Cost of Community Services (COCS) studies are a case study
approach used to determine the fiscal contribution of existing
local land uses. A subset of the much larger field of fiscal
analysis, COCS studies have emerged as an inexpensive and
reliable tool to measure direct fiscal relationships. Their par-
ticular niche is to evaluate working and open lands on equal
ground with residential, commercial and industrial land uses.

COCS studies are a snapshot in time of costs versus revenues
for each type of land use. They do not predict future costs or
revenues or the impact of future growth. They do provide a
baseline of current information to help local officials and citi-
zens make informed land use and policy decisions.

Methodology

In a COCS study, researchers erganize financial records to
assign the cost of municipal services to working and open
lands, as well as to residential, commercial and industrial
development. Researchers meet with local sponsors to
define the scope of the project and identify land use catego-
ries to study. For example, working lands may include farm,
forest and/or ranch lands. Residential development includes
all housing, including rentals, but if there is a migrant ag-
ricultural work force, temporary housing for these workers
would be considered part of agricultural land use. Often in
rural communities, commercial and industrial land uses are
combined. COCS studies findings are displayed as a set of
ratios that compare annual revenues to annual expenditures
for a community’s unique mix of land uses.

COCS studies involve three basic steps:
1. Collect data on local revenues and expenditures.

2. Group revenues and expenditures and allocate them to
the community’s major land use categories.

3. Analyze the data and calculate revenue-to-expenditure
ratios for each land use category.

The process is straightforward, but ensuring reliable figures
requires local oversight. The most complicated task is inter-
preting existing records to reflect COCS land use categories.
Allocating revenues and expenses requires a significant
amount of research, including extensive interviews with
financial officers and public administrators.
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History

Communities often evaluate the impact of growth on local
budgets by conducting or commissioning fiscal impact
analyses. Fiscal impact studies project public costs and
revenues from different land development patterns. They
generally show that residential development is a net fiscal
loss for communities and recommend commercial and indus-
trial development as a strategy to balance local budgets.

Rural towns and counties that would benefit from fiscal
impact analysis may not have the expertise or resources to
conduct a study. Also, fiscal impact analyses rarely consider
the contribution of working and other open lands, which is
very important to rural economies.

American Farmland Trust {(AFT) developed COCS studies

in the mid-1980s to provide communities with a straight-
forward and inexpensive way to rmeasure the contribution
of agricultural lands to the local tax base. Since then, COCS
studies have been conducted in at least 151 communities in
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SUMMARY OF COST OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STUDIES

Residential Commercial Working
including & &
Community farm houses  Industrial Open Land Source
New Jersey
Freehold Township 1:1.51 1727042 1:0.33 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Holmdel Township 1:1.38 120,21 1:0.66 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Middletown Township 1:1.14 1:0.34 1:0.36 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Upper Freehold Township 1:1.18 1:0.20 1:0.35 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Wall Township 1:1.28 1:0.30 1:0.54 American Farmiand Trust, 1998
New York
Amenia 1:1.23 1:0.25 1:0.17 Bucknall, 1989
Beekman 1% i12 1:0.18 1:0.48 American Farmland Trust, 1989
Dix 1:1.51 1:0.27 17031 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1993
Farmington 12122 1:0.27 1:0.72 Kinsman et al., 1991
Fishkill 1:1.23 1:0.31 1:0.74 Bucknall, 1989
Hector 1:1.30 1:0.15 1:0.28 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1993
Kinderhook 1:1.05 1:021 158047 Concerned Citizens of Kinderhoook, 1996
Montour 1:1.50 1:0.28 1:0.29 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1992
North East 1:1.36 1:0.29 1:0.21 American Farmland Trust, 1989
Reading 1:1.88 1:0.26 1:2:0,32 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1992
Red Hook 1:1.11 1:0.20 1:0.22 Bucknall, 1989
Rochester 1:1.27 1:0.18 1:0.18 Bonner and Gray, 2005
North Carolina
Alamance County 1:1.46 1:0.23 1:0.,59 Renkow, 2006
Catawba County 1 44,28 1:0.54 L40.75 Renkow, 2013
Chatham County 1 Tl 1:0.33 1:0.58 Renkow, 2007
Davie County 1:1.14 1:0.50 1:0.67 Renkow, 2014
Durham County 1:1.15 1:0.33 1:0.59 Renkow, 2010
Franklin County 1:1.12 1:0.53 1:0.77 Renkow, 2009
Gaston County 1.:1.23 1:0.41 1:0.89 Renkow, 2008
Guilford County 1:1.35 1:0.29 1:0.62 Renkow, 2010
Henderson County 1:1.16 1:040 1:0.97 Renkow, 2008
Iredalell County 1 1.35 1:0.30 1:047 Renkow, 2015
Orange County 181,31 1:0.24 1:0.72 Renkow, 2006
Pitt County 1:1.29 1:0.36 1:0.62 Renkow, 2013
Union County 154,30 1:0.41 1:0.24 Dorfrnan, 2004
Wake County 1:1.54 1:0.18 1:0.49 Renkow, 2001
Yadkin County 1:1.12 1:0.38 1:0.61 Renkow, 2011
Ohio
Butler County b &g 1 1:0.45 1:0.49 American Farmland Trust, 2003
Clark County 1:1.11 1:0.38 1:0.30 American Farmland Trust, 2003
Hocking Township 1:1.10 1:0.27 1:0.17 Prindle, 2002
Knox County 1:1.05 1:0.38 1:0.29 American Farmland Trust, 2003
Liberty Township 1:1.15 15057 1:0.05 Prindle, 2002
Madison Village, Lake County 1:1.67 1:0.20 1:0.38 American Farmland Trust, 1993
Madison Township, Lake County 1:1.40 1:0.25 1:0.30 American Farmland Trust, 1993
Madison Village, Lake County 1:1.1%6 1:0.32 1:0.37 Armerican Farmiand Trust, 2008
Madison Township, Lake County 1:1.24 1:0.33 1:0.30 American Farmland Trust, 2008
Shalersville Township 1:1.58 1:0.17 1:0.31 Postage County Regicnal Planning Commission, 1997
Pennsylvania
Allegheny Township, Westmoreland County 1:1.06 1:0.14 1::0.13 Keisey, 1997
Bedminster Township, Bucks County 1:1.12 1:0.05 1:0.04 Kelsey, 1997
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