KY 2.20 2,08 ;gg 18 .74 18
Moo [PV EpH 2| 2% P 192 e
MCCRACKEN KY 2.40 227 2.35 74 192 18
MCCREAAY KY' . 2.20 . g 189 %79 18
T Ky 2501 e b ‘173 1.60 14
MEADE : ", . . 14
MENIFEE KY 2.20 2.00 123 _;.gg _ :gg 1-3
MERCER KY 2.20 197 | 1.83 1.89 155 14
- METCALFE KY - 2.40 1.99 187 1.74 162 15
. MONRQE ey 2.40 2.00 |- 1.89 77 188 18
MONTGOMERY KY 2.20 1.99 E 1.8 1.5 15
MORGAN KY 220 2,07 1.96 184 . M3 18
'MUHLENBERG ... Ky 2.40 2.t4 2.01 189 178 18
NGHOLAS v sl e by 78] ' ved e
KY . . . . . 5
O KY . 2.40 2.01 1.80 1.69 15
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o : S OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
y i . . . QPTION 1A |} . (PEF_YEB.F:I
= F COUNTY/PARISH - STATE | DIFFEREN- [ : :
: S _ . _ © THAL ' o o 20034
_ : . o 1999 2000 2001 2002 . beyond -
41 © OLOHAM i | KY- A d20| . te7 1.83 168 ©1.54 1.4
M OWEN ... road KY _ 2.20 198 1.84 1.7 1.57 1.4
. .. OWSLEY ... Ky 2.20 2.27 2.10 1.92 1,75 1.5
y | - PENDLETON . - | KY 2201 188 1.86 1.73 1.61 1,4
a5 . PERRY i earrrinens . | KY S 240) ¢ 2291 . 2,13 1.97 1.81 1.6
e PIKE oiiiiionns _ i o | RY - c240| 0 208y . . 139 1.8 1.79 1.6
T | POWELL ivrecrmnecenenss erveneeeraiesas o | KY - z20| - 2.00 1.86 1.77 | 1658 1.
o . PULASK! .. KY 240 - 224 2,03 1,83 162 1.4
5 . ]. -~ ROBERTSON. KY - o220 1997 1.87 1.74 182 | 1.5
6 ROCKCASTLE Ky + ‘2205 . 228 2.05 1.86 . .1.66. 1.4
B2 - - ROWAN ..., KY 220 2.m 1.0 1.80 169 1.5
5 [ RUSSELL KY . 240 .98 1.86 1.73 1.60 1.4
S5 .- SCOTT ... o | RY . 220 . 198 1.85 1.71 1.58 1.4
~. 1 - snELBY . 1KY 1 - 2,20 197 . 183 1.68 154 | 1.4
TR K SIMPSON KY - 2401 201 1.91 1.80 - 1.70 1.6
o SPENCER ... : e | KY 220, 197 1.83 1.68 1.54 1.4
IO TAYLOR v KY 2.40 | 1.97 1.84 170 | 1,57 1.4
3 - TODO - ' - 240 2.14- 2,02 1.90 178 18
45" - TRIGG : o 240 . 2,16 2.07 1.97 _1.88 17
‘as.. | . TRIMBLE. e _ Ky 2.20 197 1 1.83 1.70 1.56 1.4
| - UNION v son e cerierasrennni s KY. ©220 o202 . 1.94 1.85 177 1.5
R T WARREN i ) Ky T 2,40 2.00 1.89 1.78 187 |, 1.5
—y . WASHINGTON \ ; KY. . 220 197 1.83 1.69 1.55 1.4
's5 o WAYNE e : KY . o240 0 - 198 1.88 1.76 1.65 1.5
a8 a WEBSTER ......: : KY . 240]- . 202 1.94 | 1.85 177 1.
;- © WHITLEY e risnsssrssssarissssmesssesemsens seeaces Ky - . 240 2.28 2.1 1.94 177 1.
. WOLFE e, : KY 2200 . 207 1.95 1.83 1.1 1.59
g WOODFORD ... ; : KY j .2.20 - 197 1.84 1.70 1.57 1.43
I'64 ACADIA e, Cerersssenes sy st LA N o343l a2t | 3.00 2,78 2.56
st © ALLEN .. ' LA . 350 3,96 |- 313 291, 2,68 | 246 -
3 ASCENSION LA .o . 3.60 340 3.15 2.91] - 267 . 242
- ASSUMPTION ......... et e | LA o 380 341 3.18 2.94 CoRT 24T -
|61 AVOYELLES - dea | - 7340 an am . 2.82 282 | 2.43
|'ag BEAUREGARAD . - LA 3.80 . 335 3.12 2.88 265 2.42
e " BIENVILLE . - Dl LA asol . 297 . 278 o286 - 235 2.14
g BOSSIER LA 3.10 2.94 . 2.68 2.45 2.20 1.96
i CADDO ... eveens | LA 310 293 - z268) - 242] . 2170 82
|67 " CALCASIEU ..o - LA 3.50 342 - 349 297 2.74 - 2.51
Ry «*  CALDWELL LA -3.30 340 2.3 an 2.54. 2,36
1 -CAMERON .. LA 3.60 - o343 - a2 ©3.00 . 278 . 256
4 CATAHOULA .ieveea LA - 3.40 320 300 - 280 260 - 240
o7 - . CLAIBOANE .. L - 3.10 2.96 2,75 2.53 S 2321 210
55 CONCORDIA LA 2.40 az20 3.00 2,81 2.81 2,41
55 'DE SOTO .. : LA 330| - 204 L2781 2,55 2.30 2.06-
Ty EAST BATON ROUGE .....coven: ceervenniransin LA 3.60 © 340 215 2901 265 240
3 EAST CARROLL ..., : LA 10| a0z| - 286 | 2.70 2841 238
a2 EAST FELICIANA: ...oocevccmmrmmmeeereeermssresemnseen LA aspl . 334 an 2.87 264 . 2.40
75 EVANGELINE ... LA 3.50. - 3.36 S %4 2.91 269 2.47
‘3 _ FRANKLIN A : 3.30 310) . 292 275 - - 257, 2.39
Y GRANT Lo LA o340 el cear| . 276 -+ 254 - 23
3 IBERIA ivereerecines LA : 3.60 344 ©o322] . apt| - : 2r| 258
|56 IBERAVILLE LA eo| - s R R 292 - 267 . 2.43
VRg . JACKSON ... LA o330 - ao0 . 282 - 283 2.45 227
7 JEFFERSON -.......... _ LA : <360 - 341 . ats 2.92 267 . 2,43
. JEFFERSON DAVIS ....ieesrvonmancsrnersarisenes LA 350 343 |- 3.20 298| 2.75 . 253
142 LA SALLE .. feiren LA - ase 3.44 323 o 280 259
1’80 : LAFAYETTE . ; JLA - 3.60 aar|- < RE: 294{ - 2N 2.47
S B . LAFOURGHE LA 3.40 348 298 Ca78| . 287] . 238
1 LINCOLN ..ovevrrrens - LA 3] - 299 2.79 2607 - 240 221 ..
7 - LIVINGSTON LA. 3.80 . 3.40 3,15 . 290 - 2.65 . 240
1.57 - MADISON ... LA 330 - 310 . 283 2.75 258 2.40
12 - = MOREHQUSE . LA 3.10 01| 284 . 267 250 233
- - NATCHITOCHES .. LA 3.30° 3171 - 294 270 2.47 224"
g . ORLEANS LA - 350 - 341 a7y T 293 2.69 | " 2.45
'l QUACHITA LA B0l 3o - 284 o286 . 249 | - 232
161 . PLAQUEMINES LA 3.60 343 am - 299 2.77 2.55
Sag POINTE COUPEE LA ds0| . - 83s| - 312 280F .. 247 - 2M
3 RAPIDES LA 3.40 | az0) | 299 © 279 2.58 2.38
oy RED RIVER LA 3.20 © 805 2,82 © 258 235 2.12
1.59 .. BICHLAND ... LA a0f 3ozl 2.86 2.70 . 254 . 238
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R - - OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
: .| OPTION 1A S {Par Year)
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DiFwF'EAFEEN- ,
g T ] . ] : 2003 &
. . . o . ) 1999 : 200_0 2001 2002 “bayond
SABINE ......... forensestt e SR IY . | LA 3.30 3.16 .2.92 2.68 . 2.44 2.20
8T. BEANARD ........ LA . 3.60° ©341| . 348 294 2.71 2.47
. ST. CHARLES ....... 1La 3.60 | a41| 318 292 2.67 2.43
ST, HELENA . - -3.50 335 an -2.88 2.84 | 2.41
T BTLJAMES b LA 3.60 3.41. 317 2.92 2,68 244
. ST. JOHN THE SAPTIST LA -3.80 3.4 318 292 2.87 243
ST LANDRY LA .50 3.36 3.14| 293 .27 2.49
ST. MARTIN LA, 3.60 3.43 3.21 © 3.00 278 2.56
ST. MARY LA 3.50 3.43 - 321 300 2,78 2.56 -
. ST. TAMMANY LA - 3.50 < 3.36 3,14 24 2.69 2.47
TANGIPAHOA : LA - .3.60 | - 340 3.16 2.91 - 287 2.42
- TENSAS ... : — LA a.3e 3.10 2.93 2.75 2.58 2.40
. TERREBONNE MR 3.60 - 3.42 3.20 2.97 2.75, 2.52
UNION LA 3.10 - 299 2.80 2.61 2.42 2.23
VERMILION LA 3580 . 344 323 | 3.03 2.82 2.61
~ VEANON ... LA 3.40 " a.18 2.97 2,75 2.54 232
WASHINGTON LA - 3.50 3.38 313 2.91 2.68 2.46
WEBSTER ' LA oaten © 294 2.70 2.46 o222 1.98
WEST BATON ROUGE ... LA . .3.60 340 | 3.16 2.91 2.67 2.42
WEST CARROLL ...oooormmarmsassasmssnssinmmmens LA 3.10 3.02 2.85 2.69 252 | 2.3
" WEST FELIGIANA : LA - 3.50 335 342, 2.88 2.65 2.42
WINN ., . LA 330( . 3.08 " 2.88 2.69 2.4% 2.29
BAANSTABLE MA 3.25 3.06 2.87 269 © - 250 2.32
BERAKSHIRE ‘MA 2.80 2.7 2.49 228 - 2.06 1.85
. BRISTOL MA - 3.25 3.07 2.89 2721 2.54 2.37
-~ DUKES . MA . 325 .06 2.88 | 2.7 253 235 -
. ESSEX MA 325 3.04 2.83 2.63 242 222
" FRANKLIN | Ma - 3.00 2.80 2.58 | 2.36 2.14 1.82
HAMPDEN MA J3.00) - 290 2.58 2.45 223 2.01
HAMPSHIRE MA 3.00 2.91 267 2.44 220 1.57
MIDDLESEX MA 325 ©3.04 2.84 2.64 244 224
" NANTUCKET MA . 335 3.08 2.88 2.69 2.51 2,33
NORFOLK . ‘MA 1 3.25 C 305 287 258 2.50 231
PLYMOUTH MA, 3.25] 3.06 -2.88 - 2N 2.53 2.35
SUFFOLK MA ‘azs | '3.06 2.87 . 2.69 2.50 2432
WORCESTER MA 310 299 2.78  2.58 237 2.17
ALLEGANY - y MD 2.60 2.58 -2.33 2.09} 1.84 1.60
" ANNE ARINDEL MD - 3.00 275 247 2.18 1.90 1.62
8ALTIMORE : MD 3.00 273 244 2.14 1.85 1
“BALTIMORE CITY oo veeeersessmssrsssnssinsaens § MD 3.00 274 245 2151 18| 1
CALVERT : MO L300t 277 2.50 2241 1.97 1
CARAOLINE . MO 3001 278 253 2.28 2.03 1
CARRAOLL MD 2.80 272 2.4 210 1.79 1
. CECIL MD -3.00 2.80 2.51 2.22 1.93 1
CHARLES Me 3.00 276 2.48 o221 193 1
. DORCHESTER MD .00 268 | 246 o224 202 t
- FREDERICK MD 2.80 2r2): . 24 210 179 1
GARRETT MD '2.60 2557 2.32 2.09 186 1
HARFORD MD "3.00 - 274 2,45 215 188 1
HOWARD MO . 3.00 2,73 2.44 2.14 1.85 B
KENT . MD 300 | 2.75 248 | 220 1.93 3
MONTGOMERY .. emeivesnend MD - 300 2.73 2.44 2.14 . 188 1
PRINCE GEQRGE'S .......ccommminessmerererenr | MD 3.00 2.75 247 | 2.19 191 1
QUEEN ANNE'S MD -3.00 - 278 2.49 2.23 1.96 M
SOMERSET ..... MD . A00| 277 252 226 2.1 1
ST. MARY'S MD . 3.00| 284 2.48 2.27 208 | 1
TALBOT MD - 300 278 - 252 2.27 2.0 1
WASHINGTON MD .2.80 271 2.39 . 208 1.76 1
WICOMICC MD 300 |. 266 247 2.28 200 . 1
WORCESTER _ ; MD 3.00 | 265 2.48 2300 2.13 1
ANDROSCOGGIN .ocore il eeesiennen ME 2.80 267 | 243 2.18 1.94 |, 1
ARCOSTOOK ........ ‘ME’ 2.60 209 | 1.9 172, 1.54 1
* CUMBERLAND ‘ME ool . 276 2531 2.29 206 | 1
" FRANKLIN ME 2.60 - 237 AL 1.98 175 | 1
HANCOCK ME 2.80 226 207 1.87 1.68 1
KENNEBEC ME - 2.80 2.37 2.18 1.98 fr79 1
KNOX ME  2.80 238 2.19 1.99 1.80 RE
LINCOLN ME 280 . 247 227 | 2.08 |- 1.88 o
OXFORD ... ME - 280 2.42 224 205 187 1
PENOBSCOT o280l 2.03 180 | 1.58 1

o




K

2.20
2,47

1.62

- ' - P [ —
At b e e b o e e e b b e D b L

oo &

o b & B minhbhthaLDEDENNDL
k- Ao e R R R e e R

mtpao-nmmgumaomc

" OCEANA

4993

" Federal Register/Val. 63, No. ZO-IFriday,' January __30,' 1998;’P1:dposed Rules

o . QPTION 1B DIFFEAENTIAL
. ) . OPTION 1A - {Per Year) : .
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF$EI~EEN- _ — -
. _ 1A : : 2003 &

. 19949 : 2000 2001 2002 feyond
PISCATAQUIS .ottt ceeecrenra s ME . 280 2.24 203 181 | 1.60 1.3¢
SAGADAHOC _ ME 2.80° 270 2,46 223 - 1.99 1.78
SOMERSET oo e . || ME 2.60 2.33 212 1.90 169 1.47 -
WALDO .oireriinineniinnns : ME 2.80 2.32 2.12 191 1.7 ©1.51
WASHINGTON .., serrsersorimaraearaens . | ME 2.80 2.16 1.98 1.7% 1.61 C1.42
YORK woirereienecerererinins bt e e e ME -3.00 287 2.85 . 242 2.20 - 1,98
ALCONA ' R Mi 1.80 . 1,58 1.47 1.37 126 ] " 116

- ALGER o Mi 1.80 1.28 121 .14 o107 1.00°
ALLEGAN ........ Mi 1.80 1.62 “1.54 1.45 1,37 1.29

. ALPENA .. ' MI - 1.80 157 1.46 1.34 123 112
CANTRIM e e Mt - 1.80| 155 1.42 1.29 1.16. 1.03
TARENAC ..o : | I - 1,80 1.59 1.50 | 1.40° 1.3 Stz
BARAGA MI 170 1.27 1,19 .10 1.02 - 0.94
BARRAY .. e Mi 180 1.62 1.55 145 1.38 1.28
BAY .cenn M 180 1.68 " 1.56 147 | 1.37 1.28
BENZIE . vurvcerineaenn. S - M 1.80 1.58 1.48 1.38 1.28 1.18
BERRIEN .ovritiemsios emsecsecnssmesrasssnsrons S Ml 1.80 1.64 - 1.57 151 1.44 1.38
- BAANCH ., o ' -~ M. 1.80 7162 1,53 1.45 1364 1.28
CALHOUN Lootrcerrsienrcreienrsnersssssnssonssaieceseeeee M 1.80 o182 .54 1.46 1.38 1.30
CASS s, I 1.807. - 1.82 - 1.83 1.45 138] 1.28
CHARLEVOIX MI "1.80 1.55 © 141 1.28 114 1.0t
"CHEBOYGAN Im 1.80 158 1.42 1,30 147 104 -
CHIPPEWA, M3 . 1.80 1.32- 130 1.27 1.25° 1,22
. CLARE Mt 1.80- " 1.60 - 1.52 1.44 1.36 128 -
GLINTCN M 1.80 1.68 - 1.82 1.55 1.49 - 142
CRAWFORD Mi 1.80 - 155 o142 1.30 1.17 104 -
DELTA ... Mi 1,70 1.1 1.07 . 1.04 1.00 0.96
DICKINSON MI - 1.70 1.09 1.03 098] 0.92]. 0.86
EATON MI. 1,801 164 1.57 R EY 1,44 - 1.38 .
EMMET ... MI 1.80 . 155 1.42 1,28 1.15 1.02 -
GENESEE M1 "1.80 1.67 159 | 1,81 143|135
GLADWIN , Mt - 1.80 1.59 1.50 1.41 132 1,23
GOGEBIC : Mi 1.70 112 1.09 1.07 ©1.04 1.01 |
GRAND TRAVERSE ...evssvcciinscnmsearnanns | M 1.80 1.57 1.46 1.35 1.24 1.13

- GRATIOT MI 1.80 157 1.59 1,52 R 1.38
" HILLSDALE MI 1.80 1.66 ©OLE7 1.49 140} S 1.
HOUGHTON Mi 1.70 127 139 112 . 1.04 098 -
HURON Mi 1.80 166" 1.56 1.47 .37 1.28
INGHAM Mi 1.80 1.68 1.61 1,55 1.48 1.4%
IONIA Mt 1.80 1,63 1.58 1.49 | 142 . 135 .
I0SCO M 1.80 1.58 1.48 139 . 1.29 2118
IRON Mi 1.70 1,10 1.04 0.99 093 0.83
ISABELLA Ml 1.80 . 1.61 1.54 1.46 1.39 132
JACKSON MI - 1.80 | 1.87 1591 1.52 1.44 1.38
KALAMAZCOO Ml 1.80° 161 1.51 1.42 1321 1.23
KALKASKA . M 1.80 © 156 1,44 133 1.21 . 1.09
KENT ...oossrsrece. M 1.80 162 1.53 - 1451, ©1.36 1.28
KEWEENAW Mi - 1.70 1.28 120 1.13 ] 1.08 | 0.93
LAKE ME 1.80 181} 1.54 1.48 1.41 1.34
LAPEER Ml 1.80 1.67 1.59 1.50 142 1.24
LEELANAU M - 1.80 1.56 1.45 1.33 122 | 1,10
LENAWEE MI 180 - 1n 1.62 153 1.44 - 135 -
LIVINGSTON ‘M 1.80 . 1.67 1.60 1.52 1.45 1.37 -
LUCE Mj .80 | 1.30 1.25 | . 1.2t 1.18 1.1t
MACKINAGC Mi 1.80 | 1.30 1.25 1.2t 1.16 |- o
MACOME ....... Mt 1,80 ) 1.68° 1.60- 1.53 1.45 1,38
MANISTEE , Mi 1.80 | 160 1.2 |- 143 | 1.35 1.27
MARQUETTE MI © 1.80 L 127 1.18 110 1.0t 0.93
MASON -...; MI 1.801] . 1.62 1.56 1.49 "1.43 1.37

- MECOSTA ... MI _ 1.80 161 E 148 141" 184
MENOMINEE .. MI 1.70 1.1 1.07 |, 1.03 0,99 0.95 .
MIDLAND ML 1.80 1.60 1.53 - 145 | 138 . 130

~ MISSAUKEE Ml 180 1.59 - 1.48 1.40 1.30 I I-J
MONROE 1M 1.80 .72 1.63 1,55 1.46 138
MONTCALM ......... M 1.80 1.63 1.56 1.48 1.41 1.3
MONTMORENCY ML 1.80 -1.58 1.42 1.2 1.16 103
MUSKEGON Mi 180 163 1.57 1.50 1.44 1,37
. NEwWaYGO MI 1.80 181 1.55 1,48 1,42 1.38
OAKLANG MI - 1.80 167 1.59 1.50 1.42 134

M 1.80 1.62 1.56 1.50 1.44. 1.38
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: : : OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
j : . . OPTION 1A |~ ) {Par Year) )
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIFFEREN- [——-- - -
: o TIAL - 2003 &
. . 1959 .__2000 2001 2002 b_eyond
OGEMAW ... Ml 1.80 1.58° 1.47 13T 1.26 1.16
ONTOMAGON Ml 1.70 1.12 - 1,08 1.05 1.0 0.98
QSCEQOLA M 1.80 181 - 1.53 1.46 1.38 1.31.
OSCODA ... Ml 1,50 1,56 1.44 1.33. 1.21 1,00

~OTSEGO .. MI 1.80 1.54 1.40 |- 1.28 an 0.97

OTTAWA . Mi -1.80 . 182 1.54 1.46 - 1.38 1.30
.. PRESQUE ISLE M 1.80 1.56- 1.44 1,33 1.21 1

- ROSCOMMON | Mi 1.80 1.57 1.46 | 1.35 1.24 |- 1

. SAGINAW: Mi -1,.80 167 1.59 1,50 1.42 | - 1
SANILAC MI - 1.80 - 1.66 187} 1.49 1.40 ot
SCHOOLCRAFT Mi 1.80 1.29 1,22 1.16 | 1.09 1
SHIAWASSEE Mi 1.80 1.68 T 1.8 1.53 1.46 1
ST. CLAIR .. Ml 1.80 188 | . 1.60 . 183 ] 1.45 A
8T, JOSEPH Ml 1.80 1.61 1.52 1 1,35 1
TUSCOLA Mi 1.80 1,66 157 1.48 1.38 1
VAN BUREN M- ©1.80 | - 1.62 S 1.54 1,45 1.37 1
WASHTENAW. %] 1.80 167 - 1,59 1.52 1.44 1
WAYNE MI 1.80 S 167 1,60 152 1.45 1
WEXFORD Mt 1.80 1.59 1.50 . 142 1.33 1.

" AITKIN MN 1.68 " 1,13 1.13 1.12 112 - 1.

-~ ANCHCA ‘WMN 1.70 1.15 1.15 1.16 1.16 |. 1,
BECKER ...... M 1.65 1.09 1.04 0.98 083 G B
BELTRAMI M 1.65). 1.13 ‘1.05 0.98 . 090 0.83
BENTCN MN 1.70 - 113 112 |- 1.12 BREE 1.10

- 'BIG STONE MN 1.70 AL 1.08 1.05 t.02 0.99

- BLUE EARTH MN 1704 1.20 1.19 1.19 1.18 1.18
BROWN MN 1.70 1.19 149 ( 1.18 .18 197
CARLTON MN 165 1.15 1.17 1.18 1.20 1.1
CARVER MN 170 1.15 1151 1.18 1.16 147 -
CASS MN -1.68 1.10 1.07 1.03 1.00 0.8 -

© CHIPPEWA MN ¢ 1.70 T 192 1.1t 1.09 1.08 1.08 -

. CHISAGO MN 1.70 © 114 114 115 115 115
CLAY MN 1.55 1.13 1.06 1.00 0.93 .86
CLEARWATER MN 1.65 1.13 1.05 0.98 |- 0,30 083
COOK ...... MN . 1.65 1.17 113} 1.10 T 1.08 1.03
COTTONWOOD MM 1.70 1.20 119 1 1.18 118
CRAOW WING "MN 1,65 132 1.10 1.08 -1.06° 1.04
DAKOTA MN 1.70 1.14 i.18 1.15 1.16 1.16 .
DODGE MN 1.70 1.14 1.13, 113 a2 112
DOUGLAS MN © 170 1.10 .07 1.03 1.00 0.96
FARIBAULT MN Lo S120 o200 o121 121 129
FILLMORAE MM - 1.70 1.14 RRIRE - 113 1.13 1.13
- FREEBCAN MN AL 1.20 | 119 119 1.18 1.18
GOOBHUE MN - .70 1.14 113 1.13 1.12 1.12 .
GRANT MN 1.70 1.10 1.06 1.03 0.99 0.95 -
HENNEPIN MN 1.70 1.20 1.20 1.20 120 1,20
HOUSTON ., MN 1.70 1.15 1158 | 1.16 1.16 1.17
HUBBARD ... MN 1.65 1.09 1.05 1.00 0.96 | 091
ISANTY . MN 170 " 1,14 1.14. 1.15 1.15 1.15
ITASCA |, MN 186 1.16 1121 . 109 1.05 | 1.0
JACKSON | MN 170 1.20 1.20 1.21 121 1.21
KANABEC MN 1.70. 1.14. 114 1.14 1.14 1.14
KANDIYOHI MN 1.70 1.13 1.1 110 - 1,08 1.07
KITTSON MN 1.60 113 1.06 | .1.00 |- '0.83 0.86
KOOCHICHING | MN 1.65 1.14 1.09 |- 1.03 nos 0.92
“LAC QU! PARLE MM 1.70 - 1A7 114 | 1.10 |- 1.07 1.04
LAKE ......... MN 165 ) 18- 1.16 1,15 113 111
LAKE OF THE WOODS ... e— 1.60. 1,12 1.05 0.97 0.90 0.82
LE SUEUR MN 1.70 1.15 1158 | - 116 BRI 1.17
LINCOLN MN. 170 1.33 1.27 . 122 S116 1H
LYON MN 1.70 118 147 | - 116 - 114 1.13
MAHNOMEN .. MN 1.70 1.14 1.14 | - t.14 1.14 1 1.14
MARSHALL MN - 1.65 1,13 105 . 098 0.90 .83
MARTIN MM - 1.65 112 - 108 .97 0.90 -0.82.
MCLEQC 1MN 170 1.20 1.20 B 4 | 1A 1.21
MEEXEHR MN - 170 R RE! 112 1.12 11 1.10
MILLE LACS MN - “1.70 1.13 113 112 1.12 1.1
MOARISON MN 1.70 “1.12 1.0 1.08 106 | 1.04
MOWER MN 1.70 119 ¢ 1.18 1.16 115 1.14

MN’ 1.70 1,19 1.19 1.18 118 1.17
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’ "OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL .
o GPTION 1A | {Per Year) :
COUNTY/PARISH 04F$EREN_- :
o 1AL - : 2003 &
_ _ o 2000 | 2001 2002. beyond
MNICOLLET oo vnsisnisisss s crmeens e ssnanns M 1,70 1.15 1.15 1.16 1.16 1.7

- NOBLES. .oovnce.e ; MN 1.70 1.37 1.33 1.28 1.24 1.20
NORMAN .. : MN 1.68 1,13 1.07 1.00 0.94 0.87
OLMSTED .o MN © 1,70 1.18 116 - 1.14 192 | 1,10

-~ OTTEA TAIL e MN 1.65 1.10 105 e 096 0.92°
_ PENNINGTON MN 166 1,10, 100 0.4 0.81 071 -
. PINE MN 1.70 1,15 118 1.16 1.17 1.8
PIPESTONE ... MN 1,70 1.36 1.31 1.25 S1.20 1.5
POLK MN 1.65 113 1.06 |- 0.9% 0.92 0.85
POPE v nmsrmmmestnssrms sttt sssseess severnnns MN 1,70 111 1.08 1.06. 1.03 1.00 -
RAMSEY MN “1.70 1.20 1.20 1.20 Co20| 120
RED LAKE MN 1.65 1.11 1.02 1 0.93 0.84 | © Q.75
REDWOOD MN . 170 . 119 1.18 1.16 115 | 114
RENVILLE i | MN - 1.70 1.14 1.13 1.13 1.12 1.12.
RICE MN 1.70 ) 1.14 ] 115 1.15 1,16 146
ROCK MN 1.70 141 1.36 1.30 1251 1.20 -
ROSEAL MN ‘1.60 112 1.03 0.95 Q.86 0.78
SCOTT ... MN 1.65 1.18 1.16 1.15; 1,13 1.11
SHERBURNE MN - 1.70 1.15 115 116 1.16 117,

. SIBLEY .. MN 1.70 1.4 114 | 1.13 1.13 Cu1a
ST. LOUIS MN 1.70 114 118 1.15 1.16 |- 1.16 .
 STEAANS MN 176 1924 -1t .09 -1.08 1.06
STEELE .. MN 1,70 1.14 1.14 1.15 1.15 115 -

. STEVENS | MN 1.70 1.1 -1.08 1.04 | S 1.0t 0.98 -
- SWIFT . MN 1.701 - 1.2 1.10 1.07 105 103
TODD MN 170} 1.1 1.08 - 1.08 1.02 0.
TRAVERSE MN 1.70 1.0 107, 1.03 1.00 Q.
WABASHA MM 1,70 1,13 1.12 1.12 1.1 1
WADENA MN 165 1.10 1.06 1.02 0.99 Q
WASECA ..... .| MN 1,70 1.45 145 "1.18 116 1
WASHINGTON _. MN - 1,70 119 1.18 ST 1.16 | St
WATONWAN MN 1.701- 1201 1.20 1.19 1.19 1
WILKIN MN 165 1.09 1.08 1.00- 096 0
WINONA MN 1.70 1.14 1.14 1.15 T 1,46 1
WRIGHT .. verenennies | MN 1.70 © 114 114 1,14 1.14 1
YELLOW MEDICINE .....oouvmrvmmenersrsssesesns o | MN 1.70 1184 1.16 143 . 111 |- 1
ADAIR MO - 180 167 1.61 1,56 1.50 1,45
" ANDREW MO 180 - 1.84 | 1.75 1.67 -1.58 1.50
. ATCHISON. MQ - 1.80 1.84 1.76 168 | 160 | 1.52
AUDRAIN MO 2,00 1.84 1.78 1.68 160} 1.52
BARRAY ... S MO - 220 201 -1.82) 1.64 1.48° 1.27
BARTON ...... i MO 2.20 210 1.90 .71 1.51 - 1.31
BATES ' ; MO 2.60 181 1.71 1.60 1.50 " 1.39
BENTON MO 2.00 182 | 1.71 | 1.6t . 150 140
BOLLINGER . .| MO 2,20 195] - - 1.89 1.83 1.77 1.71
BOONE . MO - 200 1.85. 1.78 1.71 1.64 1.57 -
BUCHANAN- MO 1.80 1.83 1.75 166 |, 1.58 1.49
BUTLER ... MO 220 21| 2,04 1.86 1.89 1.81
CALDWELL MO 1.80 - 1.83, 1.76 1.66 - 158 1.49
CALLAWAY MO 2.00 © 185 - 178 170 1.63 1.56
CAMDEN MO 200 2.03 1.87 1.72 © 1.56 _

. CAPE GIRARDEAL MO 2,20 " 198 1.89 1.84 178 |- T .72
CARAOLL . MO 1.80 - 1.67 1.63 1.58 154 1,49
CARTER | MO 220 210 2.00 RN 1.81 1.72 .
CASS: MO 200 1.82] . 1.72 1.63 1.53 1.43 .
CEDAA ..., ‘MQ 2.20 2.02 1.84 1.87 | - 149 132
CHARITON . MO 1.80 ©1.84 1.75 .67 158 |- 1
CHRISTIAN MQ 220 - 202 1,84 .67 N 71 N I
CLARK MO 1.80 " 1.66 160 | 1,55 149 | 1

- CLAY MO 1.80 1,83 1.74 - 1,65 1.58 1.
. GLINTON 1.80 183 [ 1.75. 1.66 . 158 1

- GOLE ., 200 1.84 1.76 1.69 1.61 1
COOFER ... 2.00 184 | 1.76 |, 189 161 1
CRAWFOAD 2,00 | 192 T84 1.75 1.67 1
_DADE T 220 Cam 183 .65 147 M
 DALLAS 2.20 - 2m 1.84 - 1.66 1.49 1
DAVIESS N 1,80 - 1.84 176 .67 © 158, 1
DE KALB .’ 1.80 " 1.84 1.75 1.67 1.58 | ! 1
DENT - 2,00 206 | o184 1.81 159 R
DOUGLAS 2.20 2.03 "1.88 1721 1.57 1.41
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OPTION 1A

- OPTION 18-DIFFERENTIAL _.

220

EES8RLRBERIBNBEYIRBAABLEENEEES

) . . (Par Year) k
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIFTFER_EN- - ' 5003
Rt T _ 5
1999 2000 | 2001 - 2002 . beyond
DUNKLIN MO 2.20 244 2,32 S22 2.09 1.8 .
© FAANKLIN . MO 2.00 1.83 1.85 S I 1.69 - 161
GASCONAGE — MO - 2.00 2.07 1.94 182} 1.69 1.87
GENTRY \ MO 180 1.84° 1.76, 1.68 1.60 1,52
GREENE MO . 220 2.01 1.84 1.66 1.49 1.3
GRUNDY MO © 1.80 154 - 1.53 1.52 151 1.50 .
HARRISON MO - - 1.80 1.54 1.54 1531 1.53 1.52
HENRY MO - 2.00 182l 1.72 1.61 1,51 1.41°
HICKORY MO 2.00 2.02 "1.85 1.69 1.52 . 135
- HOLT .. MO T 1,80 1.84 " 1,75 1.67 1.58 “1.50
HOWARD MO - 2,00 1.84 1. 1,77 1.69 162 1.54
HOWELL Mo 2.20 2.07 | 1.95 1841, 1.72 1.60
{RON MO 2.00 2.08 1.97 1.87 1.76 |- - 1.65
JACKSON i ceeecvevicrssssmsanr e resnras MO 200 ©1.83 1.74 | 1.64 1.55 146
JASPER MO C 220 - 2.10 1.89 1691 1.48 1.28
JEFFERSON MO 2.00 ©1.94 1.87 1791 1,72 "1.65
- JOHNSON MO 2.00 1.82 1.73 © 1631 1.54
KNOX MO. 1.60 1.66 -1.60 1.54 - 1.48 | 1.42
LACLEDE MO 2.20 2.03 1.06 1.70 1.53 137
LAFAYETTE MO 2.00 -~ 1.83 1.74 166 | 1.57 1.48
LAWRENCE MO 220 2. 1.83 1.64 1.46 1.28
LEWIS .. MO 4,80 .65 158 1.5% 1.44 o1
_ LINCOLN . MO - 200 1.85 1.78 CLr2 1.65 1
LINN ... MO 1.80 | 167 1.62 158 |- 1.53 1.
LIVINGSTON 1 MO 1.80 168 1.63 | . 1.58 1.54 1
MACON MO 2.20 2.04 1.82 1.64 1.45 .
MADISON MO 80| - 1.67 -1.62 1.56 151 1.
MARIES MO . 2.20 2.09 1.99 1.88 1| 178 R
"MARION MO 2.00 + 2,05 1.92 - 1.78 1.66 1
MCDONALD | MO. 1.80 . 1.65 159 |. 1.52 1,46 1
MERCER MO - 1.80 1.54 1.53 1.53 1.52 1
MILLER MO 2.00 1,83 1.74 1.65 1.56 ot
MISSISSIPPE MO 220 = 228]. 2,17 2.05 | 1.94 1.
MONITEAL MO S 2000 1.84 197 1.69 ©o1.62 1.
MONROE MO 1.80 - 167 182 157 (. 1521 1,
MONTGOMERY MO 2,004 1.85 1.78 1.70 1.63 o1,
MORGAN { MO 2.00 1.83 1.74 . 184 1.56 A
" NEW MADRID MO 220 229 219 209 1.99 1
" NEWTON MO 2.20 2.09 1.89 1.68 1.48 A
. NODAWAY MO 1.80 .. 1.84 1.76 189 1.6 ] 1
* OAEGON MO 2.20 2.09 | " 1.99 1.80 1" .80 | 1
OSAGE ... MO 2.00 1.85 o LT7 1,70 162 A1
QZARK MO 2.20 2.05 1911 177 1.62 1.
PEMISCOT MO 2,20 2.44 233 221 2,10 1
PERRY MG 2.20 1.94 1.87 1.79 72 1
PETTIS .. MO 2.00 1,83 1.74 1.65 1.56 St
. PHELPS MO 2.00 208¢. 1.92 1.78 1.65, ot
PIKE MO 2,000 1.60 1.64 1.50 1.55 t
-~ PLATTE .| MO 1.80 - 1.83 174 1.65 1.5 1
POLK ... | MO 2.20 20t  1.83 1.66 1.48 1
PULASK] MO 220 2.04 | 1,90 1.75 1.61 1
PUTNAM MO 1.80 |- 1.54 1.52 1.51 149 |. ot
BALLS MO 2.00 1.66 |. 161" 1.55 1.50 1
. RANDOLPH MO 1.80 AR N 1.76 1.67 1.50 151
RAY MO, 1.80° 167 1.63 1.58 - 154 1.48
REYNOLDS MO 2.20 2081 . 197 |- 1.87 1.76 1.65
. RIPLEY 1m0 2.20 211, 2.03 1.98 1.88 | 1.80
SALINE MO 2.00 1.93 1.85 178 1.70 1.62
SCHUYLER Mo 1.80 1.53 $.51 1.50 T 1481 1.46
SCOTLAND MO - 1.80 _1.68 1.6t 15361 . 1.50 1.44
SCOTT MO 2.20 227 2157 2.02 1.90 1.78-
SHANNON ... . MO. 2.20 2,08 1.96 1.85 |. 173 1.62
SHELBY - MO 1.80 .1.66 1.60 | 155 | 1.49 1.43
ST. CHARLES MO T 200 1.93 1.85 1.78 - 170 1.62
ST. CLAIR MG 2,00 | 1.81 1.70 1.58 1.47 1.3€
. BT. FRANCOIS MO 2.00 1.94 1,86 1.79 1.1 1,64
- BT.LOWIS MO 2.00 1.94 1.87 1.80 |, 1.73 1.6E
ST. LOUIS CITY MO 2.00 | 1.94 1.87 1.81 , 174 1.67
" STE. GENEVIEVE MO 2.00 1.94 1.86 1.79 .M 1.64
STODDARD . MO 211 204 1.88 1.89 1.81
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. _ o _ _ GPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
: . o i QPTION 1A {Per Year) = .
COUNTY/PARISH - | STATE DIF;IEE?_EN-_ P
. S A . ' ) 2003 &
_ - 1999 2000 2001 2002 ] beyond
. STONE .. ettt e senpeeees . o 220 . 201 1841 - 186 | 1.49 1,31
 SULLIVAN . . 1.80 | - 1:67 163). ° 158 1.54 1,49
TANEY 2.20 2.03 1.86 - 170 1,53 1.37
TEXAS 220]. . 2058 - 191 177 1.83 | 1.49
VERNON ... 220 oM 182 - 173 1.54 1.35 °
WARREN L.eceecvenene eeemee sttt 200, - @3 1.84 1,78 1.67 1.59
WASHINGTON ....occorneon. e esaees e MO < ooR000 - 183 © 185 1.78 1.70: - 1.82.
" WAYNE ., ; e : 2.20 o210 7 201 o182 1.83 1.74
. WEBSTER- © 220 2.01 1831 1.64 1.46 1.28
WORTH ... 1.80 1.84 1.76 1.89 167
WHIGHT 2,20 Co203| . 187 1.70 1,54 1,38
ADAMS .. © 340 .+ 320 © 300 281 - 281 2.41
" ALCORN : : 2%0]| . 2.7q 257 2,43 230 217 -
CAMITE e 3.40 a2 . 3.01 o281 2.62 242
ATTALA ... 310, - 298 .28z 270 2,57 2,44
BENTCN 2980 272l - 281 2.50 2.39
. BOLIVAR .30 - 285 2.72 260 247 234"
. GALHOUN ... aw| .. 286 o AT, 263 - 251 © 2238
CARROLL ..., ' 3101 . 298 2.82 2.68 | 255 - 242 -
CHICKASAW ...... : MS 310 . 285 273 260 248 - 2.35
CHOCTAW : eeeeerngeres MS§ <. 310 295 2.82 2.68 ©o255| . 242 -
CLAIBORNE MS - 330  an|. 294 - 276 ‘2,59 C 242
CLAAKE . v MS - 330 . 343 . 298 © o284 2.69 2,54
_ " CLAY . Ms : 310 . 294 . 2.80 - 285 © 251 R X: ¥4
1. COAHOMA | ; MS o 2980T . 274 © 284} - 255 245 |- 238
COPIAH : MS - -330| a1 2.94 278 261 - 244
COVINGTON .......... MS B V1 I < ¥ © 3.04 2487 | 269 . 251
_ DE 5070 LI MS Cco280 0 .27 - 266 2.58 2.49 241 -
- FORRAEST MS . 3.40 o323, 308 290 273 - 258
FRANKLIN .00 o M .. ] 3.40 | 3.20 am 2,81 - 282 242 -
GEORGE Ms . -3.40 a4 3.23 ©3.06| 288! 271
- GREENE e : MS 3,40 125 310]° 295 - 280 - 265
GRENADA ... o | MS : 8406 0 287 - 275 o284 2.52 2.41
" HANGCOCK ...... Ms 350 - 3.97 3,16 296 | - 275 - 254
HARRISON _.rnrriaieecmeeretsernns ; MS as50 -+ 3.3% 3.20 a2 |- 2.83 . 2.84
HINDS - : MS ©oa30| 311 2984 . .278 261, 2.44
HOLMES ... S M3 S 5 [+ 1 I X: -3 IR . -8 I . 2.88 - 255 . - 242
HUMPHREYS - MS e 310 2.95 - 2.B% 268 | 254 . 241 -
ISSAQUENA rereas MS .7 390 302|- 286 _2n . 255 o238
ITAWAMBA ; LM 280 - . 2ry| - 289 246 . 2.34 2.22
JACKSON ..... S , MS - ] 350 341 ..3241 - . 3.08 -29t| . 274
- JASPER . MS - _ a3 - 3| 298| ag2] - 267 - . 252
JEFFERSON .....; reres MS - 340 . azo .01 - 281 282 . 242
JEFFERSON DAVIS ooccvvcvirvmrsvrrsariiisrces | MS B R V- ) 3.22 304(. 285 267 2,49
JONES ' ferarmane: M3 .. sanf. - 323 3.08 288 2711 . 2,54
KEMPER ..., ' (MS - 330] ... . 303 2.89 274 - 260 . 245
LAFAYETTE ....... : v | MS 2.90 274 265 _2.55] - 246 | 237
LAMAR , MS . 340 323 |- 3.05 288 -+ 270 - 253
LAUDERDALE . M5 3.30 atz2| - - Zegs| . 28t - 2.65 . 249 -
LAWRENGE . e [ MS 3.40 oA -3.02 . 284 . 285 2.46-
 LEAKE Ms, ’ . 340 3.04 | 2.89 275 280 | 2,48
. LEE - | M8 -.2.80 o278 260 Co 249 237 - 228
LEFLORE ) MS 2 3.10 294 - 28| . 287| 254 . 240 .
LINCOLN ... . MS - T 340 321 aee| - 2.82 | 263 2.44
LOWNDES ......... Tms SR R L B E 293 o279 . 264 |- 2,50 238
MADISON i | MS 310 - - 303 288 . 274 T 2.8 . 2.44
MARION MS "~ ' 340 .. azz| . 3.04 ..2.85 ] 267 2.49
MARSHALL - MS - Tooam0| 0 274 Co284 | 2.55 - 245 . 2.8
MONROE .....: MS "30| 0 284 2.71 2,57 244 236
. MONTGOMERY .oooovierrnvvmrarsssssssrsssemaeesens Ms - a0 . - 285 2.82 288 2851 7 242
NESHOBA ...... ., . MS . - i X~ 289 - S278 ). 2.60 246
" NEWTON . rarierenns | S . 330 T 312 2,86 C 280, - a2s4l| 248 -
NOXUBEE - " Ms - : - 310 2.95 . 2.8t 268 Coo254| - as
OKTIBBEHA, ' o - 1 o X . 281 ‘2.67 2.54 240
PANOLA - ; | Ms 2901 - . 274 - 2,66 | 2.57 249 - 240
PEARL RIVEA ......., Lms . 3.40 337 36| - 294 . 273 1252
PERRY ...... MS : 3401 0 324| 0  3.08| 2,92 . 278 . 280
PIKE. - _ : _ MS : 340 | o3 _. 302 | 282 2.53 - 244
PONTOTOC ..... : MS 280 273 . 283 ¢ 253 L 243 233
PRENTISS MSs 299 2,70 2.57. 2.44 231 - 2.18

1.53
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SILVER BOW ...

. . . C OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
: | OPTION 1A (Per Year) _
COUNTY/PARISH N STATE | DIFFEREN- |- . - '
: - TIAL " jogg 2000 2001 2002 ggggnﬁ
QUITMAN 1 MS 230 274y . 28BS . 2.57 248 2.39
RANKIN MS " 3.30 at2l| - 288 791 - 2.62 © 2.46
-8COTT. S M3 3.30 312 2,96 o279 - 263 o241
SHARKEY .....:... MS .3.10 3.02 2.87 27| . 256 . 240
SIMPSON .. MS 3.30 312|296 279 2.63 2.47
SMITH MS. - 530 3.12. 2.96 2.81 2.65 . 249
STONE _ MS 3.40 338 3.19 2,99 2.80 2,60
SUNFLOWER MS 310 2.86 274 | 2.62 - 256 238 -
TALLAHATCHIE M5 3.10 . 286 2,75 2,63 - 252 240
TATE MS : 2,90 274 2.66 257 | " 2.48 240 -
TIPPAH MS 280 271 2,60 2481 . 237 2.25
© . TISHOMINGO MS : 2507 2691 2.54. 2401 - 225 2.1
“TUNICA Ms . 2.90 274 2.65 2.87 2.48 - 239
UNION ... MS - 2% 272! 2.61 2.5 2.40 229
 WALTHALL MS 3.40 321 3.02 .2.84 - 2.85 - 248 -
. WARREN ... MS 330 311 2.94 2.76 |- 2,59 242
- WASHINGTON MS. . 3.10 - 294 2.80 2,65 251 2.37
WAYNE MS 340 - 324 3.08 2911 . 215 2,58
WEBSTER MS 3,10 295 2.4 268 - 254 2.41
WILKINGON .| Ms 3.40 3.20 3.00 2.81 2.61 241
WINSTON MS 3401 .. 295 | 282 2.69 2.56° 243 .
YALOBUSHA MS S3a0 2.86 | 2.75 - 2,63 2521 2,40
" YAZQO ... MS. 3.10 3.03 2.28 . 273 258 243
BEAVERHEAD MT 1.60 147 | “1.34 - 1.21 1.08 0.8% . -
BIG HOAN MT 1.60 - 1,50 1.40. 1.31 .21 At
BLAINE .. ' MT 1.60 1.53 145 - 1,38 1.30° 123
BROADWATER .. MT 1,60 1.48 1.36 5.24 1,12 .00 -
. CARBON . ) MT 1.60° 1.49 1.38 1.26 115 1.04
" CARTEA (MT -~ 1.65 . 1.48 1.35 " 1.23 1.10 0.98
GASCADE - MT . 1.60 1.54 148 1.42 1.6 130 -
CHOUTEAU MT . 160 - 154 1.48 | 1.41 1.35 1.29
. CUSTER MT 1.60 1.49 1.38 1.28 117 CO1,06",
. DANIELS MT . 1801 . 1.50 1.41 R 122} 112
DAWSON MT .80 | 1.49 138 | 128 C1a7 1.06
DEER LODGE | mT 1.60 150 1.40 1.29 1.19 - 1.08
FALLON ... MT - 1.5 | 1.48. 1.36° 1.25 1A% 101
. FERGUS . MT 1.60 1.52 1.43 | 1,38 128, - 118
FLATHEAD. A MT 1.60 1.82 143 1.35 1.26 1.8
GALLATIN MT 160 |- 1.44 128 1.11 0.95 0.78 -
GARFIELD MT 1.60 1.51 1,42 1. 1.34 | 1.25 | 116
GLACIER | MT - 1.80 - 1.53 1.46 138 .3 1.24 .
. GOLDEN VALLEY MT .11.80 . 1.50. 14 1,31 122 112
" GRANITE MT - 60 152 | 1.43 1.35 1.26 - 1.18
HILL L% 160 1,53 - 1.47 1.40 | - 1,34 1.27-
-JEFFERSON L MT 1.80° 148 1.36 128 | 1.13 1
JUDITH BASIN MT 1.60 1.52 1.44 1.36 1.28 1.20 -
LAKE ; MT- 1.60 1.52 144 1.35 1.27 1.19
RSN e R W11, S——— Y ) | © 1803 1.52 1.44 1.35 1.27 1.19 -
.LIBERTY MT <160 1.54 1.47 1.41 1.34 1.28
LINCOLN MT 1.80 1.50 1.40 | - 129 | 1.19 N
MADISON MT 160 - 1,50 1.40 1.30 120 110 -
MCGONE MT * 1,60 ©1.45 1.31 1.16 1.02- 0.87
MEAGHER .. MT -~ 160 " 149 1.38 1.26 | 1.5 .04
MINERAL MT. 1.80 | 151 |- 1.42 1.32 1.23 14
MISSOULA .. M7 1.60 . 1.52 S 144 1.37 1.29 |- 1.21 .
MUSSELSHELL MT . 1.60 1.5% |- 142 132 1.24 1.15
PARK . . L | MT 1.60 1.45 1.29 1.14 098 0.83
PETROLEUM . MT - "1.80 . 151 143 1.34 1.26 1.17
“PHILLIPS , MT 1.60 1.52 1.44 1.36 128 | 1.20
PONDERA MT 1,60 1.54 347 1411 1.34 | 1.28
POWDER AIVER . MT 1.60 1.49 T 1.37 1.26 1.4 103 .
© POWELL MT 1.60 1.51 142 1.34 1.25 1.16
PRAI{RIE , | MT 1.60 149 1.39, 1.28 118 107
~ RAVALLI iMT 1.60 1.52 1.44. 137 1.29 121
- RICHLAND MT 1.60 - 1.49 1.38 1.27 1.16 1.05,
ROCSEVELT MT- 1.60 1.50 - 1.38 1.28 -1.18 1,08
HOSEBUD MT 1.80 |. 1.50 " 1.40 .31 1.2 111
SANDERAS MT 1.80 . 1.51 1.41 132 122} 1.13
SHERIDAN wT 1.60 1.50 1.39 1.29 ' 1,18 1.08
MT 1.60 1.49 1.37 1.26 1,14 1.03
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Federal Register/Vol. .83, No. 20/Friday, January 30, 1998/ Proposed Rules -
o © QPTION 1B OIFFERENTIAL
] 1 OPTION 1A . {Per Year)
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF[;EREN-' ' —_ :
: - 1AL 0 _ 2003 &
| . 1999 2000 200 . 2902 © beyond

B R L LI R——————— MT 150 1.48 | 1.36 |. 1.24 a2 1.00
SWEET GRASS .. 1.60 147 1.34 124 1.08 0.95
TETON weennre: 1.80 . 1.54 148 1.42 - 1.36 130

. TOOLE ... 1.60 154 | 1.47 141 1.34.

- TABASURE oooieorcormesesbessssiamsesssssdssonsarnss 1.60 1.51 1.41 1.32 122 1.13
TVALLEY cvneeinsiursmsosmsseresss s 1,60 1.51 1.42 1.4 125 1.16
WHEATLAND e . 1.60 4501 1.9 1.29 118 . 108
YV G 1.60 1.49 1.57 126 114 103
YELLOWSTONE : : 1.60 151} 1.42 ©1.33 - 1.24 1.15
VELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK: 1,60 1.48 1.30 1.5 - 1,001, 0.85
R o e 3.10 286 283 2.41 218 1.96

-+ ALEXANDER 295 2.70 248 | 2.25 T 203 1.80
© ALLEGHANY oo - 2981 . 2.69 245 2:22 ©1.98 174
ANSON et e _atof. 288 | 2.68 2.48 | 2.29 .
ASHE . 295 2,69 | 246 - 222 1.98 .74
AVERY . 2.95 - 2707 247 2,24 201 178
BEAUFORT wovvrmemesesiverssssitstrssiss s e - 2.20 . 306 280( - 273 ) 257 | 2,40
BERTIE e - oa20 - 3.03 284 2.64 © 245 2.25
BLADEN : . 330 3.07 2.91 S 276 - 260 2.44
BAUNSWICK 3.30 -an 299 2.86 3,74 262
" BUNCOMEE ....... 2.95 A 281 . 2.29 208 1.87
BURKE" 285 2T 249] . 2.26 2.04 ©1.82
CABARRUS 310 | 2.84. 2.61. C237T| 0 214 1.90
CALDWELL 2,95 2,70 C 2471 2.25 2.02 S 1.79
CAMDEN 3.20 3.03. 284 | - . 284] - 245 1225
CARTERET ... 3.20 . 309 2.95 2.8 2,67 2.53
‘CASWELL 310 2,84 2.60: 2.36 oo2a3 . 1.88
CATAWBA EATH 2.83 258 233 . 208 1.83
CHATHAM T 310 2:88° 288 ]| 2,48 L 228 2.08
CHERCKEE .. 285 ST C 260 244 2.27 2.11

© CHOWAN : 3.20 - 303 | 283 2584 . 244 224

TS ZR— : . 2.95 - 2,61 - 248 2.30 2,14
" GLEVELAND “voooeemmmepensserssenimmsssssonsssssarssess 3.10 2.84 - 2.61 2,37 2.14 1.90
.COLUMBUS i "3.30 -3.09 285| 282 . .268 2.54
CRAVEN . - 320 3.08 2931 279 . 2,64 249
CUMBEALAND . 330 3.04 ‘2841 - 285 © 245 2.26
CURRITUCK . 320 " 3.03 2.83| 2.84 2.44 2.94
DARE. .ocorrimmemsssssissrasee sessssiosssssssssssssisessssses 320 3.05 p88| . 270 . 2.53 2.35
DAVIDSON .. - a0 2.85 o as2l . 238) 2.15 1827
DAVIE ' . 310 283 2,59 T2 2,10 1.85
DUBLIN v . 3.30 3.07 291| . 275 2.59 2.43
DURHAM ; 340 2,87 2,66 . - 246 225 2,04
EDGECOMBE ... 3.20 03| - 283 2.64 C244 2.24
FORSYTH ... a1 . 2841 -2.59 © 235 2.10 1.86

~ . FRANKLIN .., 3.10 " 288 2681 ° . 249 . .229 2,00
GASTON - alo 284 | 260 - 235!l an 1.87
GATES - 320 3,02 281 2.60 239 2.18
GRAHAM .ovcrvsrnneens 2.95 2,76 2.58 2.4 2.23 2.06
GRANVILLE | - 3.10 2.86 265| = 243 2.22 2.00
GREENE ... ©3.20 3.05 287¢ . =270 =~ -282 2.34
GUILFORD | 310 285 . 262 238 | . 218 1.2

- HALIFAX 3.10 2.89 c270) . B 2.32 213

© HARNETT - " 3.30 3.02 2.3 . 259 238 | 217
THAYWOOD 1ivriveeeeleemmsassemsisess sessmmsssraress 295 273 2.54 234 S35 | 1.95
~ HENDERSON . 285 2.74 “ 254 0 2357 - - 245 1.96
HERTFORD . . 3.20 302 . 2,81 28l - 208 217
HOKE o330 0 303 283l - 2.64 S 2441 2.24

azo| 0 - a07 2.91 275 0 259; 2.43
IREDELL 3.10 2.83 - a2s58|. . 233 . 208 1.83

. JACKSON ... (295) - 275 o570 - 240 0 22 2.04

JOHNSTON .ovreonsrresseemmrersssssceeesmessirsisaseas |8 3.20|- 3.03 2.82 - zgz| 0 241 2.21
JONES - 3.20 -3.08 2.93 s .. 282 2.47
LEE ..., 3.10 2.89 270( .- 250} .- 231 2.12
LENCIR 3.20| . 307 2.91 C 275 . 288 243
LNCOLN ....ooeee - 310 . 283 2.59 2341 - 240 1.85
MACON ...... . 295 - 271 2.49 . 227 . 205 1.83
:::ADISON ......... 295 2.76 2.59 - 242 2.25 2.08
MéRTIN 295 2. 2.50 . 228 207 1.85
- MCDOWELL 3.20 3.04 286! 267 2.49 2.30
MECKLENBURG 310 . 284 1.89
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siaka

. . - ) QPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
. . . . | OPTION 1A {Per Year)
- COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF;E\I—;{_EN- - - 2003
: 1999 2000 2001 2002 " beyond -
MITCHELL ......ccov. NC 2.95 2.70. 2.48 2.25 2.03 A8
MONTGOMERY .. " NC © 310, 2.87 2.68 2.44 2.23 2.0
- MOORE . ! NG . 3.10 2.89 269 | 250 230 2.1
NASH - T NC. 310, - 290 C2.72 2.54 S 236 . C 24
NEW HANOVER . NG - S 3300 - an 2498 2.86 2.73 2.5
NCATHAMPTON ‘NC 310 288 © 289 2.49 2.30 A
ONSLOW NC 3.30 3.09 2.95 2.80 - 2.86 R
ORANGE | NC 3.0 2.87 2.65 244 - 222 2.0
. PAMLICO S ) NG - 3,20 . 3.08 293 278 263 2.4t
© PASQUOTANK .....civvvernennagreeenens NC 320 303 [ 284 2.64 245 | 22 -
PENDER . NC ~3.30 3.09 2.95 2.81 267 CRE
PERQUIMANS NC 320 apa 254 285 | 245 2%
PERSCN NC 3104, 285 262 2.38 2.15 1.9
PITT NC. 320 3.05 -2.88 270 2:53 2.3
PCLK NG 310 | 2.85 2.83 2.40 218 1.9
RANDOLPH NG -3.10 286 264 242 2201 1.8t
" RICHMOND {NC 310 290 o272 2.53 2.35 217
- ADBESON NC 330 .05 2.58 2.70 - 253 2.3
. ROCKINGHAM NG . 295 2.7 2.50 2,28 207 1.8
ROWAN NG 310 2.84 . 2,60 237 213 .80
RUTHERFCRD NC 310 2.84 2.80 237 2,13 1.8¢
SAMPSON NG . 330 305 2.87 270 2.52 23
SCOTLAND NG 3.30 3.03 2,83 2.64 244 2.2
STANLY NC - ~at0|; 2.86 2.64 2.41 2.19 1.4
STOKES NG 2.95 2.70 - 2.47 2.25 2.02 1.7
SURRY NC 2.95 270 2.47 223 | 2.00 1.70
SWAIN NG 2.95 275 2.57 239 2.21 20
- TRANSYLVANIA . NG 245 2.75 2.58 2.8 219 20
TYRRELL NC 3.20 305 | o287 .70 2.52 2%
UNION NC 3.10 286 265 - 243 2.221. L2
VANCE NC <RIINES 286 264 243 2.2 R K
WAKE NC 310 -.2.89 2,70 2.50 231 . 2.0
WAAREN NG 3.10 2.86 2,65 243 2,22 2.0
© WASHINGTOMN NC 3% .05 2.87 2,69 - 25 .23
- WATAUGA NC 1295 270 . 2.48 223 1.99 1.7
WAYNE ... NC 320 3.0 287 2.68 250 2.3
" WILKES NC . .285 2,70 2.47 2.24 201 . o
WILSON NG ° - 320 3.03 2.83 2.62 242 22
YADKIN NC .30 2.7 o249, 2.26 204 |- 1.8
- YANCEY NG 295 a7t 249 © 226 2.04 | 1.8
. ADAMS ND - 1.65 1.15 1.10 1.05 1.00 0.9
BARNES ND . 165 |- 118 1.10 108 1. 100 0.9
BENSON ND 160 1.15 1.1 1.06 1.02 - 097
BILLINGS ND 1.60 116 1.12 .09 1.05 1.0t
BOTTINEAU NOD 180 116 1.2 - 107 03| 0.99
BOWMAN ND . 1.65 1.15 ARAR 1.06 1.02 0.97 .
BURKE ND . 1.60 . 116, 1.13 1.08 - 1.06 .02
BURLEIGH . ND - 1.65 115 1.10 1.06 1.01 | 0.9€
CASS: ‘ND 1.65 1.14 1.08 1.01 095 0.8¢
CAVALIER N "1.60 | 1.15 1.10 1.06 1.01 0.9¢
DICKEY ND « 169 1.15 1104 1.05 1.00 0.9t
. DiVIDE - ND 1.60- 117 1.14 1.10 1.07 .0«
.DUNN e ND' 1.60 1.16 1.12 1.07 1.03 0:9¢
- EDDY ND 1.65 1.16 .1 RN Ird 1.02 0.9¢
EMMONS ND 1.65 - 115 110 105 1.00 0.9¢
FOSTER ND 1.65 2115 111 1.08 1.02 ¥ 0.97
GOLDEN VALLEY ND 1.60 1.16 i3] 1.08 1.06 1.0t
GRAND FORKS . ND 1.65 1,16 1.12 108 | 1.04 1.0¢
GRANT ... ND - 1.65 1.15 " 110 " 1.05 1.00 | - 0.9 .
- GRIGGS ND - 165 "5 1.1 1.06 | 1.02, 0.9
HETTINGER ND 1.65 1.15 1.10 1.06 RIS 0.9¢
KIDDER ND 1.65 1.15 1.11 1.06 1.02 0.9;
LA MGURE ND 1.65. 115 1.10 1.05 1.00 0.9¢
LOGAN .._...... ND - 1.65 1.15 1.10 1.05 100 0.9¢
MCHENRY -, ND 1.60 1,16 111 1.07 1.02 0.9¢
MCINTGSH - ‘ND 1.65 1.15 1.10 1.05 1.00 0.9t
MCKENZIE ND 1.60 1.7 1.13 t.10 1.06 |. 1.08
MCLEAN ND 1.60 1.18 1.1 1.07 1.02 0.9¢
MERGER ... ND’ 1.60 1.16 1.1 1,07 ¢ o102 0.9¢
“MORTON- ND 1.65: 1.15 . 1.10 1.06.4 1.01 0.9¢
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- .
_ o : 1 | OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
- 1 - {oPTioNia |- . (Per Yaan .
COUNTY/PARISH STATE . DIF;&?EN- - " ' '
: S _ . T T R 1 20038
| . 1989|2000 2001 2002 Beyond
MOUNTRAIL ND 1.60 R 112 1.08 1.05 -1.0%
NELSON : . | ND 1857 1.16 1.1 CLov . .02 | 0.98
oY, A — ND- "1.60 1.15 A - 106 - 102 0.97 .
- PEMBINA . ND - 1.66 | 1.14 109 103 . 0.98 T 09z
PIEACE ... ND - 1.60 145 91 . 0 1.02 U087
RAMSEY . - PR ND 1.60 1.16 191 Swe7 0 102 0.98
- RANSCM : ND 1.65 1.14 1.09 1.03 | -0.88| - nez -
© RENVILLE - . ND - 1.60 1.16 1.12. - i.08] - - 04, 1.00
" RICHLAND . ND 1.66 1.14 108 . 1.03) - 0897 o
ROLETTE . |ND 160 18- RN 107 .0 102! . 098
SARGENT . : ND 165 | 1,15 1.09 104 | 0.98 083
- SHERIDAN . ND - 1.80 115 1.1 1.06 102 . - 0¢7
- SIQUX : : ND -1.65 . 115 110 - 105 - 106 | 0.85 -
SLOPE _ ND © 165 118 12| ier{ 103 0.99
STARK s N 1.60 |. . 1.16 1.12 17| s 0 oee
STEELE - . ND 1.65 + 115 AL - 106 1.02 : 0.97
STUTSMAN ; ND- 1.65 BREN 1.1¢ 1.05 100 0.95 -
- TOWNER _ ND 1.50 115 111 1.06 S .02 0.97
. TRAILL . ND - 1.85 1,15 1.10 1.05 ~ 1.00 0.95 -
WALSH o - ND 1.60 115 1.10 1.08, 1.01 0.96
WARD .. - ND - . 1804 1.16 1.12 1.07. 1,03 0.99
WELLS ... ; ND 1.65 1.15, 1.1 1.06 1.02 0.97
WILLIAMS < corrvoeennens : ND 160" 147 113 Sl 108 1.03 -
ADAMS . NE 1.80 165 1.541 - C 144 ) -1.33 1.23
ANTELOPE . . | NE 1.75 1,54 144 1.33 123 112
ARTHUR ... , NE 1.80 1.22 17 1.12 ¢ 1.07 1.02
- BANNER . NE 1.80 1.72 1541 137 1.19 1.0t
BLAINE ....... : NE 1.75 | 137 1.29 1.22 114’ 1.07 .
BOONE- ' : NE 1.80 |. 164 | 1.52 141 1.29 1.18 -
- BOX BUTTE NE' 1.80 1.72 183 1.35 1186 0.98
BOYD ... _ : ; NE 1.76 1.45 1.35 1.25 1.16 1.06
BROWN ... ; NE ERNAEN 142 1.32 1.22 113 1.03
BUFFALO NE. 1.80 . 1.83 1.51 1.40 .28 1.16
BUAT. g NE - 1.80 | 168 | 1.61 1.53 | 1.46 1.38
BUTLER ; Crvers . NE 1.80 1.67 1.59 1.50 - 142 1.34 .
. CASS ' e} NE 1.85 1.70 1661 . 1.61 . 187 1.52
CEDAR ...... v snaninaste y NE 175 7 1.56 _ 148 1.35| - 1.25 1.14
CHASE e NE. . 1,80 162 | 149 1.35 1.22 1.09
- CHERRY - NE 1,75 1.39 -1.29 1.1% © 108 0.98
. CHEYENNE. NE 1.80 1.72 1.58 1.37 120 1.02
CLAY o . NE- - 1.80 - 1.65 1.55 1.46 1.36 1.26 -
COLFAX ........ s NE 180 |- - 1.66 1.57 1.48 - 1,39 1.30 .
CUMING . » ; " NE’ 1.80-| - - 1.58 .52 1.44 - 137 1.29
- CUSTER rd NE 1.80 1.82 1.49 1.37 1.24 1
- DAKQTA ... . NE 1.75 185 1.56 1.46 1.37 1.27
DAWES : NE 1.80 1.71 1.52 1.34 1,15 0.96
DAWSON - - | NE 1.80 1.62 1.50 | 1.37 1.25 ti2
DEUEL . - ' | NE 1.80 LT3 - 1.58 1.38 1.20 1.03
DIXON y NE 176 | 1844, ©1.53 142 | 1.3 1,20
DODGE NE -~ 1.80 | . 1681 1.61 1.54 1.47 1.40
- -DOUGLAS ' NE 186 - 1.70 -1.66 18171, 1.57 1.52
. DUNDY ... ' | NE - 1.80 - 1.62 1.50 1.37 1.26 1.12
FILLMORE. ....; I NE 1801, 1.66 1.87 1.49 1.40 1.31
FRANKLIN : NE - . 1.80 164 | .84 143 1 1.33 1.22
FRONTIER . NE’ 1.80 1.62 - 1.50 1.37 125 | 1127
FURNAS . : NE 1.80 1.62 - o137 128 1.12 .
GAGE . ; NE . 1.85 1.68 1.61 e 1.47 1 1.40
‘GARDEN : NE 1.80 172 |. 1.54 137 1 1.19 1.01
. GARFIELD . " ‘NE -~ 175 1,46 . 137y “1.28 1.20 1.1
GOSPER ; ‘NE 1.80 1.683 R R-EE 138 . 1.26 1.14
GRANT ...oveimrinions . NE' 1.76 1.23 147 R ) 105 0.99 .
GREELEY . NE 1.80 |- 1.63 1.52 1.40 | 1.29 117
HALL . NE .- 1.80 1.64 | - 153, 1.43 |- 132 1.21
HAMILTON A NE 180 1.65 1.56 1.45 135 1.25.
HARLAN ..........., _ ; NE 1807 1.84 1.53 .41 1.30 119
HAYES : ‘NE 1.80 1621 . 1.49 1.37 © .24 11
HITCHCOCK - - NE 1.80 . 1683} 1.50 1.38 - 1.25 1.13
_HOLT : NE 1,78 1.51 1.40 1.29 1.9 1.08
HOQKER R . : NE . 1.75 1.29 1.22 - 1.4 1.07 | 1.00
HOWARD . . NE 1.80 - 163 .52 1. 1.40 1,29 117
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H R . T : - QOPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL _
) o N ' 1 OPTION 1A ’ {Per Year) ' . : o
o C COUNTY/PARISH . STATE DiF?E&EN- _ : — YR
o S _ - : &
1699 2000 a01 | 2002 Gaid
k _ JEFFERSON NE . 1.80 167 - - 1581 1.51 1.43 135 4
: . JOHNSON ... : NE - 1.85 "1.69 1.63 187 S151 1.45
KEARNEY ... : ; NE 1.80 1.64 1.83 141 1.30 119
o 7 KEITH . _ | NE 1.80 | 1.61 1.47 | 132] - 118 | 1.04
I o .. KEYA PAHA . e | NE 1.76 1.42 1.32| . 1.22 1.13 R HI)
. KIMBALL , : NE 1.80 172 - 4.55 T 137 1.20 102 §
KNOX . _ NE 175 1.62 - 1.49 1.38 .23 1:10
" LANCASTER ...... INE _ 1.85 1.68 1.61 - 1.54 147 140
o LINCOLN .. _ NE © 1.BO 1.61 1.48 | 134 121 .7
- l : . LOGAN ... ' NE . 1.80 1.32° 1.26 .20 S 115 10
: . - Loup : NE 1.75 1.43 1.35 1.26 1.8 " 110
! : MADISON : - NE 1.80 - 127 1.22 1.16 1.1 1.05
- MCPHERSON ivee |'NE 1.80 | 164 1.63 1.41 1.30 1.19
oy : MERRICK ..oviveessionsensonnn NE 1.80 1.65 1.54 1.44 133 | . 123
: I MORRILL | NE 1.80 1.72 1.54 1.36 1.18 1.00 |
: . . NANCE NE 1.80 1.64 1.54 143 133 1.22
NEMAHA NE 1.85 1.70 1.65 1.60 . 1.55 - 1.50
NUCKOLLS g NE 1.80 1.65 1.56 1.46 137 |- 122 {
OTOE _ - NE - . 1.85 |- 170 1.85 1.59 . 1.54 149
PAWNEE ......con NE . 1.85 1.68 . 182 1.56 1.49 1.43
. PEAKING ... NE 1.80 161 1.47 133 1.19 1.06
" PHELPS .. NE . 1.80 1.63 - 1.52 " 1.40 1.29 117
: PIERCE NE © 175 - 1.57 148 1.5 1.24 1.13 §
: : . PLATTE ' NE - 180 - 165 1.55 1.46 1.36 1.26
i : POLK .. e st NE 180l S 186 1,56 1.47 1.37 1.28
T © AED WILLOW ' NE 180 1.63 1.51 1.40 128 118
" RICHARDSON ; NE 1.85 .70 1.64 1.59 1,63 1.48
o .. ROCK NE . 1.75 1.43 1.34 124 115 1.05
i : SALINE "NE". 1.80 |- 167 1.58 152 1.44 | 136 §
o _BARPY : - NE 1.88 1 - 1.87 1.62 1.58° 1.54
" SBAUNDERS N Ane- 1.85 - 1.69 | - 183 + 156 150 144"
B : SCOTTS BLUFF NE 1.80 1721 - 154 1.37 1.19 1.01
e . SEWARD - ) NE T 1.80 167 1.58 1.51 1.43 1.5
3 : SHERIDAN .ccvomavrersmnenenn NE 1.80° 1.7, 1.53 104 1.16 0.97
' SHERMAN S NE 1.80 T 183 151 1.39 1.27 SRALS
SIOUX ; NE 1.80 g 1.53 1.34 " 116 097
STANTON - NE - 180 165 1.54 t.44. 1.33 123
“THAYER ; NE 1.80 | 166 1.58 1.49 1.4 1321
THOMAS NE 1.75 1.32 1.24 197 |- 1.09 1.02 §
" THURSTON ... e | NE 175 166 | 1.57 148 |- 1.39 - 1.30 !
VALLEY ......... NE 1.80 . 183 1.51 1.38 126 114§
WASHINGTON : NE 1.85 170 1684 | 1.59 - 153 . 1.48°
WAYNE R _ NE 1.75 1.64 153 142 1.31 1.20
WEBSTER NE 1.80 1.65. 185 1.44 134, 1.24
WHEELER ........ e . | NE 175 152 142 | 1321 123 113
YORK NE . 1.80 1.66 1.57 147 1.38 120
- BELKNAP .. - NH - 280 2.80 2.58 2.36. . 214 192
. GARACLL - : _ : NH S0 280t . 278 - 252 2.29 208 1.82
. CHESHIAE : NH ' 2.80 2.82 - 2,60 2.38 216 | 1.94
coos T NH 2.60 2.4 2.22 2.02 .83 1.64
GHAFTON ......... . NH 260, - 249 2.3 212 1.94 176
HILLSBOROUGH NH 3.00 2.95 a72| . - 280 227 2.05
MERRIMACK _ NH 3| - 286 2.63 2.41 2.18 - 1.95 .
ROCKINGHAM NH _ 3.00 206{ = 275 284 .. 283 2142
STRAFFORD NH - . 300 T 288 2,85 244 - 222 2.02
SULLIVAN _ smerinearss | NH - 2o 274 . 251 228 | 205 182"
ATLANTIC . e | M -3.00 . 273 283 | 2.33 213 193’
BERGEN ... _ : N gl - 292t 2.69 247 - 224 2.02
BURLINGTON ) ) N T 3.00 2.82 2,58 - 235 2.1 . 1.88.
CAMDEN NJ 3.00 2,84 2.59 2.34 20 1.84
. CAPE MAY .. | Ml 3.00 21 2.52 233 2,14 1.85:
.CUMBERLAND Nl 3.00 272 2.49 2.27 2.04 182,
ESSEX NJ 3.15 291 2.67. 2.44 2.20 . 197
-GLOUCESTER . N 3.00 2.83 2.67 2,32 2.06 1.80
HUDSON ... NJ 3.15 2,82 2.89 2.47 224 202
" HUNTERDON M a.10 2.82 2,57 2.31 2.08 1.81
MERCER N 310 2.86 2.62 2.39 2.15 192
- MIDDLESEX NJ 3.10 2.87 2.64 242 2.19 1.97
MONMOUTH nNJ 3.10 2.83 2.63 2.42 222 2.0
MORRIS NJ 3.10 2.85 262 2.38 2.15. 1.9
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_ _ . : OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL

s . QPTION 1A {Per Year)
- COUNTY/PARISH STATE _DIFE_E&!—EN- : — '

: - I : - ) 2003 &
o : R . 1999 2000 : .gn_m 2002 beyond
—_—

" OCEAN . NJ 3.10 274 2,56 2,37, 2.18 2.00
PASSAIC NJ- 3,15 290 266 | 243 214 1.95
ALEM NJ 3.00 282 2.55 229 . 202 1.75
SOMERSET NJ .3.10 2.84 2.81 2.37 S 214 1.91
SUSSEX NJ .3.10 277 253 230 2.06 1.83
UNION NJ 3.15 2.9 2.67 S 2440 2.20 C o197

- WARREN NJ 3.10 279 253 2.28 . 202 177

" BERNALILLC: NM 235 2.25 2.16 206 . - 1.97 . 1.87
CATAON NM - 2,10 12,18 2.01 184 [ 1.67 |
CHAVES NM - 2.10 2.04 1.89 1.73 1.58 ot
CIBOLA “NM 1.90 223 21 198 | 187 1
COLFAX .. NM 235 C224 2,12 2 1.89 A

" QURRY : NM - 210 213 1,92 - 1.70 1.49 1
" DE BACA . NM 2.10 247 1.99 181 1,63 -1
DONA ANA - FNM . 210 _ 215, 185 . 1.76 © 1.56 1
EDDY NM- 2,10 . 2,06 192 178 1.64 R
_GRANT NM - 2.0 - 2,18 1.96 1.77 1.57 1

" GUADALUPE NM 2,35 2 2.06 1.92 177 1

- HARDING NM 2,35 - 2.20 2,05 1.90 } 175 i
HIDALGO. NM 2,10 215 1.94 174 - 1.53 1.
LEA .uveee Nat 2,10 2,074 1.94 - 180 1.67 1
LINCOLN ... NM 2,10 . 248 2m .84 167 1.

" LOS ALAMQS .. NM 235 . 2.29. 2.23 2.18 2.10 2.
LUNA - NM 210 215 1.95 1.76 5] . 1

. MCKINLEY NM 1.90 2.23 2.11 199 - 1.87 1

© MORA NM 235 2.25 2.16 2,06 197 1

- OTERQ NM 2.10 2.47 1.99 -1.80 1.62 "
QUAY NM 2,35 217 199 1.81 183 % 1
RIO ARRIBA NM 1.90 -2.28 220 213 2.05 1
ROQSEVELT NM - 210 | - 213 1.91 1.69 147 1.
SAN JUAN' NM 235 .27 219 - 2,12 2.04 1

" SAN MIGUEL -NM "1.90 2,13 2.06 | 198 1.9t 1
" SANDOVAL NM 2.35 2.26 216 ;207 197 | 1
SANTA FE NM 2.35 228§ 222 215 209 2
SIERRA ... NM 2,10 2.17 1.99. -1.821 184 1

-, SOCORRO .. NM .. 210 2.20 . 205 1.90 175 1
TAOS : NM 1.90 | 227 - 218 2,10 2.0 1

~ TORRANCE | M 2.35 2.234 2.11 -+ 200 . 1.88 1.
UNION ..., NM 2,35 2.19. 2.04 1.88 173 1

" VALENCIA NM . 235 2237 oan 200 188 | R

. CARSON CITY NV, 1.70 1.8 1.08 | . 0.99 0.9 o
CHURCHILL . NV 170 122 1,14 1,05 0.97 0

- CLARK NV 2.00 1.65 | 1.69 1.74 178 | 1

. DOUGLAS NV ool 1.15 - 1.08 1.00 093 0
~ELKQ ... 4 Nv- 1.90 17at 1541 1.36 1181 1,

" -ESMERALDA NV 1.60 1.24 1.20 1151 1.1 1
EUREKA NV T 170 1.49 139" 1.28 148 | i
HUMBOLOT - NV S1.70, 1.42 "1.30 <118 1.07 o

. LANDER NV 1.70 |- . 1.43 - 182 1.22 111 1
- LINCOLN ... NV 1.60 | 158 . 1.59 1.58 1.58 1
LYON NV 1.70 0.97 .0.94 0.80 087 -0
MINERAL .. NV 1801 717 1.10 1.04 087 )
NYE .. Nv 1.60 1.47 1.39 130 220, %
_PERSHING NV S170) 138 127 1.18 104 0.93

"} STOREY I nv 170 115 1.08 0.08 0.89 0.81
WASHOE NV 170 ( 116 1.09 1.02 0.95 0.88
WHITE PINE ........ N 1.90 17 1.63 1.50 1.36 1.23
ALBANY ' NY 2.60 ;242 224 1 2.06. 1.88 1.70
ALLEGANY NY: 2.30 ‘2,08 1.89 1.70 1.51 132

- BRAONX NY - 315 2.93 27t 2.50 228 2.07 -
- BROOME .. ‘NY 2.60 a2 - 207 1.84 1,60 136

. CATTARAUGLIS - | NY 2.10. 1.93 177 160 1.44 127

© CAYUGA | ‘NY: 230 T2.14 1.93 1.73 1.52 1.31
CHAUTALIQUA NY - 210 . 1.86 170 155 139 { © 1
CHEMUNG NY . 2.40 218 " 1.96 | 1.74 1.52 . |

- CHENANGO ..... NY 240 2.28 2.06 - 1.84 1.62 1
CLINTON ........ NY 2.20 207 1.94 1.82. . 169 1

- COLUMBIA NY 2.80 2.52 234 247 . 1.89. 1

- CORTLAND NY 2.40 222 204 177 185 1

NY 260 | 2:18 1.95. 1.75 1

- DELAWARE

2.35
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_-OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
o . -1 OPTION 1A (Per Year)
COUNTY/PARISH STATE | D|F$EE|_EN~ _ : :
' - o : 00 - 2003 &
" 1999 " 2000 2001 2002 beyond -
DUTCHESS “NY 2.80 2.59 243 2.26 2.10 19
EAIE NY - 2.20 1.93 1,79 1.64 1.50° 13 .
ESSEX NY 2.40 2.37 2.02 187 .72 15
FRANKLIN _ocovnnrerorsamssnssssirssgessssonsesssossass NY - 220 2,00 1.88 175 - 183 1.5
- FULTON .. Y 2.80 23 2.13 g 1.76 1E
. GENESEE { wy 220 2.0 1.85 1.70 154 1.2
.GREENE NY 2.60 2.51 2,31 . 2.12 K- 13
HAMILTON NY 2.40 - 224 2.06 1.89 1.71 e
HERKIMER Y 2.40 2.27 2.07 1.88 168 1.
JEFFERSON NY . 220 2.04 .. 1.88 173 1.57 te
KINGS Ny 3.15 292 270 2.48 2.26 2(
"LEWIS NY 2.20 2.14 | 1.96 1.78 1.60 e
- LIVINGSTON .. NY 2.30 2.0 184 1.68 151 1.z
MADISON NY 2.40 2.19 1.99 1.78 1.58 1.2
MONROE NY 230 2.02 | 186 1.71 1.55 | . 1.
MONTGOMERY NY 2607 2,38 247 1.97 1.78 1.8
NASSAU NY - 3.15 2,94 273]. . 253 2.32 2-
NEW YORK NY 315 2.92 - 270 2.47 . 2.25] a0
NIAGARA | NY 220 1.94 1.80 1.67 1.53 1.4
ONEIDA NY- 2.40 2.18 1.98 1791 1.59 A
ONONOAGA NY 240 . 2.14 1.93 1.73 1.52 1.
_ONTARIO .., NY 2.30, 2.09 1.90 | 172 . 1.53 T
ORANGE ... NY . 3.00 2.81 2.58 2.34 231 | 14
ORLEANS NY - . 220 2.02 1.88 171 ¢ 1.55 M
OSWEGO NY .2.801 2.1 1.92 1.73 154 |- 1.
OTSEGQ NY 2.60 2.30 2.10 191 1.71 1
PUTNAM NY' 3.00 2.84 C2.64 2.44 2.24 2.
_ QUEENS .. NY 315 2.93 27 "2.50 2.28 2.
- RENSSELAER NY 2.60 243 2.26 - 209 1.92 1.
RICHMOND NY 3.15 292 - 2.69 247 224 2.
"ROCKLAND - NY 315 291 2.68 2.48 223 2.
SARATOGA ...... NY 2.60 2.35 217 2,00 :1.82 K
SCHENECTADY NY 2.60 244 222 | 2.04 1.85 14
SCHOHARIE .. NY 260 | .2.40 2.20 2.0 181 14
SCHUYLER , NY " 2,30 -2.15 1.94 1,73 151§ 1.
SENECA - NY 2.0 2.08 1.89 170 1.51 1.
ST. LAWRENCE NY 2.20 1.99 1.85 1.72 1.58 an
STEUBEN ... NY 2.30 2.12 1.92 ST S 162 1.
- SUFFOLK NY 3.15 2.96 2.79 2.61 244" 2.
" SULLIVAN | NY- ‘280 - 250 2.30 240 1.90 1.
TIOGA NY 240 228 2.03 "1.79 1.54 1.
TOMPKINS NY 2.40 2224 2.00 ] 177 . 1.53 1.
ULSTER NY 2.80 2.56 2,37 2.18 -1.99 1.
WARREN '.. NY 2.60 225 2,09 1.92 1.76 1.
WASHINGTON NY 280 2.n 2.14 1.98 | 1.81 1.
WAYNE NY '2.30 2.09 1.9t 172 1.54 1,
WESTCHESTER NY - 3.15 2.93 an © 250 2.28 2.
WYOMING NY 2.20 201 1.85 | 1.68 1.52 1.
YATES NY 2.30 242 1.92 1.72 - 1521 LA
ADAMS OH 2.20 | 2.00 1.89 178 " 1.67 S
ALLEN .. OH 2.00 177 - 1.65 1.52 1401 1
ASHLAND O 2.00 1.88 176 | 164 1.52 t.
ASHTABULA .. 1 OH 2,007 1.88 177 165 1.54 1.
ATHENS ... L OH- 2.00 2.0t |- 1.91 181 A7t} 1.
- aualaze OH 2.00 1.78 1.86 155 . 1.43 1,
_ BELMONT OH. 2.00 192 " 1.84 175 1.67 1
"BROWN ... OH 2.20 199 1871 - 175 183 |- R
BUTLER Ort. 2.00 192 - 180 . 1.68 1.57 |- 1
CAAROLL OH 2.00 180 1.80 1.70 © 1.60 1.
CHAMPAIGN OH 2.00 1.93 1.81 170 " 1.58 1.
CLARK o), 2.00 1.92 1.81 1.59 1.58 1.
CLERMONT CH 2.20 1.94 186 | 1.73. 161 t.
CLINTON ..... OH 2.00 1.93 1.82 1.72 1611 1.
©.COLUMBIANA OH . .2.00: 1.90 | 180 1.69 - 159 -1,
. COSHOCTON OH 2.00 ©1.93 1.82 -7 159 1.
CRAWFORD OM 2,00, . 1.80 1.69 C 159 1.48 1
CUYAHOGA OH 2.00 K3 1.82 S 172 163 1
DARKE OH 2.00 1.80 170 161 . 181 1.
DEFIANGE ... OH: 1.80 1.69 1.59 148 ¢ - 1,28 1.
- DELAWARE OH 200 193 . 182 1 1.
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—_ - - - - - . - -
- o _ L . OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
' © 0 | OPTION 1A : " (Per Year)
COUNTY/PARISH . .| sTatE DIF;ERE_N- — . - o
_ . o _ . E &
o _ _ - 1998 2000 | 2001 2002, beyond
: EF}]E_’_ W JoH 2.00 1.73 1.65 1.58. 150 1.43
FAIRFIELD wiuorves : OH - _ -2.00 1,95 1.86 | 1.78 167 158
"FAYETTE ... oot CH 260 + 194 " 1.84 1.74 1.64 1.54
* PRANKLIN OH .. 2,00 1.85 1.85 176 1.66 1,57
FULTON O w]OH .. 180 1.70 1.61. 1.5 1.42 . 1.32
‘GALLIA , OH 220 2.02 - 193 1.84 175 | 1.66
GEAUGA : . OH . 2.00| 190 179 1.69 1.58 1.48
GREENE : : ' - {OH . 200 183 1.82 1.70 1.59 1.48
GUERNSEY reeneeseamesm g OH - . 200 1.94 1.84 1.73 1.63 1.53
HAMILTON crsoncnspnennsessnsssconmsesnrsssessnsn OH - - 220 1.98° . 188 1.7 1.58 146
HANCOCK ; ; CH ©oo200) - 160 . 159 " 1.48 1.38 127
- HARDIN o resaseres OH 2.00 179 . 1.68 186 148 1.34
HAARISON e : OH' 2.00 1.9 .82 174 165 1.56 -
HENRY : OH 1.80 1.69 158 - 48| 1.37 1.26
" HIGHLAND _ : OH o220 1.99 1.88 478 165 1.53
HOCKING SRRSO v | OH - 2.00 1.85 “1.86 "1.78 1.69 1.80
HOLMES : oH 2.00 |- 1.89 1.77 .66 154 1.43
HURON ... : - OH : 2.00 | 172 . 1.64 1.57 1.49 1.41
JACKSON : OH- | -~ 220 2.01 | 1.91 182 1.72 1.62
JEFFERSON - ; CH ' 2.00 1.92 1.84 176 1.68 1.60
KNOX et OH . 2.00 - 182 180 1.69 157 146
LAKE OoH 2,00° 1.80 1.80 169 1.59 149
LAWRENCE .... o OH 2.20 202 1.93 1.85 1.76 1.67
LICKING ... JToH 2.00 1.94 1.84 ] 1.73 163 153
LOGAN i -OH 200 --1.80 1.70 159 149l 1.29
LORAIN ; " CH : 2.00 1.89 1.78 1.68 1.58 1.47
LUCAS ... : : OH -~ 1.80 1.72 1.64 155 147 139
MADISON _ . | OH : 2,00 1.94 1,83 1.73 162 - 152 -
MAHCONING : e | OH N 2.00 1.89 1.79 1.68 . 158 | 1.47
MARION ; _ OH . 2,00 1.80 - 1.79 1,60 150 140 -
. MEDINA . Cememas oH 2.00. 1.89 178 167 - 158 148
" MEIGS ... - _ OH 2.00 | 202 193 1.83 1.74 1.65 .
- MERCER v OH . 200 1.79 1.68 1.67 1.46 1.35
. MIAMI .. ; oH . 2,00 192 1.79 167 1.54 1.42
~ MONROE : : OH - - 200 1.92 1.84 1.75 167 | 1.59
MONTGOMERY ; CH 2.00 192 1.80 1.69 . 187 145 .
MORGAN ... NS OH © 200 1.5 1.86- 1,76 167 1.58
MORRCOW ... OH - 200 " 1.80 17 181} 1.52 142 .
MUSKINGUM OH . |. = 200 1.94 1.84 Lrab 183 1.63
NOBLE ' _ - OH . 2.00 . 194 1.85 1,78 166 |. 1.56 -
OTTAWA - : | OH T2.00 172 -~ 1.64 1,56 1.48 1.40
PAULDING ' OH 1.80 189 - 1.89 . 1.48 138 | 1.27
PEARY : OH. .. 200 195 1.85 1.76 1.66 1.57
PICKAWAY _ o | OH - - 2,00 1.96 1.85 1.76 | 166 1.57
PIKE : ) o4 | 220 -2.01 1.90 1.80 1.69 169 -
" PORTAGE ' : evnenners | OH . 200 . 1.89 178 1.68 157 1.46
PAEBLE QH- 200 1.92 . 1.801. 1.69 t.57 145
PUTNAM : ; OH . - 1.80 o isaf 1.56 1.45 133 1.2
“RICHLAND ...... - OoH ; S 200 " 1,80 170 1.59 1.49 139
© ROSS ... S eeneenens’ | OH _ 2,00 2,00 1.80 1.79 1.69 1.58
SANDUSKY ; diavens |OH Voo 200 1.72 163 | 1.65 1.46 138
SCIGTO _ _ (| OH .oL220| 201 1.91 1.82 1.72 162
- S8ENECA OH 200 Tt 1,62 1.54 1.48 1.36
SHELBY ....... ) J1eH . | 2.00 |- 180 1.69 159 1.48 1.38
STARK . _ |oH " . "2.00 ©1.88 1.76 1.64 1.52 1.40
SUMMIT OH 2,00 88| 179 1.68 . 1.58 147 .
“ TRUMBULL CH 2.00 1.89 178 ©1.66 155 144
. TUSCARAWAS _ OH | - 200l . 1as| . 1.79 168 | . 1.58 147
, UNION OH 20| - 184 17 - 162 1.52 1.43
"VAN WERT weJOH - 1 10 178 186 | . 1.54 S 142 1.30
VINTON : ~lon . .oron| 2.01 1.91 1.81 1.7 1.61
- WARREN ... OH 2.00 1.93 1.8% 1.70 1.58 147
WASHINGTON _ ' OH 1 2.00 2.01 1.90 1.80 . 169 1.59
WAYNE OH. . 200 .1.88 176 1.656 " 1.53. 1.41
WILLIAMS .. ' oH .. .| - 180] 1.70 1,59 "1.49 1.38 1.28
. Woop ... g _ OH <. 200 1.71] 161 152 142 1.33
WYANDOT _ . | OH 2.00| 1.79 1.68 257 146 135
- ADAIR -, OK 260 |. 2,35 2,11 1.86 1,62 1.38
ALFALFA - _ oK 2.40 2.35 . 210 1.86 1.61 1.37
ATOKA .. ; oK - 2.80 2.69 237 2.06 1.74 143
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. . . : - ) OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
- o .| OPTION iA : {Per Year) - '
COUNTY/PARISH ‘| STATE | DIFFEREN- — : : :
3 TIAL 1998. 2000 2001 - 2002
- BEAVER ... : oK . ©ogaA0| 235 -ooan 1.88 164 |
“BECKHAM jok . T 240 237 2145 - 1.82 1.70
BLAINE _ . | OK .o240| 0 236 - 2.12 © o189 1.65
BRYAN _ 1OK 2.80 - 2.68 . 237 2.05 174 | _
CADDO -, S OK 280 2,51 . 228 - 198 1.72 .
CANADIAN oK. . 280 + 251 224 - 198 1.7 .
CARTER ' I oK : 2.80 2.89 237 206 1.74 1,
: » CHEROKEE - 0K ). 280 o233 2,11 - 1.88 1.64 \
- . __ CHOCTAW o oK - 12,80 ©ogeesil 238 0 206 1.78 .
S " CIMARRON oK - - 240 2.37 . 215 1.92 ©1.70 .
CLEVELAND oK .. 260 A 224 | . 1.98 171 St
COAL . [OK - - " 2.80 2.50 223 1.97 170 1.43
COMANCHE : e | OK " 2.60 260 - .. 238 208 1,77 146
COTTON _ | OK ' 280] . 2.69 “239( 0 208 .78 1.47
CRAIG i et oK ;o240 - 234 209 1.84 1.59 1.34
CREEK oK - .o 280 2.36 So214 191 - 1.69 146
CUSTER ..... : ' oK - 240 2,36 .21 . 1.90 167 1.44
. DELAWARE ; oK . 240 234 | 2.09 1,83 158 133
- DEWEY ; : QK 240 - 2,36 213 1.89 166 143 |
ELLIS . ; , oK | - =240 . 2353 212| - 188 . 1.88 1.41
- ‘GARAFIELD ... . : oK . 2401 235 - 2.1 1.88 - 184 1.40
. GARVIN L....... Jok - : 280| . 250 2.24 1.97 SRR 144
GRADY - oK~/ . 2.60 25t - 224 198|. 1.71 1.45
GRANT _ : 0K N 2.40 2341 2.10 1.85 1.61 1.36
GREER oK : 2.60 T T T2.40 . 2087 1,79 149
HARMON OK ' _ 2.60 © 270 240 21 1.81 1.51
HARPER oK 2.40 2.35 2.11 1.86 162 138
HASKELL : oK . - 280} - 2.51 2.25 -+ 2.00 174 1.48
HUGHES - oK . - ' 2860| 251 | 2.24 1.98 1.71 1.45
JACKSON y oK . 260 270 2.40 210 1.80 . 150
JEFFERSON censsanian | OK 1 2.80 269(. - 238 o207 176 1.45
" JOHNSTON o | OKL 2.80 - 268| - 27| . 205] 1,74 . 1.42
KAY N : oK 4 2.40 .. 235 - 2.50 1.86 | 1.61 - 1.97
KINGFISHER : 0K © . 240 2,36 2,12 1.89 |. 165 1,42
KIOWA ; oK c260] - 2.70 239 - 209 1.78 1.43
LATIMER - oK - ‘280 . 281} 225|° 2,00 1.74 1.48
LE FLORE N s | OK C.o280] - 52| =27} . 203 1.78 1.53
LINCOLN oK - .. 260 - 251 224 1,98 1.7% 1.48"
LOGAN | ; oK 2.40 238l 213 . 189 166 . - 143
- LOVE coamresrienrann jJokK - - |- .280 - o289 - 2% 2.06 174 1.43
~ MAJOR. OK . 280 250 - 224 1.97 1.7 1.44
- MARSHALL _ oK - | 2.80 S271 - 242 . 213 1.84 3,85
" MAYES 0K ©. 2860 - 251 2.25| 1.98 172 1.46
MCCLAIN o OK : 2.40 2351 213 - 1.87 1.63 1.39
MOGURTAIN ; . [ OK ‘280| - - . 288 2.37 2.05 . 174 142 |
. MGINTOSH AP OK - 240 o235 - 2au 1.86 . 162 1.38
 MURRAY i : e {OK : 2.80 259 . 2.37 - 2,08 1.74. 1.43
"MUSKOGEE - oK . .280 2.36 213 1.91 168} ‘1.45
: NOBLE , oK 2.40 . 235 AR ©1.88 165 R I3
. ' - NOWATA 0K o 240 - 234} . . 210 - 1.85 - 161 © 136
. ©  OKFUSKEE _ , oK - . 2,60 25t 224 198 - 1M 1.45
OKLAHOMA : OK . 280 251 2.24 1.98 171 1.45
OKMULGEE ; \ _ ;| OK 2.60 o238 204 - 191 1.69 1.46
OSAGE ..coeiteecnnee s OK .. 240 - 2351 - 2.11 1.58 164 | 1.40-
OTTAWA e | OK 2,40 2.33 o207 .82 . 1.56 1.30
PAWNEE ... o oK © 240 236 2.43 1.30 1.67 1.44 -
PAYNE — , oK . 2.40- - 2.36 2,13 1,90 1.67 1.44
PITTSBUAG ... _ JpAcoml .+ |, SR C 2804 2.5t . 225 1.98 172 1.46
PONTOTOC : , OK s 2.80 2.50 223 1.97 1.70 1.43.
POTTAWATOMIE JoK 260 - 251, 224 1.98 | 1.1 145
PUSHMATAHA ; oK : 2.80 2,60 - 2391 208 178, 147
ROGER MILLS oK. - 240 - 236 - 2.14 1.1 169 1.4
ROGERS ... ; oK 240 235+ -an 1.88 .64 1.40.
SEMINOLE won | OK 1 . 2s0]. - 2.51 224 1.98 -1 1.45
SEQUOYAH 1ok . 280 - . 281 2.26 2.00 175} 1.48
. STEPHENS R oK © . 280 269 ¢ 238 2.07 1.78 - 1.45
TEXAS ' : tok T . 240 - - 2351 2,12 1.88 165 1.41
TILLMAN _ ok - [ 260 @ 27| - 240 2.09 1.79 1.49 .
TULSA - e | OK .- 280 2,36 . 294 1.91 + 1.89 1.4€
WAGONER ; oK 2.60 2,35 2,13 1.89 1686 |- .47
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_ _ - ' OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
: © | OPTION 1A {Per Year) o
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF_IFEHEN- . . :
o . | TIAL ; - : 2003 &
_ . |- 1999 2000 . 2001 2002 beyond
© WASHINGTON OK 2.40 2.35 2.11 1.86 . 1,62 1.38
WASHITA it rssssresbesssesasene st oK 2.40 2.36 2,14 1.91 - 168 1.46
T WOODS ... oK . 240 235 2.10 1.86 | . 1.61 1.37
© WOODWARD OK 240 |- - 235 S2.1 1.88 164 | 1.40
BAKER .. OR - 1.680 1 . 1.40 1.29 1.19 C 108 0.98
- BENTON .. OR 1.80 1.73 1.57 | 1.407 - 1.24 1.07
GLACKAMAS OR 1.80 1.71 1.82 1.4 1.15 0.96
- CLATSOP OR 1.90 1.72 1.54 1.35 117 . 0.99
COLUMAIA onR 1.90 1.71 153 . 1.4 1.186 0.97
coos OR © 180 1.71 - 1.60 |- 1,50 139 | 128 -
CROOK QR 175} . 181 1.46 1.32 | 117 1.03
‘CURRY .. OR 1.90 173 1.64 1.55 1,48 1,37
DESCHUTES OR 1.75 161 1.48 134 1.21 .07
. DOUGLAS . .... on 1.80 | 1.77 1.64 1.52 1.39 1.26
GILLIAM OR 175 |- 159 1.44 128 1.13 0.97
GRANT OR 1.60 1,40 1.30 149 | 1.09 0.99.
HARNEY ot ressessssersesmsemetresemsveesaen QR 1,60 140 1.30 -1.21, RIS 1.01
HOOD RIVER CA 1,90 (. 1.71 1.53 1.34 1.16 0.97
JACKSON - OR 1,80 1.73 1,64 |- 1.58 1.47 1.38
JEFFERSON OR 1.75 | 1.60 1.46 1.31 117 1.02
" JOSEPHINE OR 1,90 1.74 1.65 1.57 (148 1.40
- KLAMATH 1oR - 175 1.65 " 1.55 1.46 © 126 L 1.26
. LAKE ... OR 1,75 1.62 1.50 1.37 1.25) 112
LANE OR , 190 1.75 1.58 144 1.28 143
LINCOLN OR © 180 1.74 - 1.58 444 1.25 1.09
LINN OR 1.90 1.73 1.56 . 139 1,22 1.05 .
MALHEUR OR 1.60 - - 1.39 - 1.28 1.18 1.07 0.96
~ MARION OR 1.90 1.72 1.54 1.36 1.18 1,00 -
MORAOW OR C175) 1.59 144 1.28 113 097
-~ MULTMOMAH OR : 1.90 1.1 152 1.33 t14)| 0895
POLK .oirees OR T80 1.73 155 1.38( 1.20 £ 1.03
. SHERMAN . OR 1.75 1.59 Co1.447] 128 1,13 0.97
- TILLAMOCK OR 1.90 1.72 | 1.54 1,37 119 1.01.
UMATILLA | OR 1.78 1.59. 1.44 | 128]. 1.13 0.97
UNION OR 160 1.40 - 129 119 ] 1.08 0.98
T WALLOWA. OR 1.60 | 1.60 1,45 - 1.29 1.14 0:99
"WASCO .4 OR 1.75 1.60 1.44 1.29 1.13 0.98
WASHINGTOM oot ecvsnieene OR . 1,80 1.7% T1.52 134 " 1,15 0.96
WHEELER CR 1.75 1.60 1.45 1.30 _ 118 1.00
YAMHILL . OR -1.90 1.72 . 1.54 1,36 R KRR 1.00
ADAMS ... PA 2.80 2.70 238 | 2.05 | R Pl 1.40
~ ALLEGHENY PA c210)| 1.9 181 T2 1.62 1,53
ARMSTRONG PA 230 1,88 1.78 167 1.56 1.45
BEAVER PA 2101 1.90 .81 1.71 1.62 1.52
BEDFORD PA 2.30 223 . 2.08 1.88 1.70 1.52
BERKS 4 PA, 2.80 255 | 12,30 2,05 1.80 |. 1.55
BLAIA PA - 2.30 2.18 2.01 1.83 1.66 1.48
BRADFORD .., PA 240 2.37 a1 .84 1.58 | 132
BUCKS - PA - 3007 2.83 2,57 2.32 2.06 1.80
BUTLER PA S 2,10 " 1.8% 1.78 1.66 155 1.44
CAMBRIA ... PA 2.30 251 2.27 204 C1.80° 1.56
CAMERON PA - 2.30 1.87. 1.74 162 | 1,49 1.36
- CARBON PA - 280 255 2.3z 2.08 1.85 1.61
CENTRE PA 2.30 2.14 1.95 177 1.58 1.40
CHESTER PA 3,00 | 2.80 2.5t 221 182 1.63 -
CLARION PA 2.30 1.88 175 1.63 1.50 1.38
CLEARFIELD ... PA 230 218 1.98 1.79 1,51 1.42 .
CLINTON PA, 2.30 219 2.01 1.82 1.64 1.45
COLUMBIA, PA 260 | 2.46 223 1.99 - 1.78 1.52
CRAWFGRD PA 210 1.87 1.74 1.61 1.48 1.35
- CUMBERLAND PA 2,80 271 2.39 2.06 C1.74 1,42
* DAUPHIN - PA 2.80 | 248 CR223 1.97 t.72 1.47 .
DELAWARE PA~ 3.00 2.1 2.53 2.25 1.97 1.69
- ELX PA 230 | 187 1.74 1.61 148 1.35
ERIE PA. 210 1.87 1.73 1,60 1.46 1.33
FAYETTE PA 2.30 1.92 1.8 | 1.77 1.69 - 080
FOREST PA 2.30 1.86 1,72 1.59 1.45 1.3
* FRANKLIN ., PA 2.80 2.58 - 2.26 1.95 163 1.3
FULTON PA. 260 - 2.59 ©2.30 2.01 1.72 1.43
PA 1.92 1.85 .62
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_ : . OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL
.| OPTION 1A {Per Year) -
COUNTY/PARISH STATE - DIF;E&EN- - - >
- o L v - : 003 &
. _ 1999 2000 2001 - L2002 b foong
HUNTINGDON covuvnnvescrmemmssmsssnsstissisnerns PA 2.30 221 2.02 _18z| 1.63 1
INDIANA ©ovviionione PA - 230 2.18 2.0 1.85 1.68 1
JEFFERSON ... PA 2.30 1.88 1.76 1.65 1,53 1
JUNIATA : pereesaerset st PA 2.60 " 2.55 227 - 198 . 170 1
LACKAWANNA PA 2.60 2.45 222 2.00 1.77 1
LANCASTER PA -~ 2.80 2.61 233 | 2.06 1.78 1
LAWRENCE PA -2.10 1.89 1781~ 167 156 1
LEBANON .. PA 2801 282 23| . 205 177 1
LEHIGH PA. 2.80 2.80 251 - 22| 1.92 .
LUZERNE ...... PA, 260 243 2.21 1.98 . 1.76 1
LYCOMING PA 2.80 236 213 . 1.91 172 1
MCKEAN PA -2.30 1.98 1.80 1.63 | 1.45 |
© MERCER: PA 2.10. . 1.88 - 178] - 1563 1.50 | 1
- MIFFLIN PA 2.60 2.2 2.01 1.80 1.60 1
MONROE ....... PA 280 | 273 2.47 2.20 1.94 1
MONTGOMERY | PA - 3.00 281 253 2.26' 1.98 1
© MONTOUR PA 2,60 246 2.23 1.99 1.76 1
- NORTHAMPTON ' : o | PA 2.80 261 2.38 2.16 "1.93 1
* NORTHUMBERLAND ...commiermsmmrsremssseeenes PA 2.60 2.48 222 - 199 175 1
PERAY PA 2.60 2.58 229 2.01 1.72 1
PHILADELPHIA PA 3.00 2.83 256 230 2.03 L,
PIKE 1 PA 2.80 2.74 248 2.23 1.97 1
POTTEA .. PA 2.30 2.09 | 180 - 172 1.53 1.
SCHUYLKILL ....... PA 2.80 2.51 2.26 o202 1.77 1
. SNYDER PA . 280 2431 . 2191 . 196 1.72 1.
SOMERSET | PA 2.30 2.20 25| . 1A 176 | 1
SULLIVAN “PA . 280 2.33 210 - 1.88 J185 <1
SUSQUEHANNA PA 280 2.44 219 1.93 1.68 1
TIOGA ... PA 2.30. 2.16 - 1.98 177 - 1,57 1
UNION PA 2.60 242 2.19 1.97 174} 1
VENANGO ... P& 2.10 1.87 1.74 1.62 1.49, 1
- WARREN PA 2.10 1.85 1.70 1.55 1.40 1
© WASHINGTON | PA 2.10 1.92 184 1. 1.75 1.67 1
WAYNE PA 2.60 247 2251 202 1.80 1
WESTMORELAND PA 2.30 19 183 174 166 | 1
WYOMING' | PA 280 239 2,46 | 192 169 | 1
"YORK ..oviveers PA . 280 - 2.72 2407 - 2.09 177 1
“ BRISTOL RI 325 - 3.07 2.89 272 254 2,
KENT. Al 325 3,06 2.89 2.71 254 2,
NEWPORT .. Al 3.25 07 289 . 272 2.54 2.
" PROVIDENGE ar 325 3.06 287 . 289 2.50 2.
WASHINGTON Rl 3.25 3.06 2.88 270 2.52 2,34
ABBEVILLE | 8C 3.10 292 275 - 2.59 242 2.26
AIKEN .. 5C 3.30 - 3.07 2.90 2.74 2.57 2.41
ALLENDALE 5G 3.30 3.10 2961 - 283 2.69 | 2.56
- ANDERSON .. SC 3.10 2.90 273 - 2.55. 2.38 -2.20
- BAMBEAG sc 330 3.0% 294 - 2.80° 2.65 2.51
‘BARNWELL sC- 3.30 ‘a.08 | 293 278" 263 2.48
BEAUFORT. sC . 3.0 3.14 3.05 2957 2.86 2377
BEAKELEY 8C 3.30 an 208 | 286 273 261
T CALHOUN SC 3.30 3.06 . 280 o amn 257 2.4(
CHARALESTON sC 3.30 3.12 .30t . 288 2.78 2.67
CHERQKEE sC . 310 2.86 2.63 241 2.18 1.9
CHESTER SC aio . 2.88 2.68 2.47 2.27 2.0
CHESTERFIELD sC 3.30 L 3.02| 2.81) 261 2.40 24
CLARENDON ... 5C 3.30 3.08 2921 . 277 2.61 2.4
COLLETON ... sC 330 - an 2.99 . 2.86 274 26
. DARLINGTON ... sC 330( - 305 2.86 [ 2,68 249 2y
DILLON : 5C 3.30 " 3.06 2489 |- 272 285 2.3
DORCHESTEA 5C 330( 3.1 298{ . . 286 273 26
EDGEFIELD sC 330 305 2.87 - 2.69 251 2.3
FAIRFIELD : 5C 3.30 302 2.81 259 '2.38 2.1
FLORENCE 5C 330! . 3.07 2.90 . 274 2.57 2.4
GEORGETOWN. 5C case - 311 - 300 2.88 2.77 2.6
GREENVILLE sC - a.to 2.88 . 2568 2.49 229 200
GREENWOQD 5C 3140| 291, 275 2.58 2.42 22
HAMPTON 8C 330 - Aan 2.99 . 288 276 |. 2.6
HORRY 8C 330 - an ' 2.98 2.86 2.73 28.
-JASPER (8C 3.30 343 3.03 294 2.84 27
8C -3.30 3.03 2.42 2.2
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. ~ o : l " OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL -
| COUNTYPARISH STATE DEE%E“T (Per Year)
i B o 1999 2000 200+ 2002 2003 & .
LANGASTEA ..., 5G - 3 : . : . bayond
LAURENS ... .10 2.88 2.68 -
'LEE - ¢ afe| . a2s0| . 272 2 228 208
LEXINGTON e - 339 |- 3.05| 2.87 P 23 217
_MARION ... e © 330 .04 | 2.85 e : 2.32
MARLBORO C atol 293 y 247 228
sC . 2.78 2.63 248
~ MCGORMICK s 350 3.08 2.92 277 261 s
 NEWBERRAY 3 330 3.04 584 yu 2 - 2.48
OCONEE oo s6 550 3.02 2.89 2561 240 e
ORANGEBURG - - 2.90 2,72 ' y '
PICKENS e aao| 307 592 e 297 2.19
RICHLAND .. SC 3| 2.80 2.70 ey gg;
_ SALUDA ) ot 330 3.04 | 2.85 266 marl 213
’ SPARTANBURG. ac T30 304 2,85 265 2.45 Py
SUMTER S, 390 287 2.66 - 246 ' 227
. ¢ . 3.30 ‘ 2.25 204
- UNION 8C . 3.06 2.89 271 284 .
WILLIAMSBURG o 3.10 268 268 247 227 g3
0] —— ' . .10 -2.96 2.83 ) ;
AURCRA wror so 810 2.8 2:64 241 519 o7
'BEADLE SD 1.70 1.41 1.32 1.22 113 104
BON HOMME S0 1.70 1.39 1.27 116 Yol 103
© BROOKINGS a0 };g }.;E- 134 | 1.26 1.18 ?‘?S
- HROWN' . . 1.28 : ) ’
BRULE gg. 1.70 115 1.11 ' }:Sé- ][g 1.11
. BUFFALG o0 1.70 1.40 1.3t 1.21 tiz| 097
- BUTTE 50 1.70 1.29 1.22 1.15 107 102
caMSBELL a0 }-gg 111]; 1.08 | 1.03 0.97 5'3?
- CHAALES MIX . 30 S5 . . .1.05 1.0 0.98 91
" CLARK | 5B 1,751 141 1.3z 154 11s 0.95
LAY 170 141 am | 1.22 1. 108
© CODINGTON o 175 | 1.43 147 130 | 174 7
" CORSON , e 1.70 141 132 1.22 113 Rk
‘CUSTER o 165 . o8 1.04 | 101 087 “J-°4
_ DAVISON 0 1.80 182 . 159 1.36 113 pes
DAY ... sb }-;g ' }.41 . 133 1.24 1.16 ?‘33 .
DEVEL e 16 1,12 1 oy .
OEwey s 110 141 132 126 418 o
DOUGLAS . - 11 1.08 1. y 08
EDMUNDS o 175 1.41 13z 1oe b 094
FALL RIVER 30 170 115 C1.10 105 1onl oo
BRAN o 170 v+ el 138 11 003
ANT - 1.21 1.15 1.09 ’ y
SD _ : 1.02 :
GREGORY _ 1.70 1,16 . 1.13 : : 056
HAAKON . s 1.75 1.40 131 byes 108 e
H : sb - 470 1 1.12 102
H::'[;lN a0 19 } ;; 1.06 1.0t 0.97 092
-+ oL 1. 1.23 118 1 y
HANSON 5o 170 127 1.20 | 113 o7 100
HARDING 1.70 1.42 123 L . 1.00
HUG SD 185 _ 1.25 196 1.08
" HES ..., en . 1714 1.52 1.33 1.14 0.
HUTGHINSON 1.70 1.20 1.14 108 o 95
HYDE ' SD 1.75 1.42 134 bipes 1.02 096 -
* JACKSGN S0 1,70 124 y 1.18 110
JERAULD | 8D 170 138 118 1.12 105 0.99
JONES . so 170 14 g 115 1.04 0.2
’ sSD A1 1.31 1.22 1.12 :
KINGSBURY .. 30 1.70 | 1.21 . 1.15 . 1.08 o2 1.03
LAKE ... > 1.70 1| 113 198 1o 085
t?NVEgENCE SO 1.70 - 142 - 134 127 118 :?-1[
- OLN .. ' 1,80 1.82 1.59 " B . .
CLyman | gn 175 144 178 }g? 1.13 0.90
MARSHALL 0 1.70 1.23 1 S 125 119
. MGCOOK | S0 1.70 142 114 B 104 0.98
MCPHERSON S0 © 170 1.5 b 127 1.20 112
- MEADE . so - 170 118 .10 ,1.06 1.00 095
MELLETTE 80. 1.65 178 IR 1061 101 096
" WNER - SO - ‘ A 1.56 1.33. 111
. WNER. . 1.70 1.39 1 0.89
MIMNEHAA SB - 1.70 42 £ 116 . 105 0.94
"Moopy SO 1.70 124 1L 1.25 1.18° 1.08 -
PENNINGTO) S0 . . 137 1.31 1.24
N 1 1.18
70 143 1.36
- PERKING sD - 1.28 121
TTRING 1.80 - 181 158 114
SD 165 171 b 1.34 111, 087
1 5 1.32 1.12 083"
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: " OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL :
C OPTION 1A C {Per Year) '
COUNTY/PARISH. STATE | DIFFEREN- : _ -
: o AL 1999 2000 200t 2002 s
~ POTTER ) 1.70 120 1.14 1.08° 1.01 0.85
. ROBERTS ... ' 180 170 | 1.15 111 [ 1.06 | 1.02] - .- o
SANBOAN ...ccvvrrernnnss aerieeienseessrmnenmariraeesen 8D 170 1.41 1.32 1.23 1.14 | 1.05
SHANNON Sursanes 50 . 1.80 1.82 1.60 1.37 1.15 0.82
SPINK ..... SD 1701 140 1,30 1.20 1.10 1.00
CSTANLEY iy SD 1.70 1.20 1.13 . 107 1.00 094
SULLY SD 1,70 1.18 1.12 1.07 1.01 0.96
TO00 ... 8D 1.70 1.39 128 - 1.18 1.07 0.96
TRIPP ... SD 1,70 © 140 1.30 | 1.19 1.08 0.99
" TURNER SD 175 1.43 1.36 . 1.30 1.23 116
UNION s | B0 175 .44 1.38 132 1.26 1.20
WALWORTH 5D 1:70 115 1.10 1.04 0.99 0.94
YANKTON 8D 1.75 1.42 1.34 1.27 1:19 111
ZIEBACH . SD " 1.65 . 142 1,30 1.17 1.05 0.92
. ANDERSON TN 2.80 2.58 2,39 2.21 2.02 1
BEDFORD ™ 2.60 2.44 227 21 1.94 | 1
"BENTON ILE 2.60 - 248 2.3 217 | 2.02 1
BLEDSOE ™ 2.80 . 2.46 2.32 218/ 2,04 i
BLOUNT TN 2.0 | 261 2.45 o229 2,13 SRR
BRADLEY N " 2.80 - 2.64 2.50 - 237 223 2
CAMPBELL TN 2.80 | 2.56 235} 295 1.94 1
CANNON TN 2.60 243 |. 2.26 | 2.09 1.82 1
CARROLL ™ - 2.60 247 2.34 2.20 207 1.
CARTER ™ 2.80 2.57 237 217 1.97 g
CHEATHAM ™ 2.60 2.37 220 2.02 1.85 1
GHESTER ™ 2.80 2.49 238/ 228 297 2
_ GLAIBORNE JTN 2.80 2.57 2.37 2.18 1.96 1
o CLAY ™ 2.60 2.36 217 1.98 1.79 1.
COCKE TN 2.80 2.59 242 T 224 . 207 1.
COFFEE ™ 2.80 245 2.30 2.4 1.99 -1
CROCKETT ......... ™ 2.60 2.49 2,38 -2.28 247 2,
CUMBERALAND ..... ™ -2.80°|- - 258 2,39 2.20 2.m S
DAVIDSON ™ 2.60 237 219 2.01 1.83 1,
DE KALB ™ 2.60 247 2.34 222 2.09 1.
DECATUR ™ 260 - 243 2.25 208 190 t
DICKSON TN 2601 2,36 2.23 2061 1.90 1
DYER .. ™ 2.80 2.49 2.38 2.26 2.15 -2
FAYETTE TN 2.80 . 267 2.57 2.48 2.38 2
FENTRESS 1N, 2560 2.37 2.20 2.02 1.85 1
FRANKLIN TN 280 2.59. 242 2.24 207 A
GIBSON N 2.60 2.48 ‘2,36, 2.23 2.1 1
GILES ...... TN 280 - 258 239 | 221 2,02 | 1
GRAINGER ™ 2.80 258 239 221 - o2 M
GREENE oL -2.80 2,58 2.40 2.21 2.03 1
GRUNDY. ™ 2.60 247 2.33 2.20 208 1
HAMBLEN TN 2.80 2.58 2,40 2.21| 2,03 1
HAMILTON ™ 2.80 2.64 2.50 2.37 223 .2
HANCOGK TN - - 2.80 ©oas7 .37 2.16 1.96 1
- HAHDEMAN TN 2.80 . 266 253 | 242 230 2
HARDIN ™ 280 2.62 2.47 283 2,18 2
HAWKINS TN _2.80 2,58 2.38 2.19 ©1.99 1
HAYWOQD TN 2.60 259 2.48 237 228 2
HENDERSON TN 2.60 2.48 -2.35 2.23 2.10 1
HENRY TN - . 250 2.41 227 2,14 2.00 1
HICKMAN TN - 260 2.44 2.28 2.11]. 1.95 "1
HOUSTON TN " 2,80 2.40 2.25 2.09 1.94 1,
HUMPHREYS TN 2.60 2.45 2.29 2.14 1,98 1
_JAGKSON TN 2,60 2.37 2,19 2001 . 1.82 1
JEFFERSON . TH . . 2.80 2.59 241 224 | 2.06 1
© JOHNSON TN 2480 2.56 2.36 2.15 - 195 1
-KNOX ... TN 2.80 2.59 2.42 Lol 2.07 1
LAKE. TN 2.60 2.43 231 2.19 2.07 1
LAUDERDALE ™ 260| . 2.59 2.48 2.38 2.25 2
. LAWRENCE TN .28 259 | 2.4 2.24 2.06 1
LEWIS TN - 260 2.45 . 230 2.14 1.99 )
..LINCOLN ™ . 2,80 258 . 4.9 L2.21 202 1.
~ LOUDON ., ™ 2.80 2.60 .24 2.27 211 1
- MACON ™ 2.80 262 247 2.33 218 2
MADISON ™. 2.80 263 2.50 2.36 - 223 2.
™ 2.60 2.36 217 . -1.97 1.78 1.59
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- _ OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
. : . OPTION 1A
COUNTY/PARISH - STATE | DIFFEREN- (Per Year) -
- AL 1989 2000 2001 2002 pose
— . -
-m%@u TN 2,60 . 249 2.39 228 2.18 2.07
mf:ﬂquN . m g.gg g.g‘z; . 248 2.31 215 | 2.00
MONAIRY v smsssre — [N 280 244 257 B heod IR 178
MEIGS o TN © 2.80 261 . 245] 230 2.14 - 1.98
T GOMERY m 380 258 Fr A e 202
_ 60| . 2 : - 2.05 1.88 |
_ \ 2.80 . 2.37 218 ;
OBION TN - 280 - 242 230 2.17 208 ]
‘QVERTON ™ 360 2.37 2.20 2.02 el !
EE:T(TE\;T _ m 280 2.48 .. 232 2.18 2.04 -:
_ ' 2,36 | .27 1.97 :
POLK . 1™ 2.80 2.64 2.51 238| - égg ;
PUTN N 2.60 242 224 2061 1.88 1
. BHEA oo ™. 2.80 | 260 244 27| 211 1
 FOANE . TN - 280 259 242} 2.24 2,07 1,
.mm%me ™ 2.60 237 2.19 . 2.00 1.82 =)
RUTﬁTH HD .. N 2860 2.42 204 2.07 1.89 1.
SCOTT o N . 2.80 C2.41 2.23 2.04 1.86 1.
 SEQUATCHIE . N 2.80 2.61 2.45 2.29 2.13 1
'SEVlaYup TN . 280|, 280 . 243 227 210 1
- GHEL ™ 280 269] . 281 . 254 2,46 o2
§¥$ART TN 2,60 247 2.1% - 2.0t 1.83 1
STEWART ™ . 2560 2.40 - 225 ¢ 210 1,95 | 1
SULLIVA ™ £ 2.80 257|287 216 1.96 1
. SUMNER l: 260 23| 218 1.89. 1.81 1
TETON ... ™ 2.80 2.61 - 2,52 2.42 2.33 2
TROUS ™ 2.60 2.36 2.18 1.99 1.81 )
UNICO ™ 2.80 258 2.39 219 2.00 1
UNION __.._ ™. . 280 2.58 239 2.19 2.00 4
VAN BUR ! T: 2,60 2.45 | 230 2.16 2.09 1
WARREN ... ™. 260 244 . 228 2.13 197 1
WASHINGTC _ 2.80 2.57 .38 2.18 1.99 .
WAYNE . ¥N- 2.80 2,60 2.44 2.27 211 1
e TN 2.60 2.42 2.29 C 27 2.04 1
WHITE .. TN . 260 2.43 2.27 2.10 1.94 1
WILLIAN ™. 260 . 2.42 2.24 2.05 187 | 1
™ 2.60 2.37 2.19 2.02 1 :
ANCERSON TX. . 315 3.04- 2.77 250 byl ¥
ANDREWS @ 240 2.70 2,46 : ' '
| ) 2 : 2.21 197
:ggsgz; ™ . 3.15 3.10 2.86 2.61 237 ;
ARGHER X 3.65- " 3.49 aza 3.08 2.88 2.
ARGHER . ™ . 280 263 2.35 2.07 1.79 1
ARMSTRON X .2.40 2.29 2.10 1.90 7 1.
ATASC T " 845 270 2.60 2.5t 2.41 2.
AUSTIN . 1§ . 3.60 3.44 | '3.18 2.93 2.67 2.
BALEY o T 240 226 2.03 1.80 157 1.
 BANDERA . X 3.30 2.66 2.52 297 223 2,
BASTROP TX 3.30 3.20 2.93 2.67 2.40 2
BAY X 2.60 264 237 2.10] 183 1
BEE .. b 165 348 321 . 298| 2.74 2
et ;x; 3.15 3.05 | 2.79 2.52 2.26 2
BEXAR . | TX 345 330 £ 3.03 275 248 2
BLANCO ..... $x 13,30 2.63 246 2.29 212 1L
BORDEN ..... X 2.40 . 270 2.45 219 1.94 1.
Bosal X 3.15 3.02 2.73 2.45. 2.16 1.
_ . TX - 3.00 2.79 251 2.22 1.94
. BRAZORIA .. T : : 2
BRAZOR I 3.60 348 326 3.03 2.81 2.
BRAZOS X 3.30 316 2.96 277 257 2,
SCOE ... >y 30 | 11 191 .72 )
g:g&gf $x._ 3.65 3.5 |- 3.36 3.12 2.89 ;
SROWN ... X 2 80 272 2.48 2.95 2.01 17
BURLES T 3.30 314 293 271 2,50 2.2
CALOWELL X .30 3.15 2.84 2.52 2.21 1.9
GALOWELL ;§ = 3.45 3.29 - 3.00 270 2.41 2.4
SALHOUN 1 3.65 3.47 3.25 - 3.04 . 282 2.6
1 : gﬂa . 2am 2.46 2.29 1.97 1.7
. .55_ 3757 : 3.43 3.19 2.95 2.7
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. OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
s "QPTION 1A - . {Per Year) :
GOUNTY/PARISH. . STATE | DIFFEREN- :
S . TAL. 1999 2000 2001 2002
CAMP ... LT . 3,00 2.85 2.54 2.23 192
CARSON 1% 2.40 " 2.29 2.10 ~1.90 | 1.7
CABS oooiress s rerisssrris s sttt atbeserenen ™ .3.00 281 2.54 227 . 200
CASTRO . ™ 2.40 2.28 2.07 1,85 To1.64
“CHAMBERS cvuvvusommrsrmmsmismsnsssrsmssssssssssssssn . 360 3.46 - 323 2.99 C 276
CHEAOXEE . TX 315 - 3.03 2,76 2.48 2.21
CHILDRESS ..ovuveeeresicmeelommstronssmsraessssssaares 1P 2.40 230 2.11 1.8 172
cLaY T 2,80 262 2,34 205 1.77
 COCHRAN X 2.40 -y 2.05 1.83 1611
COKE ... ™ 2.60 2,72 2.48 2.25 201
© COLEMAN TX. o 2.80 272 2.49 2.25 2.02
-COLLIN ..., L TX "3.00) 2.84 2.51 2,19 1.86
COLLINGSWORTH TX . 240 2,29 2.10 1.00 1.71
COLORAADD coonvervsrresseesseessmssssissssmssssnsssonss 129 3.60 344 3.18 2.92 2.66
COMAL ™ " 345 3.29 2.99 2,70 2.40
COMANCHE ... cesrenssseeesisssssstmasssass sosmnss ™ - 2.80 3.00 2.69 2.47 2,06
"“CONCHO ™ ‘2.80 2.45 2.29 © 2.4 1.98
COOKE T * -+ 3.00 . 2.82 2.48 2.3 - 179
CORYELL ™ 315 3.03 2.75 247 - 219
COTTLE ™ 240 2,31 2.12 S84 175
CRANE @ 240 2.13 2.05 1.98 180
CROCKETT e eeuenatrrre et s ™ - - 2,60 2.30 2.20 an “2.01
. CROSBY : - 2.40 © 231 2,14 1.96 1.79
- CULBERSON ™ 2,40 2.08 1.95 183 1,70
. DALLAM X 2.40 2.29 2.10 1.90 | .
- DALLAS e [ X 3.00 2.86 2.57 2.27 1.98
DAWSON - X 2,40 2.70 245 | 2,19 |- 1,94
DE WITT ......, TX 240 2.28 2.07 1.85 164
DEAF SMITH ™ 3.00 2.8 2.46 210 1.75
- DELTA, ... ™ 3.00 2.84 2.51 2.9 1,88
DENTON TX 3,60 |. 3.34 311 2,87 264
" DICKENS - X T 240 2341 2.19 2.03 - 188
DIMMIT ™ 3.45 2,70 2,60 2.49 2.9
‘DONLEY .. T 240 - 2,30 2,10 191 174
DUVAL 1% 3.65 - 3.57 332 a.08 . 2.83
_ EASTLAND ..., ™ 2.80 2.70 245 - 2.21 1.96
ECTOR ....... ™ . 2.40 2.72 2.49 2.25 202 .
EDWARADS ™ 2.80 2.49 - .2.37 2.26 214 |
. ELPASO T " 3.00 2.89 2.62 235 2,08
" ELLIS X 2.25 215 © 195 . 175 155
. ERATH 1% 3,00 2,99 2,68 238 | 2.05
FALLS TX 315 307 [ 2,82 2.58 23831
FANNIN .. X 3.00 2.81- 246 212 177
FAYETTE X 350 3.42 a4 2,86 2.58
FISHER ™ 2,60 S 270 245 2.21 196 .
-~ FLOYD ™ . 240 2,30 2.12 1.83 1.75
FOARD. ™ 2.50 - 267 2.39 2,12 1.84
FORT BEND T 3.60 3.46 323 2.99 2,76
- FRANKLIN TX . ano 2.83 2.50 2.16 -1.83
. FREESTONE TX " 315 3.08 . 2.80. 254 2.29
" FRIO TX - 345 2.70 2.60 2.49 2.39
GAINES X 2.40 2,31 243 1.95 177 |
GALVESTON ™ 3.60 3.48 325 3.03 2.80.
GARZA TX 2,40 2.32 2,16 109 | - 1.83
GILLESPIE | X 3.30 2.63 2.46 . 230 2.13
GLASSCOCK 1TX 260 | 272 2.49 - 2.27 204
GOLIAD ... X 3.65- 245 321 2.08 2.74 |
- GONZALES X a45| 332 3.06 279 283
GRAY ... 4TX 240 -2.28 . s09| - 188 « 170
GRAYSON X 300 - 282 Al 2.13 178
GREGG ™ 3.00 289 - 2.62 2.4 2.07
GRIMES T 3.30 216 297 a7 2.58
GUADALUPE - T 345| 3.29 3.01 272 2.44
HALE : TX -~ 2.40] 2.0 240 1.4 1.71
HALL ... : X 240 230 2,11 1.91 1.72.
~ HAMILTGCN ™ 3.15 . 30 27 | 2.42 212
. HANSFORD X 2.40 228 2.07 1.87 166
HAADEMAN ™ 260 2.63 2.96 2.08 1.81
HARDIN X 3.60 a4 aig 2.93 2.68
HARRIS 3.60 3.46 322 299

© sl
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) ' OPTION 1B RIFFERENTIAL
i : QPTION 14 | | : {Per Year) -
GOUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF?E&EN- - =
S - . ' 2003 &
- _ : ._1999 2000 - 2001 2002 - beyond
3.00 2.89 2,563 2.38 210 "1.83
2.40 . 229 2.09 1.90 . 170 1.50
2.80 . 268 2,42 | S 218} 1.89 1.62
3.45 1327 2.95 2840 232 | 2.01
2.40 .,2.28 - 2.08 187 o167 1.46-
3001 . 302 2.73 2.43 | C 214 1.85
3.85 | 366 . 340 .15 2.59 2.64
3.15 5.02| 2.73 245 2.6 1.87
2.40 2.29 2:10 1.80 |- 1.71 - 1.51
a.0c 2.87 2.58 2.29 2.00 171
.00 2.8t - 2.47 212 1.78 1,43
3.15. 3.09 - 284 2.58 233 2.08
2.40 27 24837 2.24 2.01 177
: 2.25 -2.18 201 | - 1.83 1,68 . 1.48
THUNT otioaseseemsam eyt sesssassssr s sstsstsessens X 300} 2.86 2,56 2.27 1.97 167 -
HUTCHINSON i ceeece VI X 2.40 -2.29 2,09 1.89 1.69 1.49 -
RION ... : LB 260 . 2.29 2.18 2,08 1.97 1.86.
JACK % 2807 2,86 2.3 ¢ 2.09 1.81 T2
" " JAGKSON ™ 3.60 3.37 3.6 295 (. T 274 2.53
JASPER ... X 3.30 .3 2.94 273 2,53 233
JEFF DAVIS ... TX . 2.40 © 209 199 | 1,88 1.78 167
- JEFFERSON - TX 3.60 . 346 3.22 297 2.73 <249
Jim HOGG - TX 3.65 . 283 2.76 2.70 2.63 - 2.56
JIM WELLS X 3.65 3.58 334 - 3.09 2.85 283
_JOHNSON X . 3.00 2.88 2.60 231 | 2.08 1.75
JONES .. TX 2.80 2.69 2.44 2481 0 193] 1.67
KARNES T 3.65 343 3.17 2911 2.85 2.39
KAUFMAN TX 3.00 287 2,58 2.29 2,00 | 171
KENDALL ..... 1% 3.30 265 2.50 235 2.20 2,05
- KENEDY TX 3.65 3.60 3.38 316 | 294 - B
" KENT : X - 2680 . 269 © 243 - 2.8 1.92 1.66
KERR S iE - 3.30. - 264 - 248| . 233 AL 2.0
MBLE % - 2.80 247 - 2.33 .2.20 . 2.08 1.93
CKING it EL 2.80 | 2.68 2,41 214 |- 1.87 1,60
KINNEY .., TX 3.30 2.66 252 | 237 2231 . 2,09
KLEBERG _ X . 385 3.60 3.38 3.15 253 | 2:71
{10} R LE, 260 2.68 2.41 2.13 1.86 1.5¢
. LABALLE : TX 3,00 2.81 2.48 212 1.77 1.42.
LAMAR e, TX - L2407 - 228 207 | . 1.85 154 1.43
LAMB _ T - 315 ; 3.02 274 2.45 o237 188
LAMPASAS e TX 3.45 2.71 2.62 2,52 243 2.34
LAVACA ™ 3.50 34 3.09 .2.88 260 226
LEE wroere s e vsrrmssermsransssns s ™ ‘3.30 a 2.95 2.70 244 2.19
LEON X - 315 © 3,10 2.86 263 2.39 215 -
LIBEATY ™ T, asen ‘345 3.19 2.94 2.68 2.43
LIMESTONE X a.15 3.06 2.81 2,55 2.30 2,05 -
_ LIPSCOMB ... L 240 228 -Xirg 1.85 1.64 143
LIVE-QAK .. LES 3651 346 - 3z2} . 299 2.75 252
LLANO.. ™ .30 - 262 2.44 . 2.28 207 | 1.89
“LOVING ....... TX 2.40 2.09 1.98 1.88 - 177 186 -
. LUBBOCK ... b4 240 2.31 2.13 1.96 1.78 1.60
LYNN X 2.40 D232 215 1.97 3. 1.80 163 .
MADISON ... X 230 2.45 o229 214 1.98 1.83.
MARION ...... TX 3.15 3.05 c., 2,79 252 | 2.26 2,00
MARTIN ...oovoivrir s X 3.45° tare 2.64 257 " 2,48 2.41
"MASON TX .-3.30 314 2.92 2.89 2.47 2,25
MATAGORDA - T% - 3.00 | 288 2.60 .2.33 2.05 1.77
MAVERICK ..o v L2, 2401 27 2.47 - 2.24 20 1.76
MCCULLOCH ..ovevi e cieetenen X 2.80 246 232 2.18 o204 1.90
MCLENNAN ........ ' X 3.60 3.38 .3.19 2.99 280 2.80°
MCMULLEN .ovversenrenesee e ; TX . 330 267 . 2.55 2.42 . 230 217
MEDINA X - 330 2.68 2,58 2.43 o 23 219
MENARD , TX ‘2.80 248 . 232 2.17. - 203 . 1.89
MIDLAND TX . 240 272 249 | .27 2.04 1.81
T -3.30 a2 |- 2.87 2.63 2.38 2,14
™ 280 an | 2.71 C24% | 211 181, -
X ‘2,60 271 247 | 223 | 1.99 1.75
™ 2.80 262 | 2.33 '2.03 1,74 1.45
. MONTGOMERY LB, 3.60 345 3.19 2.94. 2.68 2.43
- MOORE %, 2.40 2.2% - 2.09 1.90 . 1.70 “1.50 .
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. : " QPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
i o + OPTION 1A : {Per Year) )
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DlF;E{l:_EN- . - -
N o - . _ : 2003 &

. ) 1999 2000 2001 2002 beyand
MORRIS LES 3.00 2.85 2.55" .2.24 1.94 1.E
MOTLEY ... X 2.40 2.31 2121 1,94 -~ 1.75 CAE
. NACOGDOCHES X " 315 | 3.07 281 |- 254 | 2.28. 2.t
NAVARRO R LES 3.15 3.03 2.75 2.47 2.19 15
NEWTON werene | TX 330 3.14 2.94 2.75 255 25
NOLAN X 2,60 2.71 2,47 2,22 1.98 1;
NUECES ™™ 3.65 3.591 3.37 3.4 2.92 2%
OCHILTREE ™ 24014 2.28 2.07 . 1.86 1.65 M

© OLDHAM TX 2.40 2.29 2.09 . 1.88 1.68 1
ORANGE TX 3.50 3.46 3.22 2.97 2.73 -
PALO PINTO ™ 2.80 2.69 2.43 2.16 . 1.80 1
PANOLA TX 3.00 2.92 -2.68 2,43 2.19 b
'PARKER TX 3.00 285 2.54 - 223 1.92 1.4
‘PAAMER % 2,40 2,26 2.03 1.80 1.57 1.
PECOS Lk 2.40 213 2.05 1081 1.90 R R
"POLK g3 3.30 RRENE ©2.92 2.70. 2,49 2.
POTTER | T 2,40 2.29 2.10 1.90 LT r
PRESIDIO T . 2.40 2.1 2.01 |, 1.92 182 - 1
RAINS .. X 3.00 2.84 2.52 | 2.20 1,88} K
. RANDALL ™ 2.40 2.29 2.09 1.90 1,70 1.
REAGAN ™™ 2.60 " 2.29 2.18 2.08 - 187 ERP
REAL .. X 3.30 285 |- 2,51 2.36 222 2.
RED RIVER X 3.00 . 283 2,49 2.16 1.82 1.
REEVES TX 2.40 2.09- 1.88 1.88 1.78 1.
REFUGIO - T .3.85 3,47 3.26 . a04 2.83 2.
ROBEATS .....-. X 2.40 2.29. 2,09 . 1.88 1.68 .

* ROBERTSON TX 330 3.13 2.90 2.68 2.45 2.
ROCKWALL ™ 3.00 2.85 2.54 294 193 1.
-AUNNELS ™ 2.80 2.72 2.49 295 2.02 1.7
RUSK . : ™ 3,00 2.91 2.66 2.40 2,15 1,
SABINE ' 11X 315, 312 2.89 2.67 2.44 2,
~ SAN AUGUSTINE £ S 3.15 at . 2.87 2.64 S 240 2,
SAN JAGINTG TTX 3.30! 3.43 315 2.88 250 |. 3.
SAN PATRICIO X 365 3.58 3.35 Saas 2.88 2,
SAN SABA T . 2.80 245 2.30 L2114 1.89 1.
SCHLEICHER ™ - 2.80 . 246 232 2,17 2.03 S
SCURRY ... ™ 2.60 2,70 2.45 220 1,95 |. 1.
SHACKELFORD > 2.80 2.59 2.44 218 193 1.
SHELBY P, 3.15 3.09 2.83 2.58 232 -

-~ SHERMAN LR, 2.40 229| - 208 " 1.88 1.67 | 1.
SMITH ., T 3.00 2,90 © 264 | 2.38 2.12 1,
 SOMERVELL ™ - » 3.00 2.88 2.60- 2,33 2.05 1,
STARR TX 3.65 2,83 2.76 2.70 2.63 .2,
STEPHENS TX 2.80 2.69 2,43 28| 1.92 1
STERLING L2, 2.60 2.72 2.49 -227 2,04 1
. STONEWALL TX . 2.60 - 2.89 2.43 . 247 191 1
SUTTON TX. 2.80 247 2.33 - 220 2.06 1
SWISHER . TX 2.40 2.29 2.09 1.89 1.69 1
TARAANT ... T . 3.00 - -2.86 257 ¢ 227 1.98 1
TAYLOR TX . 2.60 2,71 2.46 2:22 187 1.

. TERRELL 1 TX 2.80 . 2,30 2,20 S 2.0 t.
TERRY TX 2.40 2.31 2.13 "~ 1.85 1.77 1.
THROCKMORTON TX 2.80 2.68 2.41 2,15 1.88 1.
TITUS X 3.00 2.84 2.52 2.20 1.88 1..
- TOM GREEN T 2.80 2,73 2.50 2.28 2.05 1.
TAAVIS 1% 3.30 ‘316 2.85 - 255 2.24 1.
TRINITY X 330 i 288 2.64 2,41 .2
TYLER- LB 3.30 113 292! . 272 2.51 2
UPSHUR TX 3.00 2.87 258" 229 2.00 1

~ UPTON X 2.40 213 2.061 2.00 183 1
UVALDE. T 3a.3a 2.66 2.53 239 | 2.26 2
VAL VERDE X 2.80 . 2.48 2.36 2.24 212 2
VAN ZANDT- T 3.00 2.88 2,59 2.3% 2,02 1
-VICTORIA T 3.65 3.45 a.22 2,99 275 2
WALKER L 3.ap a5 2,94 2.74 '2.53 2
WALLER 1T 60 345 319 2.54 2.68 2
WARD X 2.40 2N 2.02 1841 . 1.85 1
“WASHINGTON .. TX 3.30 - 3.43 3.16 280 | 2.63 2
WEBB X 3.45 2.73 2,65 2.58 2,50 -
WHARTON ™ 3.60 3.a7 2.94 2.72 2
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S
— _ ' . OPTION 1B DIFFERENTIAL

O counTvRARSH STATE | DIFFEREN: (Por Yean '

. " COUNTY/PARISH STAT | - _ _
o ' U L 2000 2001 . 2002 2008

B oot seresse s st 2.40 2.29 2.09 - 1.89 169, 1.49
‘”.*é'iﬁ'fi ......... 280 . 283 2.35 2.06 178 1.50
W BARGEA 260 | 263 - 2.35 2.08 1.80 1.52
: mLLAcY' _ 3.65 3.67 342 3.18 2.93 2.69
- R LAMSON 330 3.16 2.87 3.57 228 | 1.98

W ECON 3.45 3.32 3,06 - 2.8 2.55 2.28
mNKLEﬂ - 2.40 210 2.01 S1.0 . 1.82 1.72
WISE weone 3.00 2.83 2,50 218 1 1.0

- 300 ‘2,85 2,54 224 1. .
ngx%rﬁ 2.40 230 210 1.91 7 152

JOUNG - 2.80 267 2.39 212 1.84 1.56
ZAPATA 3.65 2.82 2.75 2.67 2,60 2,52
ZAVALA . 3.30 2.68 2.56 2.45 | 233 221

ER _ 1.60 1.58 1.56' 1.54 15 150 .

.ES?(VELDEH uT 1.90 173 1.55 1.38 .20 1.03

CHE uT 1.90 173 1.56 1,38 121 1.04
ginsoﬁ : " 180 1.78 1,56 153 1.41 129

T DAGGETT ot e iamsssesissssnsers . 1.80 1.77 1.64 1,50 1.37 1.24
- DAYIS ... : 1.90 1.74: 158 1.41 1.25 109 -
DUCHESNE 1.90 1.76 1627 1.49 1.35 1.21

. EMERY e 1.80 1.80 170 [ 1591 - 1.49 139

- GARFIELD 160 160 | 1,60 1,60 160 | 160

' 2&‘?@'5 1.80 ©1.84 1.79 1‘2:1'. 1.23 1123

. 1.60 1.60 181 . 1, ) .

' 'ng 1.90 1.75 1.60 1.46 131 146
WANE 1,60 1.62 1.63 - 1.85 1.66 1.68
MILLARD - 190 178 1.67 1.5 144 132
MORGAN "o 1.90 174 1571 1.41 124 | 1.08
PIUTE .on 1.60 158 1.88 158 152 80

© RICH 1.90 1.73 1. . 22| .
?L‘i’% LAKE ... ur 180 174 - 1.57 141 124y 1.08
* AN JUAN uT 1,80 1.63 186|168 171 174
SANPETE uT 1.90 577 1,64 1,52 139 126
SEVIER uT 1.90 1.81 172" 162 153 1.44 .
SUMMIT. ut 1.90 1.74 1.58" 1.41 . 1.28 1.09
 le} = XS — urt . 1.90 174 157 1.41 1.24 1.08
UINTAH uT 1.90 .79 1,68 157 1.46 135

. UTAH' uT £1.90 173 155 1.38 C120 1.03

. WASATCH uT 1.50 173 1.56 1139 122 1.05
WASHINGTON uT 1.60 163 | 1.85 1,68 .}.;2 173
WAYNE ut 1.60 |- 1.59 1.57 1. . 53 .
WEBER uT 1.90° 173 157. 1.40 124 1.07
AGCOMACK : VA - 300 = 298 2.73 2.49 224 1.99

© ALBEMARLE eovosoonisosomesosmeesrereeeessrerees VA 2.80 | 266 2.38 2.1 1.8 156
ALEXANDRIA CITY | va 3.00 | 2.75 2.46 2.18 1.89 181

. AMELIA ... VA 310§ . . . S ;

- AMHERST VA - 280 268 2.43 218" 1.93 168
APPOMATTOX VA 280 | 2,69 2.45 2.20 1.96 172
ARLINGTON oo roeimsoseesiomseorssoeesesseesesnes VA 3.00 2.74 2.45 2.17 188 159

© AUGUSTA VA 2.80 266 2.39 2.12 1.85 158 .

_ BATH e VA 2.80 2.67 2.41 214 188 162
BEDFORD ... VA . 2.80 268 2.43 217 1.92 167 -

- BEDFORD'CITY VA $2.80 2.68 g:g 3:; 1.82 87

_BLAND ... VA 2.80 2.68 43| . L 1,

* -~ BOTETOURT ... VA 2,80 2.67 241 2,14 1.88 162
BRISTOL CITY ... VA 2.80 2.56 2.35 215 1.94 173
BRUNSWICK ... VA . 3.0 g.gg_ gg; gﬁ 20| 138

_ BUCHANAN - VA - 2,80 2. 35 . - :
BUCKINGHAM VA . 2.80 2.80 2.52 2.24 1.96 1.68

" BUENA VISTA CITY VA 2.80 -g.g; 333—, g.;g :.gg 184
CAMPBELL ... VA 2,50 . ) . 1. .

" CAROLINE +oovoscveosesmsssssesesimesossre e VA 3.10 2.80 - 25 226 1.08 170
CARROLL, VA 280|. 260 2.45 2.20 1.96 172.
CHARLES GITY wovvorversmssomsorscessomreeoree VA 310 284 260 gg; 213 }.g?
CHARLOTTE : VA 3.1 . . . . .
CHARLOTTESVILLE OITY ... 2,80 2.66 2.38 2.11 1.83 1.66
CHESAPEAKE CITY wooovosessooemsoeossersossineo 3.20 3.02 2.80 2.59 2.37 2.16 .
CHESTERFIELD 310} 2.83 258 233 2.08 1.83

- 2.80 2.77 1 2.46 2.15 184 | 153
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T OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
i ] QOPTION 1A : {Per Year)
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DiF_ll-f_Eﬂ-EN- prevenall
_ : . _ &

. : - 1999 2000 2001 2002 beyond
CLIFTON FORGE CITY. ..oovorrrceeereceecensenons 2.80 2.67 | 2.41 2.15 1.89 ©1.83
COLONIAL HEIGHTS CITY . . © 310 284 . 2.60 2.38 an . 1.87
COVINGTON GITY "\ eeeceniienns 280} 2.67 2.41 .2.14 1.88 1.62
CRAIG ... vearraena - 2,80 2.67 2,41 2.15 1.89 1.83
CULPEPER : - 2.80 2.78 2.48 2.17 1.87 1.57
CUMBERLAND ..o cimienisanaad ereeesnnnines _2.80 2.80 253 | . 2,25 1.98 1.70. .

- DANVILLE CITY ... “ . - 2.80 2.M C2.49 2.26 2.04 1.82
DICKENSON .. 2.80 258 2.35 2.13 192 1.71
DINWIDDIE 3.10 2.84 2.61 237 2.14 1.90
EMPORIA.CITY .00 2.87 2.66 C-2.45 2.24 2.08
ESSEX ... 3400 2.04 2,85 2.36 2.07 1.78
FAIRFAX 3.00 274 |. - 2.45 .27 1.88 1.59
FAIRFAX GITY ......... ' - - 3.00°|- 2.74 - 2.45 216 | 1.87 -.1.58
FALLS CHURCH CITY .oeiicnenns feneannes 3.00 -2.74 2.45 2.16. 1.87 ~1.58
FAUQUIER eeeraes . - 300 ©a78 247 2.7 1.88 1.56
FLOYD . . 2.80) - - 2.58 $ 243 2,19 1.94 C 189
FLUVANNA - - 280 79| 2.50 2.2 1.92 1.63
FRANKLIN ' ‘2.80 2.68 243 219 1.94 1.69

" FRANKLIN GITY - 3.00 2.74 2.45 2.16 1.87 1.58
FREDERICK 3.00 2.74 245 2.18. 1.87 1.58
FREDERICKSBURG CITY .covimimimnnnnne. | VA - - 2.80 279| 2.50 2.22 1.93 1.64
GALAX CITY ) = VA 2.80 | 2.69 | 2.45 A 1.97 1.73
GILES . VA - 2.80 2.68 243 217 1.92 1.87
GLOUCESTER VA <320 2.98 273 2.48 2.23 - t.o8
GOOCHLAND VA 310 2.80 2.52 . 2.25 1.97 1.69
-GRAYSON VA 2.80 2.69 245 221 1.97 173
GREENE VA - 2,80 2.65 2.38 210 1.83 1.55
GREENSVILLE ... | vA 3.10 2.87 285 - 2.44 222 2.01-

- HALIFAX ... VA 310 2.7 249 2.23 2.06 1.84
HAMPTON CITY i VA 3.20 3.00 2.77 254 2.3 2.08
‘HANOVER . VA 310 282 2.556 | 2.29 2.02 1.76
"HARRISONBURG CITY .oomeerrcermerssseeres VA . 280 2.65 "2.38 2.40 1.83 | 155
HENRICO . : ' VA .30 | 282 2.56 2.30 204 1.78

. HENRY - VA - 2.80 . 282 255 | 229 2.02 176
HIGHLAND VA " 2.80 267 2.40 2,14 5.87 161 -

- HOPEWELL CITY VA . 3.10 2:84 2.60 2.37 2,13 - 1.89
ISLE OF WIGHT ...cciiiriimnirminins etrmsibs o VA -3.20 3.00 2.76 2.53 2.29 2.06
JAMES CITY : e | VA 310 2.98 2.72 247 221 " 196

~ KING AND QUEEN .........coimviinienemsinceens VA 3.10 2.95 - 2.67 239 2.1 1.83
KING GEORGE .... VA .10 2.80 253 2.25 1.98 1.7¢

- KING WILLIAM VA -310 2.82 2.56 | 23 205 1.79
"LANCASTER .. VA - 310 . 2.96 2.69 2.42 245 ¢ 1.88
‘LEE : VA 2.80 - 2.56 2,36 - 215 1.95 1.74
LEXINGTON CITY VA . - 2.80 2.67 241 2.15 1.88 |- © 1.3 -
LOUCQUN .. VA 3.00° an 2.4 212 1.82 1.53
LCUISA VA - 2.80 2.79 2,50 221 1.82 S 1.83
LUNENBURG ; VA 34 _2.84 2,59 2.35 © 210 1.86
LYNCHBURG CITY .......oiirtniveecrirnirnansenens | VA 2.80 2.69 245 2.20 196 1.72
MADISON : VA 2.80 CaT7 247 218 . 1.88 1.55
MANASSAS CITY 1 VA -3.001| 272 2.43° 2.15 1.86 | 1.58
MANASSAS PAAK CITY s | VA 3.00 2.78 2,48 2.18 - 1.88 1.58
MARTINSVILLE CITY .ovuemamsesonsenecneene: | VA " 2.80 - 2.70 2.46 2.23 1.99 176,
MATHEWS ... - VA © 3200 2.98 2.73 2.48 2.23 188
MECKLENBLIRG VA - 310 285 | 262 - 2.38. 215 | 1.92 -

. MIDDLESEX ; VA -3.10 2.96 S270 1] 243 | 247 | . 1.90 .
- MONTGOMERY VA S 280 2.68 242 217 1.9 -1.66
NELSON VA 280 2.67 2.41 214 188 | 1.62
NEW KENT .. . W VA 310 . 283 2.59 2.4 210 - 1.85

© . NEWPORT NEWS CITY weieiecenees wee | VA 3.20 - 299 2.75 -2.52 228 2.04
NORFOLK CITY ; VA 3.20 3.0t 278 256 234 242
NORTHAMPTON. . erenes Vi 3.00 |- 2.99 273 2.52 2.28 2.04
NORTHUMBERLAND .....c.coorrerarrvmseren VA -3.10 2.80 2.57 233 2.10 1.87
NCATON CITY ..., - VA 2,80 2.56 2.35 2.15 1.94 1.73
NOTTOWAY: VA 3.10 283 - 299 2,34 210 1.85
ORANGE VA 2.80 2.78 - 248 2.18 1.88 1.58.
PAGE VA - 2.80 277 247 216 1.86 - 1.55
PATRICK .. - . VA 2,80 .2.69 2.46 2,02 1.99 175
" PETERSBURG CITY .ovvrrvarae S VA 3.10 2.84 2.61 237 2,14 1.90
PITTSYLVANIA ......coiminacnrcinnnns S VA . 2.80 270 - 247 224 2.01 3.00
PCQUOSON CITY e 1 VA . 320 278 2.04 -
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_ . o OPTION 18 OIFFERENTIAL
) i OPTION 1A ) {Per Year)
COUNTY/PARISH STATE mF%&EN- -
A ' . : . 2003 &
| . . . _ 1999 2000 2001 _ 2002 beyond
ATSMOUTH CITY Ll issnisninrennss VA a.20 3o . 2.79 C2.56 | 2.34 2,12
POWHATAN .ovucenes Ll va 3o 2.81 2.54 227 2.00 3,10
PRINCE EBWARD S 310 282 | 2.55 2,29 2.02 1.76
PRINCE'GEQRGE 310 . 285 261 2.38 214 1.91
PAINGE WILLIAM 300/ 2.72 2.44 215 1.87 1.59
pULASKI .. 2,80 2.58 2.43 2.18 1.93 1.68.
FORD CITY 2.80 " 2.68 2.43 217 1.92 1.87.
RAPPAHANNOCK 2.80 277 2.47 2.18 1,86 1.55
RIGHMOND - 2310 . 295 2.66 2.38 - 2.09 1,81
"AIGHMOND CITY - 3.0 282 2:56 2.30 2.04° 1,78
AOANOKE orovvnees _ 2.80 267 | 2.41 2.14 1.88 1.62
. ROANGCKE CITY rrirsmnrsmseens - 2.80 2.67 2.41 2.15 189 1.63-
ROCKBRIOGE .. 2.80 3.67. 241 | 2.15 1.89 1.63
ROCKINGHAM 2.80 2.65 2.38 2.10 o 1.83 1.5
AUSSELL 2,80 2.56 . 235 213 192 A7
. SALEM CITY 2,80 2.79 72,50 2.20 1.9% 1.6
sCOTT 2.80 2.57 - 237 2.16 1.96 1.7
SHENANDOAH y 2.80 277 247 2,16 1.86 1.5
© BMYTH . : . VA T 2801 2,69 C 244 220 1.95 1.7
© §OUTH BOSTON CITY vnmnismmssrnsins VA 310 270 248 225 2.03 1.8
. SOUTHAMPTON VA 310 2.88 2.67 2.47 226 2.0
SPOTSYLVANIA oo ccissssrrssimscssannennsicss | VA 280} 2,79 250 2.21 1.92 1.8
STAFFORD VA" . 3.00 2.79 - 250 2. 1.92° 1.6
STAUNTON CITY iriannineens i - VA 2.80 2.66. 2.39 2.1% 1.84 1.5
- SUFFOLK CITY VA 330 . 3.01 2.79 2.56 2.34 2.1
* SURRY VA “3.101. 2.86 - 2.64 - 242 220 1.9
SUSSEX VA 310 2.87 2,65 2.44 222 2.0
TAZEWELL .. . VA 2.80 2,56 2.34 213 1.91 1.7
VIRGINIA BEACH CITY iomrcenmernecscninanes VA 320 am 2.80 2.58 2.37 2
WARREN oveoistusaren VA . 2.80 277 2,46 . 2.6 1.85 1
WASHINGTON ' © . 2,80 2.56 2.35 214 1.83 1.
WAYNESBORO CITY cvenmsvmnssnimenssecss | YA - 2.80 266 2.39 AL 1.84 | 1
WESTMORELAND VA 3.10 282 2.56 229 2.03 1
WILLIAMSBURG CITY ..oivnnon e | VA 310 2.86 2.63 2.41 L2871 1
WINCHESTER CITY .vvcvarsssmmmmsssensissmnsineeas VA 2.80 2,77 2.46 - 2.15 1.84. 1
WISE .. : VA . . 2.80 2.56 2,35 2.15 - 1.94 1
. WYTHE va - 2.80 2.68 2,44 2,19 1.95 1
YORK ool 1A 3.20 2,98 274 2,49 225 2
ADDISON ... VT 260 238 2,19 1.99 . 1.80 1
BEMNINGTON VT - 2.80 2.52 - 232 213 | 1,93 1
CALEDONIA ... VT 2.60 241 222 2.03 1.84 1
CHITTENDEN ... VT 2.60 2.34 2.16 -1.97 1.79 1
ESSEX .cvres vT 2.60 2,36 2,18 1.99 1.81 1
_ FRANKLIN vT 2,40 224 207 1.91 1,74 1
GRAND ISLE T 2.40 2.21 2.05 1.90 1.74 .t
LAMOILLE NT 2.60 2.34 216 1.97 179 1
_CRANGE VT 260 242 2.24 2.06 1.88. 1.
ORLEANS vT 2.40 2.32 214 | 1.95 1.77 1
RUTLAND . VT . 2,60 2.44 2.24 2.03 1.83 i
© WASHINGTON Crerunariares VT o 2.60. 2,37 219 2.01 1.83 1,
WINDHAM NT 2.80 2.76 2.53 2.30 2,07 1
WINDSOA VT 2.60 2.69 | 2,45 2.20 - 1.96 1.71
ADAMS | WA 1.75 1.58. 1.41 1.25 1.08 0.9%
ASOTIN WA 1.75 1.60° 1.45 1.29 14 0.99
BENTON WaA 1.75 .59 1.43 C 127 1.1 © 095
CHELAN ...... WA, 1.75 1,58 | 1.41 123 1.06 0.89
CLALLAM WA 1907 1.58 1.41 1.24 1.07 0.90
CLARK WA - 1.90 | 1.71 152 | 1.33 1.14 0.95
COLUMBIA WA 1.75 1.5% 1,43 127 1.11 0.95°
COWLITZ WA 1.90 1.71 1.53 1.34 1.16 0.97
DOUGLAS ... WA 1.75 1.58 1.40 123 1.06 0.88 .
FERRY WA - 180 1.70 1,49 1,29 1.08 0.88
" FRANKLIN | wa 175 1.59 1 1.43 1.26 1.10 0.94
-~ GARFIELD WA 1.75 1.59 1.43 1.28 1.12 0.96
. GRANT WA .78 -1.58 141 1.24 C1.07 0.90
GRAYS HARBOR ... WA - 1.90 1.72. 1.53 1.35 1,16 0.98
©ISLANG | , WA 1,90 1.70 -1.50 1.29 -1.09 0.89
JEFFEASON WA 1.90 1.59 1.43 | 1.27 T 1 0.95
KING .. " WA 1,90 1.722 ] 1.54 1,36, 1.18 1.00
KITSAP WA 1.90| 1.72 1.54 118 1.00
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. ' OPTION 18 DIFFERENTIAL
C : - OPTION 1A A (Per Year) -
— COUNTY/PARISH, : STATE DLF%TEN- . - . 20035-
RS : RE 1999 2000 - 2001 2002 beyond -
wd PORTAGE OO RpR S wi - 1.70 “1.05 1.06 1.06 1.07 1.08 -
n.9¢ - | W 1.70 1.05 1.05 1.06 1.06 1.67
"B 1w 1.75 1.34 1.37 1.39 142 . 148
e w1 1.75 1.14 1.14 © 114 1,14 1.14
- wi 1.75 | 1.30 . 1.29 1,29 1.28 .27
0.88 | wi - 1.70 .10 116 111 SR L1
789 Wi S1.78 1,14 1.14 113 113 1.13
3 AW 1.70 1,91 1.1 1,42 112 1.13
Jo Wi 1.70 .1.04 1.04 1.05 1.05 1.05°
-3 Wil - 175 1.21 o 1.29 1.36 144 1.51
0.80 : . Wi .79 113 1.13 112 | 12 11
nag "TAYLOR . pemrensneen Wi 1.70 1.65 1.06 | 1.06 1.07 1.08
"o TREMPEALEAY worursrr v wi 1.70 1.1 1.12 1.13 14| - 113
S YERNON ... . ; wl 1,75 1.14 115 1.15 1.18 1.16
.89 VILAS coovzerssmssssssarss _ rereesnasares wi 1.70 1.08 1.05 |- 1,03 ). 1.00 - 0.98
099 - WALWORTH ... : ' we | W 1.75 1.32 1.33 1.35 S 138 137
T WASHBURN oovvcnisiesionee - twilo 1.70 1:11 112 1.14 - 315 - 1.16
35 WASHINGTON .io.oe . lw 1.75 1.10 1.25 11,30 1.36 | 1.41
9 WALUKESHA . L CTs 1.33 1.34 1.36 137 | 1.39
.94 WAUPACA .1 W 1.75 110 |, 1.09 1.09 1.08 1.08
0.95 WAUSHARA ..... . Wi .. 170 1:10 1.1 1.1 1.12 S 112
3 WINNEBAGQ .. Wl : 1.75 1.15 1.16 1.16 1.17 1.18
10 - WOOD eivenrinen wi S B {4 1.08 | 1.06 1.08 o1 1.10
13 BARBOUR Lo leclleve e ' WV 2,30 1.93 - 1.86° 1.79 172 0 165
L BERKELEY Wy . 280 1.85 1.76 1,66 1.57 1.47
123 * BOONE . ' wv ' 220 210 .2.0% 1.93 1.84 1.75
12 BRAXTON - . wy 2.20 1.94 187 1.81 RS 1.68
. 18 BROCKE , : wy ' 2.10 182 1.85 177 1.70 1.62.
1.30 CABELL Wy 2.20 2.09 1.99 1.80 1.80 LT
1.1 CALHOUN . g wv ©+ 220 2.02 1.94 185 .77 © 168
10 CLAY .oon : 3 Wy . 2.20 2.09'} 2.00 .-1.90 1.81 1.71
17 DODDAIDGE - Wy = 2,40 193 © 1.86 1.78 R 4 1.64
14 FAYETTE : ; e | WY 1. . 220 209 2.00 1.90 1811 1.1
1.17 GILMER ... ' : wv . 220 2.02 -1.93 185 . 1.76 187 -
1.31 GRANT ..oovcins : wv 260 | S 1.92 1.84 1761 . 1681 - 160
12 _ GREENBRIER Liwvy 1 2.20 2.55 233l 2.10 .18 166
© .23 HAMPSHIRE _ ooy Wy 260 1.4 1.83 174 1.66 1.57
.10 . HANCOCK .. . | WY 210 1,92 1.84 1.75 1.67 1.59
1.12 . HARDY ... . WV o280 1.92 1.83 1.76 1.66 1.58
N HARRISON - wy 2.10 193 | 1.86 1.79 172 |, 165
.30 JACKSON - ' WV . 220 2.00 1.99 1.88. 1.78 1.68
.93 JEFFERSON ' wyv : 2,60 190 1.80 1.70° 150 1.50
1.17 - KANAWHA . Wy - 220 2,10, 2,02} 1835 185 1.76
o123 LEWIS LWy . 210 1.93 1.86 1.80 1,73 1.66
.20 LINCOLN ; : wv : 2,20 2,30 2,01 191 1.82 173
“ .16 LOGAN - wy l 2.20 2.10 2.00 1.9 1.81 1.72
05 MARION ' ovvieen | WY "280). 256 2.35 2.3 - 1.92 1.71
T .14 MARSHALL ..... , wy 2140 © 1903 1.86 1,78 171 1.64
129 MASON ovvreecrisins R wyv -~ 210 132 © 185 177 1.70 1.62
A3 © MCDOWELL .ooooonen. revers | WV o 2204 - - 209 1,98 1.88 177 1.67
48 MERCER .....cisiest _ e [ WV ' 280 256 | 2.34 212 1.91 1.69
126 MINERAL ... , e WV 260 192 1,84 1.76 1.68 1.60
119 MINGO ..oonee | wv 220 208 2,00 |- 1,90 181 | 1.7
21 . MONONGALIA .. i | WV . 2.10 - 183 1.85 1.78 1.70 1.63
1.98 " MONROE ....... e | WY 220 - 255 232 210 1.87 1.65
.01 MORGAN ; e | WV - 260 R Y- R 1.74 166 | 1.58 |- 1.50
139 NICHOLAS, : Wy 220 ©o2nal 1.99. 1.89 179 1.69
1.06 ~ QHIO S WY 2.10 1.92 1.84 1.77 1.69 1.61
198 .~ PENDLETON wv _ 2.60 1.82 1.84 1,76 166 1.60
L5 ~ PLEASANTS .. ' Wy : 2.20 © 201 1.91 . 1.80 1.70 1.60
102 . POCAHONTAS ; Wy ' 220 2541 282 2.09 1.87 1.64
147 .~ PRESTON ... ; | wv 2.30 1.93 1.86 1.78 1.71 1,64
115 © PUTNAM ..o e | WY Co-220| 0 0 21 201 1.91 1.82 1.73
1.06 : RALEIGH . - WY T 2200 209| .. 200 . 180 1.81 171
.98 RANDOLPH . forens wv . C 230 193] 1.85 178 1.70 163
otz AITCHIE oornrnreemmoses : wy . - 220 - 20 192] . 1,82 173 1.63
1.49 f - ~ROANE . oWy ' 2201 200 | - 199 o189 179 1.69
1.10 SUMMERS - Wy 220 255 |, 2331, . 2.1 1.89 1.67
1.10 - TAYLOR ., - WY 2.30 193] - 186 179 1.72 1.65
1.14 . TUCKER ......... WV o 2.30 ©1.92 - oygsl LT 170 162
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" §1000.53 Announcemant of class prices’
_and component prices. ' :
On or before the 5th day of the month,
the market administrator shall announce

for each Federal milk marketing order in’

7 CFR, chapter X the following
applicable prices: '
(a) For the following month:
(1} The Class [ price; .
(2) The Class [ skim milk price;
(3) The Class [ butterfal price;
(b} For the preceding month;
{1) The Class II price; )
(2) The Class Il prige; :
(3) The Class IV price;
(4} The Class IT skim mitk price; -
-(5) The Class III skim milk price;-
- (6} Tha Class IV skim milk price; -
* (7) The butterfat prices =~ -
(8) The nonfat solids price;
{9) The protein price; - .
(10) The ather solids price; and
(11) The somatic ceil adjustment rata,

§1000.54 Equivalent prica.

. Iffor any reason a price or pricing
constituent required for computing class
prices or for other purpases is not '

- available as presciibed in any Federal
milk order, the market administrator
shall use a price or pricing constituent
determined by the Deputy '
Administrator, Dairy Programs,

Agricultural Marketing Service, to be

" equivalent to the price or pricing .

constituent that is reqjuired.

Subpart H—Payments for Milk .
§1000.70 " Producar-settiement fund. -

‘The market administrator shall
establish and maintain a separata fund
known as the producer-sottlement fund
into which the market administrator

* shall deposit al} payments made by

handlers pursuant to §§___.71,

‘- .76, and .77 of each Federal |
milk order in 7 CFR, chapter X, and out
of which the market administrator shall

make all payments pursuant ta .
§§___..72and ___ .77 of each Federal

milk order in 7 CFR, chaptar X,

Payments due any handler sha!l be
affset by any payments due from that
handler, - _

§1000.71 Phyrnnnts to the producer-
saitlement fund, g

Each handler shall make & payment to
the producer-settiément fund in a

" manner that provides receipt of the

funds by the market administrator no
later than the date specified in §___.71
of each order in 7 CFR, chapter X. =~
Payment shall be the amount, if any, by

_which the amount specified in (a) of this

. . o "OFTION 1B DIFFERENTIA
OPTION 1A {Per Year) . :
COUNTY/PARISH STATE DIF_IF_F}:l_ENf - - pyv——
- TIA 3 &
) 1989 2000 . 2001 . . 2002 beyond
TYLER ..coocvrvieen Wy 2.10 1.83 . 1.85 1.78 1.70 © 163
UPSHUR Wy ¢ 230 1.83 1.86 179 1.72 1,65
WAYNE Wy 2,20 2,09 1.99 1.89 1.7¢ 1,59
WEBSTER Wv 2.20 1.93 1.86 1.80 1.73 1.56 "
- WETZEL WY 2410 1.83 1.85 1.78 1.70 1.63
WIRT Wy 220 2.02 1.93 1.84 175 1.68
woOoD- . WY 2.20 2,1 1.91 1.82 1.72 1,62
WYCMING Wy 2.20 210 2.00 1.91% R E:] ] 1.72
ALBANY : WY - 1.90 1.86| 1.88 1.49 131 1,12
BIG HORN ......... WYy - 1.60 1.85 1.49 1.34 1.18 1.03
CAMPBELL WY 185 ° 1.84 1.63 1.41 - 120 - 0.99
CARBON ..t seseiorisersssssersassenseseens WY 1.90 }.67 1.53 1401 1.26 1.13
CONVERSE Wy 170 1.84 1.63 1.43 1.22 1.01,
CROOK WY 1.65 . 1.83 1.61 1.28 . 116 0.94
FREMONT wY 1.60 1.49 .37 | 1.26 1.14 - 1.03
- GOSHEN ..... wY 1.90 1.85 1.64 C 1,44 .23 |- 1.03
HOT SPAINGS WY 1.80 1.48 1.36 |- 1.25 1.13 1.01
JOHNSON .o seerees WY 1.65 1.64 1.48 1.33 1.17 1.01.
LARAMIE WY 245 1.86 1.67 1.48 129 110
LINCOLN wyY 1.60 1.49 1.37 . 1.26 1.14 1.03
NATRONA .. Wy 1.70 ~1.65 1.49 |. " 1.34 -1.18 1.03
NIOBRARA WY 1.70 | 1.84 . ne2 1.41. 119 0.98
~ PARK ., wY. 1.60 1.47 1.34 1.21 1.08 0.95
PLATTE WY 1.90 1.85 1.65 1.46 1.26 1.06.
SHERIDAN WY 1.60 1.65 1.50 S 135 1.20 1.05
SUBLETTE Wy 1.60 1.48 1.37 1.25 1.14 1.02
SWEETWATER . WY 1.80 . 1.51 1.42 1.33 1.24 118
TETON' WY 1.60 “1.46 1.33 _ 1.9 1.06 092 -
LINTA : .| WY - 1.80 1.50 1.40 LA 1A .1
WASHAKIE .. WY "1.60 164 | 1.49 1.33 1.18 1.02
WESTON .., WY 1.70 1.82 1.59 1.36 1.13 0.80

" section exceeds the amount specified in

[b) or [c) of this section: )
(a} The total value of milk of the
handier for the month as determined

. pursudnt to § .60 of the order; and

(b] Far orders in 7 CFR, chapter X
with component pricing, the sum of;

(1) An amount cbtained by - S
multiplying the total hundredweight of
praducer milk as determined pursuant .
to §1000.44(c) by the producer price
differsntial, adjusted pursuant to
§____.75 af the order; -

(2)- An amount obtained by _
multiplying the pounds of protein, other
solids, and butterfat contained in
preducer milk by the protein, other
solids, and butterfat prices, respectivaly;

(3) The total value of the somatic cell

‘adjustment 1o producer milk;: and

(4) An amount obtained by © .
multiplying the pounds of skim milk
and butterfat for which a value was
computed pursuant to § ____.60{) of the
order by the preducer price differential

-as adjusted pursuant to.§___.75 of the

order for the location of the plant from
which received; or - :

(c) For orders in 7 CFR, chapter X
with skim milk and buttarfat pricing,
the sum of the value at the uniform
prices for skim milk and butterfat,
adjusted for plant location, of the

k




