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Medicare Program; Proposed Hospi ce Wage | ndex for Fiscal Year
2009
AGENCY: Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (C MS), HHS.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This proposed rule proposes the hospi ce wage i ndex for fiscal

year 2009. This proposed rule also proposes to phas e-out the Medicare

hospi ce budget neutrality adjustment factor and clarify tw 0 wage i ndex
issues, pertaining to the definition of rural and u rban areas and to

multi-campus hospital facilities.

DATES: To be assured consideration, comments must b e received at one of
the addresses provided below, no later than 5 p.m. on June 27, 2008.
ADDRESSES: In commenting, please refer to file code CMS-1548-P. Because
of staff and resource limitations, we cannot accept comments by
facsimile (FAX) transmission.

You may submit comments in one of four ways (pl ease choose only one
of the ways listed):

1. Electronically. You may submit electronic co mments on this
regulation to http://www.regulations.gov . Follow the instructions for
““Comment or Submission" and enter the filecode to find the document
accepting comments.

2. By regular mail. You may mail written commen ts (one original and
two copies) to the following address only: Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid Services, Department of Health and Human S ervices, Attention:
CMS-1548-P, P.O. Box 8012, Baltimore, MD 21244-1850 .

Please allow sufficient time for mailed comment s to be received
before the close of the comment period.

3. By express or overnight mail. You may send w ritten comments (one
original and two copies) to the following address O NLY: Centers for
Medicare & Medicaid Services, Department of Health and Human Services,
Attention: CMS-1548-P, Mail Stop C4-26-05, 7500 Sec urity Boulevard,
Baltimore, MD 21244-1850.

4. By hand or courier. If you prefer, you may d eliver (by hand or
courier) your written comments (one original and tw 0 copies) before the
close of the comment period to either of the follow ing addresses:

a. Room 445-G, Hubert H. Humphrey Building, 200 Ind ependence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20201.

(Because access to the interior of the HHH Buil ding is not readily

available to persons without Federal Government ide ntification,
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commenters are encouraged to leave their comments i
located in the main lobby of the building. A stamp-
available for persons wishing to retain a proof of

in and retaining an extra copy of the comments bein

b. 7500 Security Boulevard, Baltimore, MD 21244-185

If you intend to deliver your comments to the B
please call telephone number (410) 786-9994 in adva
arrival with one of our staff members.

Comments mailed to the addresses indicated as a
or courier delivery may be delayed and received aft
period.

For information on viewing public comments, see
the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Randy Throndset (4
Katie Lucas (410) 786-7723.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Submitting Comments: We welcome comments from t
issues set forth in this rule to assist us in fully
and developing policies. You can assist us by
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referencing the file code CMS-1548-P and the specif
identifier" that precedes the section on which you
Inspection of Public Comments: All comments rec
close of the comment period are available for viewi
including any personally identifiable or confidenti
information that is included in a comment. We post
received before the close of the comment period on

n the CMS drop slots
in clock is

filing by stamping

g filed.)

0.

altimore address,
nce to schedule your

ppropriate for hand
er the comment

the beginning of

10) 786-0131 or

he public on all
considering issues

ic “issue

choose to comment.
eived before the

ng by the public,

al business

all comments

the following Web

site as soon as possible after they have been recei ved: http://
www.regulations.gov . Follow the search instructions on that Web site t o]
view public comments.

Comments received timely will also be available for public

inspection as they are received, generally beginnin
weeks after publication of a document, at the headq
Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, 7500 Secu
Baltimore, Maryland 21244, Monday through Friday of
a.m. to 4 p.m. To schedule an appointment to view p
phone 1-800-743-3951.
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Part 418-- Hospi ce Care
I. Background
A. General

1. Hospi ce Care

Hospi ce care is an approach to treatment that recognizes t hat the
impending death of an individual warrants a change in the focus from
curative care to palliative care for relief of pain and for symptom
management. The goal of hospi ce care is to help terminally ill
individuals continue life with minimal disruption t 0 normal activities
while remaining primarily in the home environment. A hospi ce uses an
interdisciplinary approach to deliver medical, nurs ing, social,
psychological, emaotional, and spiritual services th rough use of a broad
spectrum of professional and other caregivers, with the goal of making
the individual as physically and emotionally comfor table as possible.
Counseling services and inpatient respite services are available to the
family of the hospi ce patient. Hospi ce programs consider both the
patient and the family as a unit of care.

Section 1861(dd) of the Social Security Act (th e Act) provides for
coverage of hospi ce care for terminally ill Medicare beneficiaries who
elect to receive care from a participating hospi ce. Section 1814(i) of
the Act provides payment for Medicare participating hospices.
2. Medicare Payment for Hospi ce Care

Our regulations at 42 CFR part 418 establish el igibility
requirements, payment standards and procedures, def ine covered
services, and delineate the conditions a hospi ce must meet to be
approved for participation in the Medicare program. Part 418 subpart G
provides for payment in one of four prospectively-d etermined rate
categories (routine home care, continuous home care , inpatient respite
care, and general inpatient care) to hospices based on each day a
qualified Medicare beneficiary is under a hospi ce election.

B. Hospi ce Wage | ndex

Our regulations at Sec. 418.306(c) require eac h hospi ce's labor
market to be established using the most current hos pital  wage data
available, including any changes by OMB to the Metr opolitan Statistical
Areas (MSASs) definitions. OMB revised the MSA defin itions beginning in
2003 with new designations called the Core Based St atistical Areas
(CBSAs). For the purposes of the hospi ce benefit, the term “"MSA-
based" refers to wage i ndex values and designations based on the
previous MSA designations before 2003. Conversely, the term “"CBSA-
based" refers to wage i ndex values and designations based on the OMB
revised MSA designations in 2003, which now include CBSAs. In the
August 11, 2004 IPPS final rule (69 FR 48916, 49026 ), revised labor
market area definitions were adopted at Sec. 412.6 4(b), which were
effective October 1, 2004 for acute care hospitals. CMS also revised
the labor market areas for hospices using the new O MB standards that
included CBSAs. In the FY 2006 hospi ce wage i ndex final rule (70 FR
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45130), we implemented a 1-year transition policy u sing a 50/50 blend
of the CBSA-based wage i ndex values and the Metropolitan Statistical
Area (MSA)-based wage i ndex values for FY 2006. The one-year transition
policy ended on September 30, 2006. For FY 2007 and FY 2008 we used
wage i ndex values based on CBSA designations.

The hospi ce wage i ndex is used to adjust payment rates for hospi ce
agencies under the Medicare program to reflect loca | differences in
area wage levels. The original hospi ce wage i ndex was based on the 1981
Bureau of Labor Statistics hospital data and had no t been updated since
1983. In 1994, because of disparity in wages from o ne geographical
location to another, a committee was formulated to negotiate a wage
i ndex methodology that could be accepted by the industry and the
government. This committee, functioning under a pro cess established by
the Negotiated Rulemaking Act of 1990, was comprise d of national
hospi ce associations; rural, urban, large and small hospic es; multi-
site hospices; consumer groups; and a government re presentative. On
April 13, 1995, the Hospi ce Wage | ndex Negotiated Rulemaking Committee
signed an agreement for the methodology to be used for updating the
hospi ce wage i ndex.

In the August 8, 1997 Federal Register (62 FR 4 2860), we published
a final rule implementing a new methodology for cal culating the hospi ce
wage i ndex based on the recommendations of the negotiated rul emaking
committee. The committee statement was included in the appendix of that
final rule (62 FR 42883). The hospi ce wage i ndex is updated annually.
Our most recent annual update notice published in t he Federal Register
(72 FR 50214) on August 31, 2007 set forth updates tothe hospi ce wage
i ndex for FY 2008. On October 1, 2007, we published a co rrection notice
in the Federal Register (72 FR 55672) to correct te chnical errors that

appeared in the August 31, 2007 final rule.

[[Page 24002]]

1. Raw Wage | ndex Values (Pre-Floor, Pre-Reclassified Hospital Wage
| ndex)

As described in the August 8, 1997 hospi ce wage i ndex final rule
(62 FR 42860), the pre-floor and pre-reclassified h ospital wage i ndex
is used as the raw wage i ndex for the hospi ce benefit. These raw wage
i ndex values are then subject to either a budget neutral ity adjustment
or application of the hospi ce floor to compute the hospi ce wage i ndex
used to determine payments to hospices.

Pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values of 0.8 or
greater are adjusted by the BNAF. Pre-floor, pre-re classified hospital
wage i ndex values below 0.8 are adjusted by the greater of: ( 1) The
hospi ce BNAF; or (2) the hospi ce floor (which is a 15 percent increase)
subject to a maximum wage i ndex value of 0.8. For example, if County A
has a pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage index (raw wage i ndex)
value of 0.4000, we would perform the following cal culations using the
budget neutrality factor (which for this example is 1.060988) and the
hospi ce floor to determine County A's hospi ce wage i ndex:

Pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex value below 0.8
multiplied by the BNAF: (0.4000 x 1.060988 = 0.4244

Pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex value below 0.8
multiplied by the hospi ce floor: (0.4000 x 1.15 = 0.4600)

Based on these calculations, County A's hospi ce wage i ndex would be
0.4600.

As decided upon by the Hospi ce Wage | ndex Negotiated Rulemaking
Committee, budget neutrality means that, in a given year, estimated
aggregate payments for Medicare hospi ce services using the updated
hospi ce values will equal estimated payments that would ha ve been made
for these services if the 1983 hospi ce wage i ndex values had remained
in effect, after adjusting the payment rates for in flation.

The BNAF has been computed and applied annually to the labor
portion of the hospi ce payment. Currently, the labor portion of the
payment rates is as follows: for Routine Home Care, 68.71 percent; for
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Continuous Home Care, 68.71 percent; for General In patient Care, 64.01
percent; and for Respite Care, 54.13 percent. The n on-labor portion is
equal to 100 percent minus the labor portion for ea ch level of care.
Therefore the non-labor portion of the payment rate s is as follows: for
Routine Home Care, 31.29 percent; for Continuous Ho me Care, 31.29
percent; for General Inpatient Care, 35.99 percent; and for Respite
Care, 45.87 percent.
2. Changes to Core-Based Statistical Area (CBSA) De signations

The annual update to the hospi ce wage i ndex is published in the
Federal Register and is based on the most current a vailable hospital
wage data, as well as any changes by the Office of Mana gement and
Budget (OMB) to the definitions of MSAs, which now include CBSA
designations. The August 4, 2005 final rule (70 FR 45130) set forth the
adoption of the changes discussed in the OMB Bullet in No. 03-04 (June
6, 2003), which announced revised definitions for M icropolitan
Statistical Areas and the creation of MSAs and Comb ined Statistical
Areas. In adopting the OMB CBSA geographic designat ions, we provided
for a 1-year transition with a blended hospi ce wage i ndex for all
hospices for FY 2006. For FY 2006, the hospi ce wage i ndex for each
provider consisted of a blend of 50 percent of the FY 2006 MSA-based
hospi ce wage i ndex and 50 percent of the FY 2006 CBSA-based hospi ce
wage i ndex. Fiscal years 2007 and 2008 used the full CBSA-bas ed hospice
wage i ndex values as discussed in their respective notices or rules (71

FR 52080 and 72 FR 50214).
3. Definition of Rural and Urban Areas

Each hospi ce's labor market is determined based on definitions of
MSAs issued by OMB. In general, an urban area is de fined as an MSA or
New England County Metropolitan Area (NECMA) as def ined by OMB. Under
Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(C), a rural area is defined as any area outside
of the urban area. The urban and rural area geograp hic classifications
are defined in Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(A) through (C ), and have been
used for the Medicare hospi ce benefit since implementation.

4. Areas Without Hospital Wage Data

When adopting OMB's new labor market designatio ns in FY 2006, we
identified some geographic areas where there were n o hospitals, and
thus, no hospital wage i ndex data on which to base the calculation of
the hospi ce wage i ndex. Beginning in FY 2006, we adopted a policy to
use the FY 2005 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospita | wage index value
for rural areas when no hospital wage data were available. We also
adopted the policy that for urban labor markets wit hout a hospital from
which a hospital wage i ndex data could be derived, all of the CBSAs
within the State would be used to calculate a state wide urban average
pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex value to use as a
reasonable proxy for these areas. Consequently, in the FY 2006 final
rule, the FY 2007 update notice, and the FY 2008 fi nal rule, we applied
the average pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex data from
all urban areas in that state to urban areas withou t a hospital. The
only affected CBSA is 25980, Hinesville-Fort Stewar t, Georgia.

Under the CBSA labor market areas, there are no hospitals in rural
locations in Massachusetts and Puerto Rico. Since t here was no rural
proxy for more recent rural data within those areas , in the FY 2006
hospi ce wage i ndex proposed rule (70 FR 22394, 22398), we proposed
applying the FY 2005 pre-floor, pre-reclassified ho spital wage i ndex
value to rural areas where no hospital wage data were available. In the
FY 2006 final rule and in the FY 2007 update notice , we applied the FY
2005 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex data for areas
lacking hospital wage data in both FY 2006 and FY 2007 for rural
Massachusetts and rural Puerto Rico.

In the FY 2008 final rule (72 FR 50214, 50217) we considered
alternatives to our methodology to update the pre-f loor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex for rural areas without hospital wage
data. We indicated that we believed that the best i mputed proxy for
rural areas, would: (1) Use pre-floor, pre-reclassi fied hospital data;

(2) use the most local data available to impute a r ural pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex; (3) be easy to evaluate; and, (4) be

easy to update from year-to-year.
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Therefore, in FY 2008, in cases where there was arural area
without rural hospital wage data, we used the average pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex data from all contiguous CBSAs to
represent a reasonable proxy for the rural area. Th is approach does not
use rural data, however, the approach uses pre-floo r, pre-reclassified
hospital wage data, is easy to evaluate, is easy to update from year-
to-year, and uses the most local data available. In the FY 2008 rule
(72 FR at 50217), we noted that in determining an i mputed rural pre-
floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex, we interpret the term
““contiguous" to mean sharing a border. For exampl e, in the case of
Massachusetts, the entire rural area consists of Du kes and Nantucket
counties. We determined that the borders of Dukes a nd Nantucket
counties are contiguous with Barnstable and Bristol counties. Under the
adopted methodology, the pre-floor, pre-reclassifie d hospital wage
i ndex values for the counties of Barnstable (CBSA 12700, Barnstable
Town, MA) and Bristol (CBSA 39300, Providence-New B edford-Fall River,

RI-MA) would be

[[Page 24003]]

averaged resulting in an imputed pre-floor, pre-rec lassified rural

hospital wage i ndex for FY 2008. We noted in the FY 2008 final hospi ce
wage i ndex rule that while we believe that this policy could be readily
applied to other rural areas that lack hospital wage data (possibly due

to hospitals converting to a different provider typ e,suchasa

Critical Access Hospital, that does not submit the appropriate wage
data), if a similar situation arose in the future, we would re-examine

this policy.

We also noted that we do not believe that this policy would be
appropriate for Puerto Rico, as there are sufficien t economic
differences between hospitals in the United States and those in Puerto
Rico, including the payment of hospitals in Puerto Rico using blended
Federal/Commonwealth-specific rates. Therefore we b elieve that a
separate and distinct policy for Puerto Rico is nec essary. Any
alternative methodology for imputing a pre-floor, p re-reclassified
hospital wage i ndex for rural Puerto Rico would need to take into
account the economic differences between hospitals in the United States
and those in Puerto Rico. Our policy of imputing a rural pre-floor,
pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex based on the pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex(es) of CBSAs contiguous to the rural
area in question does not recognize the unique circ umstances of Puerto
Rico. While we have not yet identified an alternati ve methodology for
imputing a pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex for rural
Puerto Rico, we will continue to evaluate the feasi bility of using
existing hospital wage data and, possibly, wage data from other
sources. For FY 2008, we used the most recent pre-f loor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex available for Puerto Rico, which is
0.4047.

5. CBSA Nomenclature Changes

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) regul arly publishes a
bulletin that updates the titles of certain CBSAs. In the FY 2008 Final
Rule (72 FR 50218) we noted that the FY 2008 rule a nd all subsequent
hospi ce wage i ndex rules and notices would incorporate CBSA changes
from the most recent OMB bulletins. The OMB bulleti ns may be accessed
at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/bulletins/ i ndex.html
6. Hospi ce Payment Rates

Section 4441(a) of the Balanced Budget Act of 1 997 (BBA) amended
section 1814(i)(1)(C)(ii) of the Act to establish u pdates to hospi ce
rates for FYs 1998 through 2002. Hospi ce rates were to be updated by a
factor equal to the market basket i ndex, minus 1 percentage point.

However, neither the BBA nor subsequent legislation specified
alteration to the market basket adjustment to be us ed to compute
payment for fiscal years beyond 2002. Payment rates for FYs since 2002
have been updated according to section 1814(i)(1)(C )(i)(VII) of the

Act, which states that the update to the payment ra tes for subsequent
fiscal years will be the market basket percentage f or the fiscal year.
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It has been longstanding practice to use the inpati

basket as a proxy for a hospi ce market basket.
Historically, the rate update has been publishe

administrative instruction issued annually in July

time to implement system change requirements. Provi

payments by applying the

portion of the published hospi ce rates.

II. Provisions of the Proposed Rule

A. Clarification of New England Deemed Counties

We are taking the opportunity to address the ch
designation of “"New England deemed counties," whi
Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(B). These counties were deem
urban areas under section 601(g) of the Social Secu
1983, yet the OMB designates these counties as rura
Inpatient Prospective Payment System (IPPS) final r
the OMB designation for the pre-floor, pre-reclassi
i ndex. The counties include Litchfield County, Connectic
County, Maine; Sagadahoc County, Maine; Merrimack C
Hampshire; and Newport County, Rhode Island. Of the
England deemed counties," three (York County, Saga
Newport County) are also included in metropolitan s
defined by OMB and are considered urban under the c
market area definitions in Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(A

The remaining two, Litchfield County and Merrim
geographically located in areas that are considered
current IPPS labor market area definitions. However
previously deemed urban under the IPPS in certain ¢
discussed below. In the FY 2008 IPPS final rule wit
FR 47130, August 22, 2007), Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(
that the two “~"New England deemed counties" that a
rural by OMB (Litchfield County, CT and Merrimack C
longer considered urban effective for discharges oc
October 1, 2007. Therefore, these two counties are
accordance with Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(C). However,
payment under the IPPS, acute care hospitals locate
are treated as being reclassified to their deemed u
for discharges occurring on or after October 1, 200
through 47338). We also noted in this discussion th
change was limited to the “"New England deemed coun
hospitals only, and that any change to non-IPPS pro
would be addressed in the respective payment system
program does not provide for such geographic reclas
IPPS does, and we are taking this opportunity to cl
“"New England deemed counties" under the
proposed rule.

As discussed, our regulations at Sec. 418.306(

hospi ce's labor market to be established using the most cu
hospi ce wage i ndex was based

hospital wage data available. The original

on the 1981 Bureau of Labor Statistics hospital dat
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Rulemaking Act of 1990, was formed to negotiate a
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The revised
Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee. This comm
established to provide advice and make recommendati
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as each hospi ce's labor market area as established by OMB. The rea son
the unadjusted hospital wage data were recommended was to avoid further
reductions in certain rural statewide wage i ndex values that would

result from reclassification. The recommendations a re codified in

[[Page 24004]]

Sec. 418.306(c) of our regulations; however, there is no reference to
Sec. 412.64.

In other words, while Sec. 412.64 is not expli citly noted, the
hospi ce program has used the urban definition in Sec.
412.64(b)(2)(ii)(A) and (B), and the rural definiti on as any area
outside of an urban area in Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)( C). Historical
changes to the labor market area/geographic classif ications and annual
updates to the hospi ce wage i ndex values have been made effective
October 1 each year. When we established the hospi ce wage i ndex values
effective October 1, 2007 through September 30, 200 8, we considered the
“"New England deemed counties" (including Litchfie Id County, CT and
Merrimack County, NH) as urban for FY 2008 in accor dance with the
definitions of urban and rural areas in the FY 2008 hospi ce final rule
(72 FR 50216). Therefore, Litchfield County was lis ted as one of the
constituent counties of urban CBSA 25540 (Hartford- West Hartford-East
Hartford, CT), and Merrimack County was listed as o ne of the
constituent counties of urban CBSA 31700 (Mancheste r-Nashua, NH) (72 FR
50236 and 50239, respectively). As noted above, the terms ““rural" and
““urban" areas are defined in IPPS according to th e definitions of
those terms in Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(A) through (C ). Litchfield
county, CT and Merrimack county, NH are considered rural areas for
hospital IPPS purposes in accordance with Sec. 412 .64. Under this
proposal, effective October 1, 2008, Litchfield cou nty, CT would no
longer be considered part of urban CBSA 25540 (Hart ford-West Hartford-
East Hartford, CT), and Merrimack County, NH would no longer be
considered part of urban CBSA 31700 (Manchester-Nas hua, NH). Rather,
these counties would be considered to be rural area s within their
respective states under the hospi ce payment system. This proposed
policy is consistent with our policy of not taking into account IPPS
geographic reclassifications in determining payment s under the hospi ce
wage i ndex. We propose to amend Sec. 418.306(c) to cross-ref erence to
the definitions of urban and rural in the IPPS regu lations in 42 CFR

part 412 subpart D.

B. Wage Data for Multi-Campus Hospitals

In the 2007 IPPS final rule, we changed in the way that we treat
multi-campus hospital wage data in the creation of the pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex. The IPPS  wage data used to determine
the proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex values now apportion the wage
data for multi-campus hospitals located in differen t labor market areas
(CBSAs) to the CBSAs where the campuses are located (see 72 FR 47317
through 47320). Historically, the hospi ce wage i ndex is derived from
the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex. Consequently, for
this proposed rule we propose to continue to use th e most recent
available pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex in computing
the hospi ce wage i ndex. The pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage
i ndex values for the following CBSAs are affected by thi s change in how
wage data from multi-campus hospitals are used in the c omputation of
the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex: Boston-Quincy, MA
(CBSA 14484), Providence-New Bedford-Falls River, R I-MA (CBSA 39300),
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL (CBSA 16974) and Lake -County-Kenosha

County, IL-WI (CBSA 29404).

C.FY 2009 Hospi ce Wage | ndex With Phase-Out of the Budget Neutrality
Adjustment Factor (BNAF)

[If you choose to comment on issues in this sec tion, please include
the caption, ~"FY 2009 Hospi ce Wage | ndex with Phase-out of the Budget
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Neutrality Adjustment Factor (BNAF)" at the beginn ing of your
comments.]
1. Background

The hospi ce final rule published in the Federal Register on

December 16, 1983 (48 FR 56008) provided for adjust mentto  hospice
payment rates to reflect differences in area wage levels. We apply the
appropriate hospi ce wage i ndex value to the labor portion of the

hospi ce payment rates based on the geographic area where hospi ce care
was furnished. As noted earlier, each hospi ce's labor market area is

based on definitions of Metropolitan Statistical Ar eas (MSAs) issued by
the OMB. For FY 2009, we propose to again use a pre -floor, pre-

reclassified hospital wage i ndex based solely on the CBSA designations.

As noted above, our hospi ce payment rules utilize the wage
adjustment factors used by the Secretary for purpos es of section
1886(d)(3)(E) of the Act for hospital wage adjustments. We are
proposing again to use the pre-floor and pre-reclas sified hospital wage
i ndex data to adjust the labor portion of the hospi ce payment rates
based on the geographic area where the beneficiary receives  hospice
care. We believe the use of the pre-floor, pre-recl assified hospital
wage i ndex data results in the appropriate adjustment to the labor
portion of the costs. For the FY 2009 update to hospi ce payment rates,
we propose to continue to use the most recent pre-f loor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex available at the time of publication.

2. Areas Without Hospital Wage Data

In adopting the CBSA designations, we identifie d some geographic
areas where there are no hospitals, and thus no hos pital  wage data on
which to base the calculation of the hospi ce wage i ndex. These areas
were described in section 1.B.4 of this proposed ru le. Beginning in FY
2006, we adopted a policy that, for urban labor mar kets without an
urban hospital from which a pre-floor, pre-reclassi fied hospital wage
i ndex can be derived, all of the urban CBSA pre-floor, p re-reclassified
hospital wage i ndex values within the State would be used to calculate
a statewide urban average pre-floor, pre-reclassifi ed hospital wage
i ndex to use as a reasonable proxy for these areas. Curr ently, the only
CBSA that would be affected by this policy is CBSA 25980, Hinesville,
Georgia. We propose to continue this policy for FY 2009.

Currently, the only rural areas where there are no hospitals from
which to calculate a pre-floor, pre-reclassified ho spital wage i ndex
are Massachusetts and Puerto Rico. In August 2007 ( 72 FR 50217) we
adopted the following methodology for imputing rura | pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex values for areas where no hospital
wage data are available as an acceptable proxy. We impu ted an average
pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex value by averaging the
pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values from contiguous
CBSAs as a reasonable proxy for rural areas with no hospital wage data
from which to calculate a pre-floor, pre-reclassifi ed hospital wage
i ndex. In determining an imputed rural pre-floor, pre-re classified
hospital wage i ndex, we define “contiguous" as sharing a border. For
Massachusetts, rural Massachusetts currently consis ts of Dukes and
Nantucket Counties. We determined that the borders of Dukes and
Nantucket counties are ““contiguous" with Barnstab le and Bristol
counties. We are again proposing to apply this meth odology for imputing
a rural pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex for those rural
areas without rural hospital wage data in FY 2009.

However, as we noted in our final rule at 72 FR 50218, we do not
believe that this policy is appropriate for Puerto Rico. We noted that
there are sufficient economic differences between t he hospitals in the
United States and those in Puerto Rico, including t he fact that

hospitals in Puerto Rico are paid on

[[Page 24005]]

blended Federal/Commonwealth-specific rates, to mak e a separate
distinct policy for Puerto Rico necessary. For FY 2 009, we again
propose to continue to use the most recent pre-floo r, pre-reclassified

hospital wage i ndex value available for Puerto Rico, which is 0.4047.
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This pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex value is then
adjusted upward by the hospi ce floor in the computing of the proposed

FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex.

3. Phase-Out of the Budget Neutrality Adjustment Fa ctor (BNAF)

As noted in section 1.B of this proposed rule, the current hospi ce
wage i ndex methodology was developed through a negotiated rul e making
process and implemented in 1997. The rule making co mmittee sought to
address the inaccuracies in the original Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS)-based hospi ce wage i ndex, account better for disparities from one
geographic location to another, and develop a wage i ndex that would be
as accurate, reliable and equitable as possible. Th e resulting hospi ce
wage i ndex reflects a special adjustment (a BNAF) to ensure p ayments in
the aggregate are budget neutral to payments using the original 1983
hospi ce wage i ndex. The adjustment, still in place today, results in
providers currently receiving about 4 percent more in payments than
they would receive if the adjustment factor were no t applied. The
rationale for maintaining this adjustment is outdat ed given the time
that has elapsed since it was put into place and th e growth that is
occurring in the hospi ce benefit. In this section, we propose to phase-
out this adjustment over 3 years, reducing it by 25 percent in FY 2009,
by an additional 50 percent for a total of 75 perce nt in FY 2010, and
eliminating it completely in FY 2011. We also provi de our rationale for
the phase-out.

As discussed in section |.B of this proposed ru le, the original
hospi ce wage i ndex was based on the 1981 Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) hospital data and had not been updated since 1983. During earlier
attempts to update the hospi ce wage i ndex,the hospi ce industry raised
concerns over the adverse financial impact of a new wage i ndex on
individual hospices and a possible overall reductio n in Medicare
payments. Thus, the result was that in the absence of agreement on a
new wage i ndex, we continued to use a wage i ndex that was clearly
obsolete for geographically adjusting Medicare hospi ce payments (see
“*Medicare Program; Notice Containing the Statement Drafted by the
Committee Established to Negotiate the Wage | ndex to be Used to Adjust
Hospi ce Payment Rates Under Medicare," November 29, 1995, 60 FR
61264).

Changing to a new but more accurate wage i ndex would result in some
areas gaining as their wage i ndex value would increase, but in other
areas seeing declines in payments as their wage i ndex value dropped. In
1994 we noted that a majority of hospices would hav e their wage i ndex
reduced with the new wage i ndex based on using the pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex. These reductions would have occurred
for two key reasons: (1) Hospices were located in a reas where the
original hospi ce wage i ndex was artificially high due to flaws in the
1981 BLS data, and (2) hospices were located in are as where wages had
gone down relative to other geographic areas (see ° " Hospi ce Services
Under Medicare Program: Intent to Form Negotiated R ulemaking
Committee," October 14, 1994, 59 FR 52130).

Because of the negative impact to certain areas that was expected
with the change to a new wage i ndex, a committee was formulated in
1994, under the process established by the Negotiat ed Rulemaking Act of
1990 (Pub. L. 101-648). The Committee was establish ed to negotiate the
hospi ce wage i ndex methodology rather than to go through the usual
rulemaking process. On September 4, 1996, we publis hed a proposed rule
(61 FR 46579) in which we proposed a methodology to update the hospi ce
wage i ndex used to adjust Medicare hospi ce payment rates.

In formulating the provisions of that proposed rule, the Committee
considered criteria in evaluating the available dat a sources. The need
for fundamental equity of the wage i ndex; data that reflected actual
work performed by hospi ce personnel; compatibility with wage indexes
used by CMS for other Medicare providers; and avail ability of the data
for timely implementation were considered.

The Committee agreed that the hospi ce wage i ndex be derived from
the 1993 hospital cost report data and that these d ata, prior to
reclassification, would form the basis for the FY 1 997 hospi ce wage
i ndex. That is the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex
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would not be adjusted to take into account the geog raphic
reclassification of hospitals in accordance with se ctions 1886(d)(8)(B)
and 1886(d)(10) of the Act. The methodology is codi fied in Sec.
418.306(c). The hospi ce wage i ndex for subsequent years would be based

on pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex data for a
subsequent year.

The Committee was also concerned that while som e hospices would see
increases, use of the pre-floor, pre-reclassified h ospital wage i ndex
asthe wage i ndex for hospices would result in a net reduction in
aggregate Medicare payments for hospices. As noted above, a majority of
hospices would have had their wage i ndex lowered by using the new wage
i ndex because the prior hospi ce wage indices were based on outdated
data which were artificially high due to flaws in t he 1981 BLS data,
and because some hospices were located in areas whe re wages had gone
down relative to other geographic areas. The reduct ion in overall
Medicare payments if a new wage i ndex were adopted was noted in the
November 29, 1995 final rule (60 FR 61264). Therefo re, the Committee
also decided that, each year in updating the hospi ce wage i ndex,
aggregate Medicare payments to hospices would remai n budget neutral to
payments as if the 1983 wage i ndex had been used.

As decided upon by the Hospi ce Wage | ndex Negotiated Rulemaking
Committee, budget neutrality means that, in a given year, estimated
aggregate payments for Medicare hospi ce services using the updated
hospi ce values will equal estimated payments that would ha ve been made
for these services if the 1983 hospi ce wage i ndex values had remained
in effect, after adjusting the payment rates for in flations. Being
budget neutral does not take into account annual ma rket basket updates
to hospi ce payment rates. Therefore, although payments to ind ividual
hospi ce programs may change each year, the total payments each year to
hospices would not be affected by using the updated hospi ce wage i ndex
because total payments would be budget neutral as i f the 1983 wage
i ndex had been used. To implement this provision a BNAF would be
computed and applied annually.

The BNAF is calculated by computing estimated p ayments using the
most recent completed year of hospi ce claims data. The units (days or
hours) from those claims are multiplied by the upda ted hospi ce payment
rates to calculate estimated payments. The updated hospi ce wage i ndex
values are then applied to the labor portion of the payments. For this
proposed rule, that means estimating payments for F Y 2009 using FY 2006
hospi ce claims data, and applying the estimated updated FY 2009 hospi ce
payment rates (updating the FY 2008 rates by the es timated FY 2009
market basket update). The proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex values
are then applied to the labor portion only. The pro cedure is repeated
using the

[[Page 24006]]

same claims data and payment rates, but using the 1 983 BLS-based wage
i ndex instead of the updated pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage
i ndex. The total payments are then compared, and the adj ustment
required to make total payments equal is computed; that adjustment
factor is the BNAF. In 1998, the BNAF increased all wage i ndex values
by just over 2 percent.
All pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values of 0.8
or greater would be adjusted by the BNAF. Also, all pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex values below 0.8 would receive the
greater of the following: (1) A 15-percent increase subject to a

maximum hospi ce wage i ndex value of 0.8; or (2) an adjustment by the
BNAF. All  hospi ce wage i ndex values of 0.8 or greater would be adjusted

by the BNAF. The BNAF would be calculated and appli ed annually.

While the Committee sought to adopt a wage i ndex methodology that
would be as accurate, reliable, and equitable as po ssible, the
Committee also decided to incorporate a BNAF into t he calculation of
the hospi ce wage i ndex that would otherwise apply in order to mitigate
adverse financial impacts some hospices would exper ience through a
decrease in their wage i ndex value by transitioning to a pre-floor,

http://frwvebgated.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/wai sgate.cgi WA | Sdocl D=240157183370+0+0+0& WA Sactio...

Page 11 of 50

6/12/2008



pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex.

In the August 8, 1997 final rule (62 FR 42860), we indicated that
the annual updates of the hospi ce wage i ndex values would be made in
accordance with the methodology agreed to by the ru lemaking committee.
We also noted that in the event that if we decide t o change this
methodology by which the hospi ce wage i ndex is computed, it would be
reflected in a proposed rule published in the Feder al Register. In this
proposed rule, we now propose to change this method ology.

In FY 1998, the BNAF was 1.020768; in FY 2008 i t was 1.066671. In
other words, any pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospit al wage i ndex value
greater than 0.8 was increased by over 2 percent in FY 1998 and
increased by almost 7 percent in FY 2008. In FY 200 8, this adjustment
resulted in hospi ce providers receiving about 4 percent more in
payments than they would have received if the BNAF had not been
applied.

The negotiating committee also recommended that the transition to
the new hospi ce wage i ndex occur over 3 years, from FY 1998 to FY 2001.

The intent of both the three year transition and th e budget neutrality
adjustment was to mitigate the negative financial i mpact to many
hospices resulting from the wage i ndex change. Additionally, the
committee sought to ensure that access to hospi ce care was not
jeopardized as a result of the wage i ndex change.

We believe that the rationale for maintaining t his adjustment is
outdated for several reasons.

First, the original purpose of the BNAF was to prevent reductions
in payments to the majority of hospices whose wage i ndex was based on
the original hospi ce wage i ndex which was artificially high due to
flaws in the 1981 BLS data. While incorporating a B NAF into  hospi ce
wage indices could be rationalized in 1997 as a way to smooth the
transition from an old wage i ndex to a new one, since hospices have had
plenty of time to adjust to the new wage i ndex, itis difficult to
justify maintaining in perpetuity a BNAF which was in part compensating
for artificially high data to begin with.

Second, the new wage i ndex adopted in 1997 resulted in increases in
wage i ndex values for hospices in certain areas. The BNAF app lies to
hospices in all areas. Thus, hospices in areas that would have had
increases without the BNAF received an artificial b oost in the wage
i ndex for the past 11 years. We believe that continuatio n of this
excess payment can no longer be justified.

Third, an adjustment factor that is based on 24 -year old wage i ndex
values is contrary to our goal of using a hospi ce wage i ndex thatis as
accurate, reliable and equitable as possible in acc ounting for
geographic variation in wages. We believe that thos e goals can be
better achieved by using the pre-floor, pre-reclass ified hospital wage
i ndex, without an outdated BNAF, consistent with other p roviders. For
instance, Medicare payments to home health agencies , that utilize a
similar labor mix, are adjusted by the pre-floor, p re-reclassified
hospital wage i ndex, without any budget neutrality adjustment. We
believe that using the unadjusted pre-floor, pre-re classified hospital
wage i ndex provides a good measure of area wage differences for both
these home-based reimbursement systems.

Fourth, in the 13 years since concerns about th e impact of
switching from an old to a new wage i ndex were voiced, the hospi ce
industry and hospi ce payments have grown substantially. Hospi ce
expenditures in 2006 were $9.2 billion, compared to about $2.2 billion
in 1998, a growth rate of almost 20 percent per yea r. Aggregate hospi ce
expenditures are increasing at a rate of about $1 b illion per year.
MedPAC projects that expenditures will continue to grow at a rate of 9
percent per year through 2015, outpacing the growth rate of projected
expenditures for hospitals, skilled nursing facilit ies, and physician
and home health services. We believe that this grow th in Medicare
spending for hospi ce indicates that the original rationale of the BNAF,
to cushion the impact of using the new wage i ndex, is no longer
justified. These spending growth figures also indic ate that any
negative financial impact to the hospi ce industry as a result of
eliminating the BNAF is no longer present, and thus the need for a
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transitional adjustment has passed.

Fifth, 13 years ago the industry also voiced co
negative financial impact on individual hospices th
adopting a new
currently there are 2,986 hospices. Clearly any neg
impact from adopting a new
we would not have seen an 86 percent increase in th
since 1994. The number of Medicare-certified hospic
increase, with a 26 percent increase in the number
from 2001 to 2005. This ongoing growth in the indus
that phasing out the BNAF would not have a negative
care.

Therefore for these reasons, we believe that co
BNAF for the purpose of mitigating any adverse fina
hospices or negative impact on access to care is no
We are proposing to phase out the BNAF over a 3-yea
the BNAF by 25 percent in FY 2009, by 75 percent in
eliminating it in FY 2011. We believe that the prop
out period will reduce any adverse financial impact
might experience if we eliminated the BNAF in a sin
depending on the comments received, updated data, a
analysis, for the final rule we may determine that
percentage reduction in the BNAF (for any of the ye
phase-out timeframe would be more appropriate. Spec
determined that a more aggressive phase-out alterna
percent reduction in the BNAF in FY 2009, a 75 perc
BNAF in FY 2010, and elimination of the BNAF in FY
appropriate. Consequently, we will continue to look
percentages and timeframe alternatives for the phas
and, for the final rule, will implement what is det
most appropriate option based on the above informat
maintain the
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hospices with pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital
less than 0.8.

We believe that we should have addressed this i
years. We believe that using the BNAF has resulted

for hospi ce services in excess of what spending should have be

absence of such an adjustment. However, we are not
Medicare payments to hospices for prior years. We a
remove the application of the BNAF on a prospective
October 1, 2008.

Section 11.C.3.a below discusses the effects of
BNAF over three years using the data from the publi

wage i ndex; by basing the analysis on this data, our simulati
wage i ndex values, and payment rates constant, with

claims data, the
the only change being the reduction in the BNAF. Se
discusses the effects of reducing the BNAF for FY 2
proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex.

a. Effects of Phasing-Out the BNAF Using the Publis
Wage | ndex

For this proposed rule, we will use the FY 2008
(72 FR 50214, published August 31, 2007) to illustr
phasing out the BNAF over 3 years. This analysis an
illustrative purposes only and does not affect any
i ndex values for FY 2008.

The BNAF that was calculated and applied to the
pre-reclassified hospital
propose reducing the BNAF by 25 percent for FY 2009
FY 2010, and eliminating it altogether for FY 2011
percent reduction in the BNAF can be accomplished b
percent of the FY 2008
percent BNAF with 25 percent of the FY 2008
used no BNAF. This is mathematically equivalent to
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the full BNAF value, or multiplying 0.066671 by 0.7 5, which equals
0.050003, or 5.0003 percent. The BNAF of 5.0003 per cent reflects a 25
percent reduction in the BNAF. The 25 percent reduc tion in the BNAF of
5.0003 percent would be applied to the pre-floor, p re-reclassified

hospital wage i ndex values of 0.8 or greater used in the published FY
2008 hospi ce wage i ndex.

The hospi ce floor calculation would still apply to any pre-flo or,
pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values less then 0.8. Currently,
the floor calculation has 4 steps. Pre-floor, pre-r eclassified hospital
wage i ndex values that are less than 0.8 are first multiplied by 1.15;
second, the minimum of 0.8 or the pre-floor, pre-re classified hospital
wage i ndex value times 1.15 is chosen as the preliminary hospi ce wage
i ndex value. Third, the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hosp ital  wage index
value is multiplied by BNAF. Finally, the greater r esult of either step
2 or step 3 is chosen as the final hospi ce wage i ndex value. We propose
to leave the hospi ce floor unchanged, noting that steps 3 and 4 will
become unnecessary once the BNAF is eliminated.

For the simulations of the BNAF phase-out for F Y 2010 and FY 2011,
we used the same pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospit al wage index values
and claims data as the example above, and simply ch anged the value of
the BNAF to reflect either a 75 percent reduction f or FY 2010 or a 100
percent reduction for FY 2011. In both cases we sta rted with the full
BNAF of 6.6671 percent. We changed the calculation to take 25 percent
of the full BNAF to reflect a 75 percent reduction for FY 2010, or
eliminated the BNAF altogether to reflect a 100 per cent reduction for
FY 2011. For FY 2010, the reduced BNAF or the hospi ce floor was then
applied to the 2008 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hos pital wage i ndex as
described previously. For FY 2011 and subsequent ye ars, the pre-floor,
pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values would be unadjusted unless
they are less than 0.8, in which case the hospi ce floor calculation
would be applied.

For our simulations, the calculations of the BN AF are as follows:

A 75 percent reduction to the BNAF in FY 2010 woul d be
0.066671 x 0.25 = 0.016668 or 1.6668 percent

A 100 percent reduction or elimination of the BNAF in FY 2011
would be 0.066671 x 0.0 = 0.0 or 0 percent

We examined the effects of phasing out the BNAF versus using the
full BNAF of 6.6671 percent on the FY 2008 hospi ce wage i ndex. The FY
2009 BNAF reduction of 25 percent resulted in appro ximately a 1.55 to
1.57 percent reduction in the hospi ce wage i ndex value. The FY 2010
BNAF reduction of 75 percent would result in an est imated additional
3.12 to 3.13 percent reduction from the FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex
values. The elimination of the BNAF in FY 2011 woul d resultin an
estimated final reduction of the FY 2011 hospi ce wage i ndex values of
approximately 1.55 to 1.57 percent compared to FY 2 010 hospi ce wage
i ndex values.

Those CBSAs whose pre-floor, pre-reclassified h ospital wage i ndex
values had the hospi ce floor calculation applied prior to the BNAF
reduction would not be affected by this proposed ph ase-out of the BNAF.
These CBSAs, which typically include rural areas, a re protected by the
hospi ce floor calculation. Additionally, those CBSAs whose hospi ce wage
i ndex values were previously 0.8 or greater after the BN AF was applied,
but which would have values less than 0.8 after the reduced BNAF was
applied would see a smaller reduction in their hospi ce wage i ndex
values since the hospi ce floor calculation would apply. We have
estimated the number of CBSAs that would have their pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex value eligible for the floor
calculation after applying the 25, 75, and 100 perc ent reductions in
the BNAF. Three CBSAs would be affected by the 25 p ercent reduction, 12
would be affected by the 75 percent reduction, and 22 would be affected
by the 100 percent reduction. Because of the protec tion given by the
hospi ce floor calculation, these CBSAs would see smaller p ercentage
decreases in their hospi ce wage i ndex values than those CBSAs that are
not eligible for the floor calculation. This will b enefit those
hospices with lower hospi ce wage i ndex values, which are typically in
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rural areas.

Finally, the hospi ce wage i ndex values only apply to the labor
portion of the payment rates; the labor portion was described in
Section I.B.1 of this proposed rule. Therefore the estimated reduction
in payments due to this proposed phase-out of the B NAF would be less
than the percentage reductions to the hospi ce wage i ndex values that
would result from reducing or eliminating the BNAF. In addition, the
effects of the proposed phase-out of the BNAF could also be mitigated
by a hospital market basket update in payments, whi chin FY 2008 was a
3.3 percent increase in payment rates. We will not have the final
market basket update for FY 2009 until the summer, but the current
estimate of the hospital market basket update is ex pected to be around
3.0 percent. This update will be communicated throu gh an administrative
instruction and not through rulemaking. The estimat ed effects on
payment described in column 5 of Table 1 in section IV.B of this
proposed rule include the projected effect of an es timated 3.0 percent
hospital market basket update. CMS may implement up dates to the payment

rates in future rulemaking.
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b. Effects of Phasing-Out the BNAF Using the Update d Pre-floor, Pre-
reclassified Hospital Wage | ndex Data (FY 2009 Proposal)

For FY 2009, we propose updating the hospi ce wage i ndex using the
2008 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex and the most
complete claims data available (FY 2006 claims). Us ing these data, we
computed a full BNAF of 6.5357 percent. For the fir st year of the BNAF
phase-out (FY 2009), the BNAF would be reduced by 2 5 percent, or
0.065357 x 0.75 = 0.049018, to 4.9018 percent. This would decrease
hospi ce wage i ndex values by approximately 1.53 to 1.54 percent from
wage i ndex values with the full BNAF applied. As noted in the previous
discussion on the effects of the BNAF reduction in the published FY
2008 hospi ce wage i ndex, those CBSAs which already have pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex values that have the hospi ce floor
applied prior to implementing a proposed BNAF reduc tion would be
completely unaffected by this proposed BNAF reducti on. Those CBSAs
which previously had hospi ce wage i ndex values above 0.8 after applying
the full BNAF, but which now are below 0.8 with the 25 percent
reduction in the BNAF would be less affected by the BNAF reduction than
those CBSAs which are 0.8 or above after applying t he BNAF, as they are
protected by the hospi ce floor calculation. Additionally, as mentioned
in section 1.B.1 of this proposed rule, the final hospi ce wage i ndex is
only applied to the labor portion of the payment ra tes, so the actual
effect on estimated payment would be less than the anticipated 1.53 to
1.54 percent reduction in the hospi ce wage i ndex value. Furthermore,
that effect may be mitigated by a market basket upd ate. As noted
earlier, the market basket update will not be avail able until the
summer, but estimates of the update are at about 3. 0 percent.

Column 3 of Table 1 (section IV of this propose d rule) shows the
impact of using the most recent wage i ndex data (the 2008 pre-floor,
pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex not including any reclassification
under section 1886(d)(8)(B) of the Act) compared to the 2007 pre-floor,
pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex data which was used to derive the
FY 2008 hospi ce wage i ndex. Column 4 of Table 1 in Section IV of this
proposed rule shows the impact of incorporating the 25 percent
reduction in the BNAF in the proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex along
with using the most recent wage i ndex data (2008 pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex). Finally, column 5 of Table 1 shows
the combined effects of using the updated pre-floor , pre-reclassified
hospital wage i ndex, the 25 percent reduced BNAF, and an estimated
market basket update of 3.0 percent. The proposed F Y 2009 rural and
urban hospi ce wage indexes can be found in Addenda A and B of this
proposed rule. The pre-floor, pre-reclassified hosp ital  wage i ndex
values were adjusted by the 25 percent reduced BNAF or by the hospi ce
floor.
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D. Summary of the Provisions of the Proposed Rule

We propose to clarify that the hospi ce benefit will follow
the definition of ““urban" specified in Sec. 412. 64(b)(2)(ii)(A) and
(B), and the rural definition as any area outside o fan urban area in
Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(C). The regulatory text of S ec. 418.306(c) will
be amended to reference Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(A) t hrough (C). This
affects two New England ““deemed" counties that me et the OMB
definition of rural, but were previously counted as urban; these two
counties would now be considered rural. See section II.A of this
proposed rule for details.

As a basis for the hospi ce wage i ndex, we propose to
continue to use the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hos pital  wage i ndex,
which includes a change to how wage data from multi-campus hospitals
are apportioned. See section II.B of this proposed rule for more
details.

We propose to continue to use a pre-floor, pre -
reclassified hospital wage i ndex based solely on the CBSA designations,
using the most recent pre-floor and pre-reclassifie d hospital wage
i ndex available at the time of publication. See section 11.C.1 of this
proposed rule for details.

We propose to continue the policy that for urb an labor
markets without an urban hospital from which a pre- floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex could be derived, all of the urban
CBSA pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values within the
State would be used to calculate a statewide urban average pre-floor,
pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex to use as a reasonable proxy for
these areas. See section 11.C.2 of this proposed ru le for details.

We propose to continue the policy that we impu te an
average pre-floor, pre-reclassified rural hospital wage i ndex value by
averaging the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex values
from contiguous CBSAs as a reasonable proxy for rur al areas with no
hospital wage data from which to calculate a pre-floor, pre-
reclassified hospital wage i ndex. See section I1.C.2 f of this proposed
rule or details.

We propose to continue to utilize the most rec ent pre-
floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex value available for Puerto
Rico. See section 11.C.2 of this proposed rule for details.

We propose to phase-out the hospi ce BNAF over 3 years,
reducing it by 25 percent for FY 2009, by 75 percen t for FY 2010, and
eliminating it completely for FY 2011. See sections II.C.3.aand
[1.C.3.b of this proposed rule for details. As stat ed in section
[1.C.3, based on comments received, updated data, a nd subsequent
analysis, for the final rule we may determine that a different
percentage reduction in the BNAF (for any of the ye ars) or a different
phase-out timeframe would be more appropriate. Spec ifically, it may be
determined that a more aggressive alternative (e.qg. , a 50 percent
reduction in the BNAF in FY 2009, a 75 percent redu ction in the BNAF in
FY 2010, and elimination of the BNAF in FY 2011) is more appropriate.
Consequently, we will continue to look at reduction percentages and
time period alternatives for the phase-out of the B NAF and, for the
final rule, will implement what is determined to be the most
appropriate option based on the above information.

We propose to continue to maintain the hospi ce floor
calculation. See section 11.C.3 of this proposed ru le for detalils.

Addendum A reflects the proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex values
for urban areas designations. Addendum B reflects t he proposed FY 2009

hospi ce wage i ndex values for rural areas designations.

[ll. Collection of Information Requirements

This document does not impose any information ¢ ollection and
recordkeeping requirements. Consequently, it does n ot need to be
reviewed by the Office of Management and Budget und er the authority of

the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 35).
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IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

A. Overall Impact

We have examined the impacts of this rule as re quired by Executive
Order 12866 (September 1993, Regulatory Planning an d Review), the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) (September 19, 198 0, Pub. L. 96-354),
section 1102(b) of the Social Security Act, the Unf unded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-4), Executive Order 13132 on
Federalism, and the Congressional Review Act (5 U.S .C. 804(2)). We

[[Page 24009]]

estimated the impact on hospices, as a result of th e changes to the
proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex and of reducing the BNAF by 25
percent. As discussed previously, the methodology f or computing the
hospi ce wage i ndex was determined through a negotiated rulemaking

committee and implemented in the August 8, 1997 fin al rule (62 FR
42860). This rule proposes updates to the hospi ce wage i ndex in
accordance with our regulation but proposes to revi se the Negotiated
Rulemaking Committee methodology of including a BNA F.

Executive Order 12866 (as amended by Executive Order 13258, which
merely reassigns responsibility of duties) directs agencies to assess
all costs and benefits of available regulatory alte rnatives and, if
regulation is necessary, to select regulatory appro aches that maximize
net benefits including potential economic, environm ental, public health
and safety effects, distributive impacts, and equit y. A regulatory
impact analysis (RIA) must be prepared for major ru les with
economically significant effects ($100 million or m ore in any 1 year).
We have determined that this proposed rule is an ec onomically
significant rule under this Executive Order.

Column 4 of Table 1 shows the combined effects of the proposed 25
percent reduction in the BNAF and of the updated wage data, comparing
estimated payments for FY 2009 to estimated payment s for FY 2008. We
estimate that the total hospi ce payments for FY 2009 will decrease by
$100 million as a result of the application of the 25 percent reduction
in the BNAF and the updated wage data. This estimate does not take into
account any market basket update, which is currentl y forecast to be
about 3.0 percent. The final market basket update w ill not be available
until some time later this year and will be communi cated through an
administrative instruction. The estimated effect of a 3.0 percent
forecasted market basket update on payments to hosp ices is
approximately $280 million. If we were to take into account an
estimated 3.0 percent market basket update, in addi tion to the 25
percent reduction in the BNAF and the updated wage data, it is
estimated that hospi ce payments would increase by approximately $180
million ($280 million - $100 million = $180 million ). The percent
change in payments to hospices due to the combined effects of the 25
percent reduction in the BNAF, the updated wage data, and the estimated
market basket update of 3.0 percent is reflected in column 5 of the
impact table (Table 1).

The RFA requires agencies to analyze options fo r regulatory relief
of small businesses, if a rule has a significant im pacton a
substantial number of small entities. The great maj ority of hospices
and most other providers and suppliers are small en tities, either by
nonprofit status or by having revenues of less than $6.5 million to
$31.5 million in any one year (for details, see the Small Business
Administration's regulation at 65 FR 69432, that se ts forth size
standards for health care industries). As indicated in Table 1 below,
there are 2,986 hospices as of February 2008. Appro ximately 52.7
percent of Medicare certified hospices are identifi ed as voluntary,
government, or other agencies and, therefore, are ¢ onsidered small
entities. Most of these and most of the remainder a re also small
hospi ce entities because their revenues fall below the SBA size
thresholds. We note that the hospi ce wage i ndex methodology was
previously guided by consensus, through a negotiate d rulemaking

http://frwvebgated.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/wai sgate.cgi WA | Sdocl D=240157183370+0+0+0& WA Sactio...

Page 17 of 50

6/12/2008



committee that included representatives of national
associations, rural, urban, large and small hospice
hospices, and consumer groups. Based on all of the
the committee agreed on the methodology described i
statement, and after notice and comment, it was ado
in the August 8, 1997 final rule. In developing the
updating the
the impact of this methodology on small

to mitigate any potential negative effects. Small
more likely to be in rural areas, which are less af
reduction than entities in urban areas. Generally,
areas are protected by the
the BNAF reduction. The effects of this rule on hos
illustrated in Table 1, are small. Overall, Medicar
hospices will decrease by an estimated 1.1 percent,
combined effects of the 25 percent reduction in the
updated wage data. Within the
decrease by no more than 1.6 percent. Furthermore,
estimated market basket update of 3.0 percent into
combined effects of Medicare payment changes to all
result in an increase of approximately 1.9 percent.

hospi ce revenue effects will be slightly less than these e
Hospi ce and Palliative Care Organization,
hospi ce caseload is non-Medicare. Longstanding HHS

since according the National
about 16 percent of
practice in interpreting the RFA is to consider eff
“significant” only if they reach a threshold of 3

more. Accordingly, we have determined that this pro
create a significant economic impact on a substanti
entities.

In addition, section 1102(b) of the Act require
regulatory impact analysis if a rule may have a sig
the operations of a substantial number of small rur
analysis must conform to the provisions of section
purposes of section 1102(b) of the Act, we define a
hospital as a hospital that is located outside a CB
than 100 beds. We have determined that this propose
a significant impact on the operations of a substan
rural hospitals.

Section 202 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
requires that agencies assess anticipated costs and
issuing any rule whose mandates require spending in
$130 million or more (the threshold in the statute,
inflation through 2008). This proposed rule is not
an effect on State, local, or tribal governments or
sector of $130 million or more.

Executive Order 13132 establishes certain requi
agency must meet when it promulgates a proposed rul
final rule) that imposes substantial direct require
and local governments, preempts State law, or other
implications. We have reviewed this proposed rule u
criteria of Executive Order 13132, Federalism, and
it will not have an impact on the rights, roles, an
of State, local, or tribal governments.

B. Anticipated Effects

This section discusses the impact of the projec
proposed provisions of this rule, including the est
projected 3.0 percent market basket update that wil
separately through an administrative instruction. T
provisions include continuing to use the CBSA-based
reclassified hospital
England “deemed" counties and a change in the way
hospital wage
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data are treated in the creation of the pre-floor, pre-reclassified
hospital wage i ndex), continuing the use the same policies for
treatment of areas (rural and urban) without hospit al wage data, and
reducing the BNAF by 25 percent for the first year of a 3-year BNAF
phase-out. The proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wage i ndex is based upon the
2008 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex and the most
complete claims data available (FY 2006) with a 25 percent reduction in
the BNAF.
For the purposes of our impacts, our baseline i s estimated FY 2008
payments using the 2007 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage
i ndex. Our first comparison (column 3, Table 1) compares our baseline
to estimated FY 2009 payments (holding payment rate s constant) using
the updated wage data (2008 pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage
i ndex). Consequently, the estimated effects illustrated in column 3 of
Table 1 are for the updated wage data only. The effects of using the
updated pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage i ndex data combined
with the 25 percent reduction in the BNAF are illus trated in column 4
of Table 1.
Even though the market basket update is not par t of this proposed
rule, we have included a comparison of the combined effects of the 25
percent BNAF reduction, the updated pre-floor, pre- reclassified
hospital wage i ndex, and an estimated 3.0 percent market basket
increase for FY 2009 (Table 1, column 5). Presentin g this data gives
the hospi ce industry a more complete picture of the effects of the
proposed changes in this rule and the market basket update. Certain
events may limit the scope or accuracy of our impac t analysis, because
such an analysis is susceptible to forecasting erro rs due to other
changes in the forecasted impact time period. The n ature of the
Medicare program is such that the changes may inter act, and the
complexity of the interaction of these changes coul d make it difficult
to predict accurately the full scope of the impact upon hospices.
Table 1.--Anticipated Impact on Medicare Hospi ce Payments of Reducing the BNAF, Updating the Pre
Applying an Estimated 3.0 Percent Market Basket Upd ate for the Proposed FY 2009 Hospi ce Wage | nd
| ndex
Percent c

Number of payments
routine  the eff
Number of home care the upda
hospices* daysin data (F
thousands Propose

1) ()
ALL HOSPICES. ... i, 2,986 61,351
URBAN HOSPICES........cccoiviiiiiiiivieeeeeee e 1,996 52,642
RURAL HOSPICES.......ccovvvvvviiiiiiiie e 990 8,709
BY REGION--URBAN:
NEW ENGLAND......coocooiiiiiiieiciieeeeee e, 113 1,787
MIDDLE ATLANTIC.....occiieiiicieeeees e, 201 5,250
SOUTH ATLANTIC. ..ot s 288 11,388
EAST NORTH CENTRAL.....ccccciiiiiiiiviiieeeeee e, 296 7,638
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL......cccooovviiiiiiiiis e, 160 4,365
WEST NORTH CENTRAL....ooovvviiiiiiiieeeee s 152 3,413
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL......ccoveiiiiiiieeeee s 339 7,131
MOUNTAIN ..o e 183 4,543
PACIFIC...cciiiiiii 230 6,330
PUERTO RICO....cviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis e 34 797
BY REGION--RURAL:
NEW ENGLAND......coocooiiiiiiiieieiieeeeee e, 26 147
MIDDLE ATLANTIC.....coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 43 408
SOUTH ATLANTIC. ..o s 125 1,759
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EAST NORTH CENTRAL.....occciiiveeiiiiiees e, 140 1,148
EAST SOUTH CENTRAL.....oovvvvviiiiiieeeeeeee e, 145 2,017
WEST NORTH CENTRAL...cccvvveiviiiiiiieeeeee e, 189 945
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL......ccoiveiiiiiieeees i, 165 1,325
MOUNTAIN ..o e, 104 580
S 1 P 52 372
PUERTO RICO....ccooovieiviiiiiieeeveeicee e, 1 7
ROUTINE HOME CARE DAYS:
0- 3499 DAYS (small)...ccceevvviceiiiiiiiies 631 1,060 0
3500- 19,999 DAYS (medium)....cccccevvvvvveveenenniieeee 1,445 14,385
20,000+ DAYS (Iarge).....cccovvveveeeeviicceees e, 910 45,906
TYPE OF OWNERSHIP:
VOLUNTARY ..o i, 1,194 27,185
PROPRIETARY cooiiiiiiiei e e, 1,412 30,017
GOVERNMENT ..c.coviiiiiiiie e i, 192 986
OTHER ...t e, 188 3,163
HOSPI CE BASE:
FREESTANDING......ccoooooveiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e, 1,807 45,473
HOME HEALTH AGENCY ....ovvvviviiiiiiiieeeeeee e, 597 8,908
HOSPITAL ..o e, 567 6,756
[[Page 24011]]
SKILLED NURSING FACILITY coovvviiiiieeee e, 15 213
BNAF = Budget Neutrality Adjustment Factor.
* As of February 2008.
Table 1 shows the results of our analysis. In ¢ olumn 1, we indicate
the number of hospices included in our analysis as of February 2008. In
column 2, we indicate the number of routine home ca re days that were
included in our analysis, although the analysis was performed on all
types of hospi ce care. Column 3 shows the percentage change in
estimated Medicare payments from FY 2008 to FY 2009 due to the effects
of the updated wage data only. Column 4 shows the percentage change in
estimated  hospi ce payments from FY 2008 to FY 2009 due to the combin ed
effects of using the 2008 pre-floor, pre-reclassifi ed hospital wage
i ndex and reducing the BNAF by 25 percent. Column 5 show s the

percentage change in estimated
due to the combined effects of using updated
BNAF reduction, and a 3.0 percent estimated market

Table 1 also categorizes hospices by various ge
provider characteristics. The first row of data dis
result of the impact for all Medicare-certified hos
and third rows of the table categorize hospices acc
geographic location (urban and rural). Our analysis
there are 1,996 hospices located in urban areas and
located in rural areas. The next two row groupings
indicate the number of hospices by census region, a
urban and rural hospices. The next grouping shows t
hospices based on the size of the
the majority of
rate. Therefore, we based the size of each individu
on the number of routine home care days provided in
grouping shows the impact on hospices by type of ow
grouping shows the impact on hospices defined by wh
provider-based or freestanding.

As indicated in Table 1 below, there are 2,986
Approximately 52.7 percent of Medicare-certified ho
identified as voluntary, government, or other agenc
are considered small entities. Because the National
Palliative Care Organization estimates that approxi
of hospi ce patients are Medicare beneficiaries, we have not ¢
other sources of revenue in this analysis. As noted
CBSAs which had the
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reduce the BNAF are unaffected by this proposed cha nge in methodology.
Those CBSAs that were not previously less than 0.8 after applying the
full BNAF but which now are less than 0.8 after app lying the reduced
BNAF will see less of a reduction in payments as th e floor protects

their  hospi ce wage i ndex value.

As stated previously, the following discussions are limited to
demonstrating trends rather than projected dollars. We used the pre-
floor, pre-reclassified hospital wage indexes as well as the most
complete claims data available (FY 2006) in develop ing the impact
analysis. The FY 2009 payment rates will be adjuste d to reflect the
full hospital market basket, as required by section
1814(i)(1)(C)(ii)(VII) of the Act. As previously no ted, we publish
these rates through administrative instructions rat her than in a
proposed rule. The FY 2008 update was 3.3 percent, and the FY 2009
update will not be available until the summer. Curr ently the FY 2009
update is estimated to be 3.0 percent; however this figure is subject
to change. Since the inclusion of the effect of a m arket basket
increase provides a more complete picture of estima ted hospi ce payments
for FY 2009, the last column of Table 1 shows the ¢ ombined impacts of
the 25 percent BNAF reduction, the updated wage i ndex, and a projected
3.0 percent market basket update factor.

As discussed in the FY 2006 final rule (70 FR 4 5129), hospice
agencies may use multiple hospi ce wage i ndex values to compute their
payments based on potentially different geographic locations. Before
January 1, 2008, the location of the beneficiary wa s used to determine
the CBSA for routine and continuous home care and t he location of the
hospi ce agency was used to determine the CBSA for respite and general
inpatient care. Beginning January 1, 2008, the hospi ce wage i ndex
utilized is based on the location of the site of se rvice. As the
location of the beneficiary's home and the location of the facility may
vary, there will still be variability in geographic location for an
individual hospi ce. We anticipate that the location of the various
sites will usually correspond with the geographic | ocation of the
hospi ce, and thus we will continue to use the location of the hospice
for our analyses of the impact of the proposed chan ges to the hospi ce
wage i ndex in this rule. For this analysis, we use payments t o the
hospi ce in the aggregate based on the location of the hospi ce.

The impact of hospi ce wage i ndex changes has been analyzed
according to the type of hospi ce, geographic location, type of
ownership, hospi ce base, and size. Our analysis shows that most
hospices are in urban areas and provide the vast ma jority of routine

home care days. Most hospices are medium-sized
[[Page 24012]]

followed by large hospices. Hospices are almost equ al in numbers by
ownership with 1,574 designated as non-profit and 1 412 as proprietary.
The vast majority of hospices are freestanding.

1. Hospi ce Size

Under the Medicare hospi ce benefit, hospices can provide four
different levels of care days. The majority of the days provided by a
hospi ce are routine home care (RHC) days representing abou t 97 percent
of the services provided by a hospi ce. Therefore, the number of RHC
days can be used as a proxy for the size of the hospi ce, that is, the
more days of care provided, the larger the hospi ce. As discussed in the
August 4, 2005 final rule, we currently use three s ize designations to
present the impact analyses. The three categories a re: (1) Small
agencies having 0 to 3,499 RHC days; (2) medium age ncies having 3,500
to 19,999 RHC days; and (3) large agencies having 2 0,000 or more RHC
days. The proposed FY 2009 wage i ndex values without the BNAF reduction
are anticipated to have virtually no impact on smal | hospi ce providers,
with a slight decrease of 0.1 percent anticipated f or medium and large
hospices (column 3); the proposed FY 2009 wage i ndex values with the 25
percent BNAF reduction and the updated wage data are anticipated to
decrease estimated payments by 0.9 percent to small hospices and by 1.1
percent to medium and large hospices (column 4); an d finally, the
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proposed FY 2009
the updated
update are projected to increase estimated payments
small hospices and by 1.9 percent for medium and la
5).

2. Geographic Location

Column 3 of Table 1 shows that FY 2009
the BNAF reduction will result in little change in
with rural and urban hospices anticipated to experi
decrease of 0.1 percent. For urban hospices, the gr
0.8 percent is anticipated to be experienced by the
followed by an increase for New England of 0.3 perc
for the West North Central and Mountain regions. Th
regions are anticipated to experience a decrease ra
percent in the South Atlantic region 1.1 percent is

Column 3 shows that for rural hospices, Puerto
Atlantic, and the East North Central regions are an
experience no change. Four regions are anticipated
decrease ranging from 0.3 percent for the West Nort
0.6 percent for West South Central region. The rema
anticipated to experience an increase ranging from
Middle Atlantic region to 1.5 percent for the Pacif

Column 4 shows the combined effect of the 25 pe
and the updated pre-floor, pre-reclassified hospita
on estimated payments, as compared to the published
Overall urban hospices are anticipated to experienc
decrease in payments, while rural hospices expect a
decrease. The estimated percent decrease in payment
ranged from 0.4 percent for Pacific hospices to 1.6
Atlantic hospices.

The estimated percent decrease in payment for r
from 0.6 percent for Mountain hospices to 1.4 perce
hospices. Rural Puerto Rico's estimated payments we
the Pacific region saw a 0.4 percent increase in es

Column 5 shows the combined effects of the prop
i ndex values with the 25 percent BNAF reduction, the upd
and the estimated 3.0 percent market basket update
payments as compared to the published FY 2008 payme
hospices are anticipated to experience a 1.8 percen
payments while rural hospices should experience a 2
in payments. Urban hospices are anticipated to see
estimated payments ranging from 1.4 percent for the
region to 2.6 percent for the Pacific region. Rural
estimated to see an increase in estimated payments
percent for the New England region to 3.4 percent f
region.

3. Type of Ownership

Column 3 demonstrates the effect of the updated
reclassified hospital
FY 2008 estimated payments. We anticipate that usin
floor, pre-reclassified hospital
proprietary hospices. While we estimate a slight de
payments for voluntary (non-profit) hospices (0.2 p
hospices are expected to experience no effect and g
are expected to experience a slight increase in pay

Column 4 demonstrates the combined effects of u
floor, pre-reclassified hospital
25 percent BNAF reduction. Estimated payments to pr
are anticipated to decrease by 1.0 percent, while v
profit), other, and government hospices are anticip
decreases of 1.2 percent, 1.0 percent, and 0.8 perc

Column 5 shows the combined effects of the upda
reclassified hospital
reduction, the updated
basket update on estimated payments, comparing FY 2
Estimated FY 2009 payments are anticipated to incre
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0.9 percent

for urban hospices
percent for Middle

ural hospices ranged

nt for New England

re unaffected, and

timated payments.

osed FY 2009 wage
ated wage data,

on estimated

nts. Overall, urban

tincrease in

.1 percent increase

an increase in

Middle Atlantic

hospices are

ranging from 1.5

or the Pacific

pre-floor, pre-

wage i ndex on FY 2009 estimated payments versus

g the updated pre-

wage i ndex data will have no effect on

crease in estimated
ercent), other
overnment hospices
ments (0.1 percent).
sing updated pre-

wage i ndex data and of incorporating a

oprietary hospices
oluntary (non-
ated to experience
ent, respectively.
ted pre-floor, pre-

wage i ndex values with the 25 percent BNAF
wage data, and the estimated 3.0 percent market

009 to FY 2008.
ase for all

Page 22 of 50

6/12/2008



hospices, regardless of ownership type. Estimated p

to increase from 1.8 percent for voluntary hospices
government hospices.
4. Hospi ce Base

Column 3 demonstrates the effect of using the u
pre-reclassified hospital

decrease by 0.1 percent for freestanding facilities
for skilled nursing facilities. Home health and hos
facilities are anticipated to experience no change
payments.

Column 4 shows the combined effects of reducing

percent and updating the pre-floor, pre-reclassifie

i ndex values, comparing FY 2009 to FY 2008 estimated pay

nursing facility based hospices are estimated to se
decline, while hospital based hospices and freestan

each anticipated to experience a 1.1 percent decrea
health agency based hospices are expected to experi

decrease.
Column 5 shows the combined effects of the 25 p
reduction, the updated pre-floor, pre-reclassified

and the estimated 3.0 percent market basket update
payments, comparing FY 2009 to FY 2008. Estimated i

range from 1.2 percent for skilled nursing facility

2.0 percent for home health agency based hospices.

We note that the President's budget includes a

percent payment update for hospices in FY 2009. The

Column 5 of Table 1 in this proposed rule,
[[Page 24013]]

which include the effects of a 3.0 percent market b
need to change in the final rule to reflect any leg

Congress might enact which would affect the market

C. Accounting Statement

As required by OMB Circular A-4 (available at
www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a004/a

table provides our best estimate of the decrease in

ayments are forecast
to 2.2 percent for

pdated pre-floor,

wage i ndex values, comparing estimated
payments for FY 2009 to FY 2008. Estimated payments

are anticipated to
and by 0.6 percent
pital based

in estimated

the BNAF by 25

d hospital wage
ments. Skilled

e al.7 percent

ding hospices are

se in payments. Home

ence a 1.0 percent

ercent BNAF

hospital wage i ndex,
on estimated

ncreases in payments
based hospices to

proposal for a zero
impacts outlined in

asket update, would
islation that the
basket update.

http://
- 4.pdf ), in Table 2 below, we

have prepared an accounting statement showing the c
expenditures associated with the proposed provision

lassification of the
s of this rule. This
Medicare payments

under the hospi ce benefit as a result of the changes presented in th is

proposed rule on data for 2,086 hospices in our dat
expenditures are classified as transfers to Medicar
is, hospices).

Table 2.--Accounting Statement: Classificati
Expenditures, From FY 2008 to FY 2009 [l

Category
Annualized Monetized Transfers............ $-100\*
From Whom to Whom.............cceevvnnnen. Federal

\*\The $100 million reduction in transfers includes
reduction in the BNAF and the updated
the market basket update, which is currently fore
3.0%.

In accordance with the provisions of Executive

regulation was reviewed by the Office of Management

List of Subjects in 42 CFR Part 418

http://frwvebgated.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/wai sgate.cgi WA | Sdocl D=240157183370+0+0+0& WA Sactio...

abase. All
e providers (that

on of Estimated
n millions]

Government to
es.

the 25 percent

wage data. It does not include

cast to be about

Order 12866, this
and Budget.
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Health facilities, Health professions, Medicare
recordkeeping requirements.

For the reasons set forth in the preamble, the
and Medicare Services proposes to amend 42 CFR chap
below:
PART 418-- HOSPI CE CARE

1. The authority citation for part 418 continue
follows:

Authority: Secs 1102 and 1871 of the Social Sec
U.S.C. 1302 and 1395hh).
Subpart G--Payment for Hospi ce Care

2. Section Sec. 418.306 is amended by revising
read as follows:

Sec. 418.306 Determination of payment rates.

* k k kK

(c) Each
of Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAS) issued by
annually, in the Federal Register, a
most current available CMS hospital
definition of MSAs. The urban and rural area geogra
are defined in Sec. 412.64(b)(1)(ii)(A) through (C
The payment rates established by CMS are adjusted b
to reflect local differences in wages according to
data.

* k k k%

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program No.
Medicare--Hospital Insurance; and Program No. 93.77
Supplementary Medical Insurance Program)

hospi

Note: The following addendums will not appear i
Federal Regulations.

Dated: March 14, 2008.
Kerry Weems,
Acting Administrator, Centers for Medicare & Medica

Approved: April 7, 2008.
Michael O. Leavitt,
Secretary.

Addendum A.--Proposed

CBSA code

Moc

http://frwvebgated.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/wai sgate.cgi WA | Sdocl D=240157183370+0+0+0& WA Sactio...
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, and Reporting and

Centers for Medicare
ter IV as set forth

s to read as

urity Act (42

paragraph (c) to

hospi ce's labor market is determined based on definitions

OMB. CMS will issue
ce wage i ndex based on the

wage data, including changes to the

phic classifications

) of this chapter.

y the intermediary
the revised wage

93.773,
4, Medicare--

n the Code of

id Services.

Hospi ce Wage | ndex for Urban Areas by CBSA--FY 2009

Urban area (constituent counties) \2\

lahan County, TX
es County, TX
lor County, TX
dilla-1sabela-

ada Municipio, PR
adilla Municipio, PR
tilde]asco Municipio, PR
bela Municipio, PR
es Municipio, PR
a Municipio, PR
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Rin c[oacute]n Municipio, PR............ccccccvvvnnnns

San Sebasti[aacute]n Municipio, PR...................
10420 Akro N, OH.oo e

Por tage County, OH.......ccooooeeiiiviiiiiiin,

Sum mit County, OH.........ccccvvviviiiiiiieeeeeeee,
10500.....cciiiiieeieie e Alba NY, GAL i

Bak er County, GA........uuvveiieeeiieiieeeeeeeeeeeenn

Dou gherty County, GA........cccuvvvimviiiiiieeeeeeenn.

Lee County, GA ...

Ter rell County, GA........ooooviiiiiiieeeciies

Wor th County, GA ...,
10580..ccciiiiiiieeaeieeeeeeeeee Alba ny-Schenectady-  Troy, NY......ccccooiiiieiieennen. 0.9009

Alb any County, NY......ccccouuiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeenn

Ren sselaer County, NY......cooocoiviiiinniininnnnn,

Sar atoga County, NY......ccocceeeiiniiieiiiiieeeiiens

Sch enectady County, NY........cccooiiiiiiiiiiienee.
[[Page 24014]]

Sch oharie County, NY.......ccccoiiiiiiininis
10740 Albu querque, NM.. ...

Ber nalillo County, NM.........cccoeviiiiinnn.

San doval County, NM..........ccccvvvmvririeneenennenn.

Tor rance County, NM...........ccoevvviiiinnneeee,

Val encia County, NM..........ccccuviiiiiiiieinnennnn.
10780.ccciiiiieieeeeeeeeee Alex andria, LA

Gra Nt Parish, LA......cccccooiieiie e

Rap ides Parish, LA......cccvvvviviiiieiieee,
10900......cciiiieeiere e Alle ntown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA- [V R 1.03¢

War ren County, NJ........oooooriiiiiiiiiiiiieeee,

Car bon County, PA......cccco,

Leh igh County, PA........cccoiiiieeeee e,

Nor thampton County, PA.........cccccvviveeeeeeeeenn.
121020....cciiiiiieeeee e Alto 0Na, PA....ooii

Bla ir County, PA......coueiiiiiiieeee,
11200 Amar 0, TXeeieieeeiiiee e

Arm strong County, TX.....oovvvviiiiiiieieeeeeeeeeees

Car sSoN County, TX..ooovveieiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeiieinennnn

Pot ter County, TX oo

Ran dall County, TX....oooiiiiiiieeeee
12180, eeieiiiiee e Ames VA

Sto ry County, Ao
11260.ccciiiiiiiieeeeiieiieeecciieaes Anch orage, AK .o,

Anc horage Municipality, AK.........ccccccvvrvveennnn.

Mat anuska- Susitna Borough, AK...........cccuevviieene
11300 Ande rSON, IN....ooooiiii e

Mad ison County, IN........cccccvvnriniiiiiinrieene,
11340, Ande FSON, SC..ooiiiiiiiieie e

And erson County, SC.......ooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiis
L11460.cccciiiiiiiiiiiei e Ann Arbor, M.

Was htenaw County, Ml...........ceoviiiiiiiiiniianann.
11500, Anni ston- Oxford, AL.......ccccovvvriiiiiiiiieenens 0

Cal houn County, AL............ooeooee i
11540 Appl eton, Wl

Cal umet County, Wl.......cccoooiiiiis

Out agamie County, Wl........ccccouvvuviiiiiiiiennnen.
12700 Ashe Ville, NCooooee e

Bun combe County, NC........ooooeee v,

Hay wood County, NC......cccccuvvvviiiiiiiiieieeeeeenn.

Hen derson County, NC........ccccvuvvmiiiiiiiiieneen.

Mad ison County, NC.......ccocveiiiiniiinannnn.
12020..ccciiiiiiiieeecie e Athe ns- Clarke County, GA.......cccccvvvvvevrerreeenen,

Cla rke County, GA.......cccovvveviviiieiiieere e

Mad iSON County, GA.....ccooveviiiiiiiiiaeaeeee

Oco nee County, GA......cccoeiiiiiiiiieeiin,
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Ogl ethorpe County, GA.........oeovvvvveeeeeeneee,
12060.....cciiiiieaaeieeieieaee Atla nta-Sandy Springs- Marietta, GA.........eeeeeeeeeeen. 1.0310
Bar row County, GA.......coooriiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeees
Bar tow County, GA......oooiiiieeciir e
But ts County, GA........oveiiieieeeeeeeeeeiieeen,
Car roll County, GA. ...
Che rokee County, GA.......cccccvviiiiinineeannann.
Cla yton County, GA......coeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieaaeeeee,
Cob b County, GA......ccooeeee
Cow eta County, GA.....oooooveeeier e
Daw son County, GA........uuuiiiiieeeeieeeeeiin
DeK alb County, GA......ooovviiiiiie
Dou glas County, GA.......cccuvveeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeenn
Fay ette County, GA......oooo e
For syth County, GA.......cccccvvvvviiiiiieeeeeeeee
Ful ton County, GA ...
Gwi nnett County, GA.........eevieiiiiiiiiiieeieeeen,
Har alson County, GA........eeviieiiiiiiiiiieiaeeeen,
Hea rd County, GA.....ooovvvveeeeeeeeeeee e,
Hen ry County, GA.......cceeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeinn,
Jas per County, GA.......oooiiiiiiiee e,
Lam ar County, GA ...
Mer iwether County, GA.........cccoeeiiiiinnn.
New ton County, GA.....coovireeeiieeee e
Pau Iding County, GA.....coovvvveviiieieeeeeeeeee,
[[Page 24015]]
Pic kens County, GA......ccvvvvvveviiiiiieieeeeeeee,
Pik e County, GA.....oooiiiiee
Roc kdale County, GA......cccevviviiiiiiiiiai,
Spa Iding County, GA.....coovvvveviiieiieeeeeeeee,
Wal ton County, GA........cooooviiiiiiiieeciiies
12100 Atla ntic City, NJ..cooooiiiieiiniieeeeeeee
Atl antic County, NJ........ccccoeeeiiiiiiiinii,
12220 Aubu rn- Opelika, AL.........ooooiiiiiiiiis
Lee County, AL.....oovvveeeiiii e
12260..cccciiiiiiieeeeiiii e Augu sta-Richmond County, GA- ] O 1.0118
Bur ke County, GA........oooiiiiee e
Col umbia County, GA.......ccccoiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeen,
McD uffie County, GA.......oooiiii e
Ric hmond County, GA.......cccccvvvvvvvieeeeeeeee,
Aik en County, SC....ocvvvvvieeeieieeee e,
Edg efield County, SC............oo oo
12420 Aust in- Round ROCK, TX......ccoooviiiiiiiiiiees
Bas trop County, TX.oooiii e,
Cal dwell County, TX...ccoocvvriiriiiiiiiieeeeeeeeea
Hay S County, TX..oovveeiiiiiieeeeeeee e
Tra VIS County, TX ..o
Wil liamson County, TX......cccouviriiiiiiiiiieeeeenn.
12540 Bake rsfield, CA.....oo e
Ker N County, CA.....oooiiiiiieceee e,
12580....cciiiiiiiiiieee e Balt imore- Towson, MD........cccccovvveiineecnninnenn, 1.
Ann e Arundel County, MD............ooooiiiiiiiines
Bal timore County, MD...........cooooeiiiiiiiiins
Car roll County, MD.........coooooiiiiiiiiiiis
Har ford County, MD..........cooeeeviciniineieee
How ard County, MD.......ccccvvveeviiiiiieneeeeeeenn
Que en Anne's County, MD..........ccciiiiienennnn.
Bal timore City, MD........ccccoviiiiiiiiiieeeee
12620....ccciiiiiiiiiiieee e, Bang OF, ME. ...
Pen obscot County, ME...............oo oo
12700 i Barn stable Town, MA........cccoiiiiiic e
Bar nstable County, MA..........ccccuiiiiiiiieeeeen.
12940.....coiiiiiiiee e, Bato N Rouge, LA
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Asc ension Parish, LA........ccccocivieeinnieeee

Eas t Baton Rouge Parish, LA...........ccceeeeeeeeeen.

Eas t Feliciana Parish, LA.............cccccc.

Ibe rville Parish, LA........ccoce i

Liv ingston Parish, LA.......ccccccvvvveeeeeennnn,

Poi nte Coupee Parish, LA.............cocoiiiiinnes

St. Helena Parish, LA.......cccccconn,

Wes t Baton Rouge Parish, LA............cveeeeeeeeeen.

Wes t Feliciana Parish, LA........cccccovcivennnenn.
12980....ceiiiiiieeeee e Batt le Creek, Moo

Cal houn County, Ml............oooiiii s
13020....ccciiiiiiiiiiiee e, Bay City, Ml

Bay County, Ml.......oooiiii
13140, Beau mont- Port Arthur, TX......ccoooviiiineeen e 0

Har din County, TX ..o

Jef ferson County, TX...cccooiiiiiiiin,

Ora nge County, TX .o
13380, Bell ingham, WA ...

Wha tcom County, WA..........cooe i
13460.....ccciiiiiiiiie e Bend s ORL

Des chutes County, OR...........oooeeiiiiiiie
13644 Beth esda-Frederick- Gaithersburg, MD..................... 1.1026

Fre derick County, MD.........ccccuvvviiiiieieeeennenn.

Mon tgomery County, MD........ccccoovveiieiiiiiiennnns
13740 Bill INGS, MT ..o

Car bon County, MT ...,

Yel lowstone County, MT........cccocoiiiiiiiiieeeenn.
13780 Bing hamton, NY..........ooo o

Bro ome County, NY.....ooooiiiiiiiieeeeereeeeeiiens

Tio ga County, NY ..o
13820 Birm ingham- Hoover, AL........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiiennnen. 0.9

Bib b County, AL......ooviiiiiiiiiiiiii,

Blo unt County, AL....coovvvveeeeeiiie,

Chi Iton County, AL......ccccovvvvniiniiiiiiineeene
[[Page 24016]]

Jef ferson County, AL......ccccvevvveveeeereeeeenennn.

St. Clair County, AL.......uvveveveiiiiiiiieeeeeenn,

She by County, AL......ccoooeeiiiiiiiiiiiis

Wal ker County, AL......ccccoeiiiiiiiiii,
13900.....ciciiiiieiee e Bism arck, ND......oooiieirie e

Bur leigh County, ND.......ccovvvvvvveiieeeeeennnnn,

Mor ton County, ND........oovvvviiiiiiiinieeeeeeeeees
13980..cciiiiiiiieieeieeee Blac ksburg-Christiansburg- Radford, VA................... 0.85¢

Gil es County, VA ...

Mon tgomery County, VA........ooviiiieieeeeee,

Pul aski County, VA.......ccccoivvniiiinieeeeeeeeen

Rad ford City, VA,
14020 Bloo Mington, IN.......cccccoeiiiii s

Gre ene County, IN........cciiiii s

Mon roe County, IN.......ccccceeeeniieeeeiiieeeeiiins

Owe N County, IN...ccccooevier e
L14060......cciiiiaeaiiiiiiiieaee Bloo mington- Normal, IL..............oooiiiiiiiiiinnns 0.97

McL ean County, IL.....couuiiininiiiiieeiiii,
14260 Bois e City-  Nampa, ID.......ueeeeeeiiiiiiiiiaa, 0.9

Ada County, ID..ceevveeiiieeeeeeeeeeeee e

Boi se County, ID.....cccvveveeeiiriieiiieeeeeeeeee,

Can yon County, ID......cccoovieeiiiiiiiiiiiin

Gem County, ID....coooiiiii

Owy hee County, ID........cccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee,
N Bost on- QUINCY, MA.......oooovii e

Nor folk County, MA........ovvviieeieeeieeeeeeeeeee,

Ply mouth County, MA............coiie

Suf folk County, MA........ouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee,
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Ider County, CO.....cceeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiis

ing Green, KY ...

onson County, KY.......oooviiiiiiiiieeieecieeiens

ren County, KY......ooocov v

erton- Silverdale, WA..............cccccc. 1.

sap County, WA........ooiiis

geport-Stamford- Norwalk, CT.....cvvvvieiennnnnn. 1.3359
rfield County, CT.....cccccvvvvneriiiiieieeeeeen,

nsville-  Harlingen, TX..........ccooeecivvviininnnns 0.93

ntley County, GA......ccccvvvviiiiiiiia,

NN County, GA.....ccoeeieee e

ntosh County, GA.........ccoeeevieicnirnirnnee,

alo- Niagara Falls, NY.......ccccccoeeeiiiiiinnnnnn.

e County, NY ...,

gara County, NY ...,

ington, NC.....ooooeveeeii s

mance County, NC..........ccceeviciiiineneeee,

ington-  South Burlington, VT..........cccccviiienee 1.0
ttenden County, V...

nklin County, VT.......ooooiiiiiiiiiiee

nd Isle County, VT...ccocvvvvviiiiiiiiieeeeeeen,
ridge-Newton-  Framingham, MA........ccccccevveeennn. 1.1765
dlesex County, MA.......ccccciiiiiiiinnnnnnnn,

lington County, NJ............coooe i,

den County, NJ.....vvvvveeiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee,

ucester County, NJ..........coovvvvvivivniinnnnnnn.

on- Massillon, OH...........iiin.

roll County, OH.........cccuvvmiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee,

rk County, OH.....ooovvvvvieiii,

Coral- Fort Myers, FL..........ccooeccvvvinninnnns 0.9
County, FL...ouiiiiiiiieeeiecie e,

on City, NV

SON City, NV,

rona County, WY ........ccoovvviiiiiiiieeeeeee,
r Rapids, A ..o,
ton County, 1A,
es County, 1A ...
nCounty, A ...

paign- Urbana, IL........ccccocvviviiiininnienne. 0.
mpaign County, IL.....ccccccvvvvvviviiniinnennnnn,

d County, IL....oueiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee,

tt County, IL...oouuueeiiiiiiiieiieeei,

leston, WV ...,

ne County, WV......ccccceeeeiieeeeeeieeeeeieienens

y County, WV.....oooovriiiiiieeeeeeceeeeiiieen

awha County, WV.......ccoooo,

coln County, WV......ccoooiiiiiii.

nam County, WV........ccoceeiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiine,

leston-  North Charleston, SC............cccccovveenne 0.9
keley County, SC.......cceeeevvveiiiiiiis

rleston County, SC.......cccvvviiiiiiiniinnnnnn.

chester County, SC......ccccovvviiiiiiiiiinnnnnnn.
lotte-Gastonia-Concord, NC- SCaiiiiieeeeee 0.99¢
on County, NC.....oooooevieiiiicee e

arrus County, NC......cccoovveviievieeeiiiiinnn,

ton County, NC........oooriiiiiiiieees

klenburg County, NC........ccccocmviiiiiiiinnnen.
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on County, NC.....ooooooiieiierceee e,
k County, SC......ouuviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiieeeeeeee
lottesville, VA ...
emarle County, VA.....ccccccevvvvviiieee,
vanna County, VA.......cccccceeieieieeeieeeeeeinns
ene County, VAo
son County, VA,
rlottesville City, VA......cccoiiiiiiiieeee
tanooga, TN-  GA....coooiiiiirrecee e 0.9435
00sa County, GA........covieiieieeeeeeeeeeeeinnns
e County, GA....ccooi i
ker County, GA......cccuvvvieiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeen
ilton County, TN......ccoeeiiiiis
ion County, TN......cocecvririiieiiniieeeeeeee e
uatchie County, TN............o oo ieiiiiiiinns

amie County, WY ...
ago-Naperville- Joliet, IL.......ccooiiiiiiie 1.1240
K County, IL.....ccccvvviiriiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeen

alb County, IL.......ccooeiviniiiniiiireeeee,

age County, IL....ccouviuiiiiiieeiiiieeeiiiien,

ndy County, IL.......ceeviiiiiiniiniiian.

e County, L.,

dall County, IL....coovvvveviiiiiiiiee,

te County, CA ...,
innati-Middletown, OH-KY- INL e, 1.0264
rborn County, IN..........cccooviiiiiiiiene,

nklin County, IN............coo i

0 County, IN......ooi

ne County, KY.....cooooeeeiiiieeeiereeeeiiiinn,

cken County, KY ....oovvviieiiiiiie

pbell County, KY.......cccoooeieiiiies

latin County, KY .....ccoooeiiiiiis

nt County, KY.....oouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee

ton County, KY ..coovvovieiiiicceee e,

dleton County, KY...........ooo oo,

wn County, OH........ccccceiiiiviiiiieeeeii,

ler County, OH......oooooiiiiiii,

rmont County, OH...........cooiiiii

ilton County, OH..........cccooviiiiiiiiene,

ren County, OH..........cooovviiiiciiiie e,

ksville, TN- KY e 0.8655

dley County, TN. ...,
k County, TN.....ooooiiieeeee

eland-Elyria- Mentor, OH.........ccccuvveeeeeeeenenn. 0.9797
ahoga County, OH...........ooeovveeeiiiini,

uga County, OH.......ccovvviiiiiiieeieieceeeeies

e County, OH......ouvviiiiiiiiiien

ain County, OH.........ccccuviiviiiiiiiiieeeee,

ina County, OH........ccccvviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeen,

rd'Alene, ID.......coovevieviiiee s

tenai County, ID........cccccennrnniinninene,

ege Station- Bryan, TX.....ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiies 0.9817
Z0S County, TX..oooiiii e
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leson County, TX...covceveeeveiiiieiiieeeeeeen,
ertson County, TX.....iiiiies
rado Springs, CO......coeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiie

houn County, SC.........ccoeeeeviinivnrieee

rfield County, SC.......coovviiiieiiiiinn.
shaw County, SC.......cooeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiie

ington County, SC.....cccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiaanannn,
hland County, SC......ccccccvvvvvviiiiiieeeeeee,

uda County, SC.........ooeviee i,
Mbus, GA- AL....ciiiiii,
sell County, AL.....ccccuvviviviiiiiiiieeeeeeeene.
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ttahoochee County, GA...........cooeeeiiiiiines

ris County, GA ...,

ion County, GA........oooeviiee e
cogee County, GA.........ceiiiieiriiieiiiiiine
MDUS, IN...eee s

aware County, OH............ccvvviieiineennn.
rfield County, OH............ovvviiiiiiiiiiiennnn.
nklin County, OH.......cccocin,
king County, OH..............oo oo,
ison County, OH.............coo oo,
row County, OH......cccooovvviiiiiiieieiiiiiinnn,
kaway County, OH...........covveiiiieiiiiinnnenn.
on County, OH........ouiiiiiiiiiii,
US Christi, TXu.ooiiiiiiiiieiiee e
nsas County, TX....ccooeeeveiieeereeeeeieiiiennn,
Ces County, TX..cooeiiieee e
Patricio County, TX....cccoovviiiiiiianannnnnnnn.
allis, OR...oeeeiiiiiiii,

ton County, OR....ccoovvieiiiiiceee e

erland, MD-  WV....oooviiiiiiiiiee e 0.8701

egany County, MD.......cccooevvvvvveiiiiinnnnnnn,
eral County, WV .......ccuvueiiiiiiiieiiieiieaeenn.

as-Plano- Irving, TX .o 1.040

lin County, TX..ooooooieriniiiiniieiieeeee e
las County, TX....cooocenerieniiniiniireeeeeeee
ta County, TX ..o
ton County, TX ..o,
IS County, TX ..o
tCounty, TX .o
fman County, TX..cooovvvveeiiiiieeeeeeeee,

milion County, IL.........cccoiiiiiiiiiinii.
ille, VA .o

tsylvania County, VA........ccccuuveevieeeeeennenn.

ville City, VA,
nport-Moline-Rock Island, IA-

ry County, IL.......coooviiiiiies
cer County, IL.....ooovimiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeis

k Island County, IL...........coeeiiiiiiiiinns
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ene County, OH........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii.
mi County, OH.........ccccvvviiiiiiiiiieieceeee,

rence County, AL.......oouuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinnn,
gan County, AL......ccceeeeineeeiereeeeeiieinennn,

on County, IL.....oooiiiiiiiiiis

ona-Daytona Beach-  Ormond Beach, FL.................. 0.94
usia County, FL......ccoooviin,

er- Aurora, CO.......ccocveeeeeiiiiiiieeee s

ms County, CO.....ovvveiiieieeeeeeeeeeeein,

pahoe County, CO.........cooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee

omfield County, CO..........oeeeeiiiiiiiiie

ar Creek County, CO.........euvveviieieeeeenennenn.

ver County, CO...ceevvvieieiieeeiicee e

glas County, CO......ceeeeevvivieiiieiiinns

ert County, CO......oooeviiiiiiiiiineeeees

pin County, CO......cccuvviieiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeenn.

ferson County, CO.......eevvieiiiiiiiiiiiianannn.

k County, CO.....oooveriiiieiiiniinrieeeeeeeee

Moines- West Des Moines, lA..........cccocovernenne 0.9
las County, 1A ...,

hrie County, [A......ccccccoi,

ison County, 1A........ccccoei i

k County, 1A

ren County, [A.......cccoeiiricciiiee e,

oit-Livonia- Dearborn, Ml.........cccovviiiiiieeen. 1.0489

eva County, AL.........coeeevvviiiiiiiciieeee
ry County, AL.......oovvvvveviiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeens

th, MN- Wl 1.0
Iton County, MNL.........ooooiiiiiiii,
Louis County, MN............eeoeeviiiiciiiiinns
glas County, Wl..........coeeeeveeeiiiiiiiii,

tham County, NC.........ooooiiiiiiiiiiies
ham County, NC.......ccccooviiiiiiiinn.
nge County, NC.....cccooevvviiiiiieieeeiiiiinnn,
son County, NC........ovvveeinieeeieieeeiiiieennn,
Claire, Wl ...
ppewa County, Wl.........ooouiiiiiiiiiiiiieees
Claire County, Wl........coeevviieiieeeieiinanenn.

dlesex County, NJ......uveveeveviiieeiieeeenennnn,
mouth County, NJ...........coo e
an County, NJ......ooioiiiiiiiiin
erset County, NJ.......ccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn,
entro, CA ...
erial County, CA.....ccccovvvveriniiinieeeeeeeeen
abethtown, KY .....cccoooooi,
din County, KY ...
ue County, KY....ooouuiiiiiieeeieieeeeiiiiin,
art- Goshen, IN........coocveevicie e,
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ne- Springfield, OR............cccccoiiiiiin s

e County, OR......ovvvviiiieiiieeeeeen

sville, IN- KY e 0.9087
son County, IN........ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiin

ey County, IN.......ccceiiiiieiieeie,

derburgh County, IN.................oc oo

rick County, IN.........ccccvvviiriniieeeeeeee,

derson County, KY .....ccooooiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnn.

ster County, KY ..o,

banks, AK ...,

ba Municipio, PR.......ccccccoc.
ardo Municipio, PR............cccoc,
uillo Municipio, PR............uuiiiiiiiiiiiennen.

0, ND- MN...ooiiiiiiiiie e 0.
s County, ND.......coovvvveiinieeeieeeeeeeiiienenn

y County, MNL......uuiiiiiiiieiiieeiiin
iNgton, NM......cccooiiiii s

Juan County, NM......cccooeivvivririeeiiiiinnnnnn,
tteville, NC......ooooiieiiiiec e
berland County, NC.......cccccvvvvvvvvieeneennnn.

e County, NC....oooooiiiiii e,
tteville-Springdale-Rogers, AR- MO....cccciiiis 0
ton County, AR.......ceiiiiiieieeeee,
ison County, AR........ccccennnrnnrinrinrieeee
hington County, AR.......ccccvvvvveeiiinn,

esee County, Ml.........ooooeevviviiiiiiinnnnnn.

Florence, SC......cooiviveiiiiiieiieieeeeen

lington County, SC........cccvvveviiiiieieeeeeenn.

rence County, SC.......covvvvvveiiiiiiieneeee,

ence- Muscle Shoals, AL...........ccoeeevirierennn. 0

bert County, AL.......ccccccvvvvriririiiiiieeeeen,

derdale County, AL......cccccvvviiiiiiiiannnnnnn.

duLac, Wl

d du Lac County, Wl........cccccvvvvvnrnnnnennnn.

Collins-  Loveland, CO.......c.cccocvvverinerennn. 1.038
imer County, CO.......coeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiie
Lauderdale-Pompano Beach- Deerfield Beach, FL.......
ward County, FL......cccoovvinn,

Smith, AR-  OK..ooooiiiiii e, 0.8322
wford County, AR.......cccccvniiniiiiiinieeeee,

nklin County, AR........ccccoiiiiiiis

astian County, AR...........ooooiiiiiiiiiis

Flore County, OK........ocooiciiiiiiiiiiiiee

uoyah County, OK........cccccuvmrnriiniriieeeenen,

Walton Beach-Crestview- Destin, FL......cccccouvee.. 0.91°
loosa County, FL......ccccceviiiiiiiinnn.

Wayne, IN......ccooooeiiiin

en County, IN.......cci

Is County, IN.......ccooenrinninineeeeee

tley County, IN.....ooovvviiieiiiiieeee,

Worth-  Arlington, TX ..., 1.0
nson County, TX.....ccooviiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeeiians
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wah County, AL.......cceeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaannn,
esville, FL......oooiiiii
chua County, FL..........coooooeeiiiiiiinns
christ County, FL.......cccccvvviviiiiiiiinenneen,
esville, GA......ooiiie

per County, IN......ccccvieiiiiiiiiiies

e County, IN.......ooiiiiie e

ton County, IN........coovvieiiiiiieeeieeeees

ter County, IN........oooi

SFalls, NY. .,

ren County, NY .....ccoooiviiiiiiiiiiiiinnn

hington County, NY .....cccccevvvevieen,

Shoro, NC.....ooovviiiiiiieee e

ne County, NC......cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiien

d Forks, ND-  MN....oooiiiiiiiiiee e, 0.8267
k County, MNL......ooovviiieeeiiee e,

nd Forks County, ND...........ccceveeveeeenennnn.

d Junction, CO.......ccoevviiieeeniiee e

a County, CO...oovviiiiiiiie e

d Rapids- Wyoming, Ml..........ccccceiiiiininnnnnn. 0.977
ry County, Ml........oooovviiiiciiieee e,

ia County, Ml......ccccuveeeriiiiiiieeieeeeeeee,

tCounty, Moo,

aygo County, Ml..........cooooviiiiiiiiiiin.

tFalls, MT. .o

nto County, Wl.......ooovviieiiiiieiiiiiieeeeinns

nsboro- High Point, NC............cccccvvvvneenee. 0.9
Iford County, NC..........ouviviiiiiiiiiiieieeeenn.

dolph County, NC.........oooooiiiiiiiiis
kingham County, NC..............cooeeeeiinnnnns

nville, NC...oooieiiie e

ene County, NC.........ooooiiiiiiiie,
tCounty, NC.....ooooii s

nville, SC.....ooiieeeee e

oyo Municipio, PR..........cooiiiiiiis

yama Municipio, PR...............ccoeviiinns

illas Municipio, PR........ccccooevcivviniinnne,

port-  Biloxi, MS.........ccooiiiiis 0

cock County, MS........ueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii,

rison County, MS........coeviiiiiiiiiiiiiniinannn,

ne County, MS.........oeeviiiiniee e,

rstown-Martinsburg, MD- WV 0.9455
hington County, MD...........c.ocoiiiiiiiiinee.

keley County, WV.......cccooiiiiiiiiinnnn.
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gan County, WV....ccoooooviiiriiicieee e,

ord- Corcoran, CA.......cccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee

gs County, CA.....coooiiiiiiie e,

isburg- Carlisle, PA.............oo oo, 0.9
berland County, PA...........ccceveeeiiin,

phin County, PA.........ccoiieeee

ry County, PA......iiiis
isonburg, VA .. ..ot

kingham County, VA.........cccoeiinvivinineenen,
risonburg City, VA.....ccccoiiiieveeeee,
ford-West Hartford- East Hartford, CT................ 1.149
tford County, CT......evviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeen,

dlesex County, CT.....ccccvvvvrvmrriiieeeeeeeeenn

land County, CT......ccoeocvvnniiiiiiniinreeeee,
iesburg, MS.......ccocvveeiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee,

rest County, MS........cooiiiiiis

ar County, MS.........iis

ry County, MS........iiiiis
ory-Lenoir- Morganton, NC..............ccoevveeennes 0.9471
xander County, NC..........cccccvvvvvvnvinnnennnn.

ke County, NC.......oooiiiiiiiiiieeee

dwell County, NC.......oooooeiiiiii.

awba County, NC.......cccoviiiiiiinnn.

sville-  Fort Stewart, GA\3\........ccccceerinnee 0.9
erty County, GA......ooooeeeeeree e

gCounty, GA...coiiiei e

and- Grand Haven, Ml...........cccccuviiiieieinneen.

awa County, Ml........ccoiiiis

lulu, HlLo

olulu County, Hl........coociiiiiee,

SPrings, AR ...

land County, AR.....ccovviviiiiiiiiiiii,

a-Bayou Cane- Thibodaux, LA..........ccccuvvvieeeeen. 0.8279
ourche Parish, LA........cccccoiviiiniennnnn

rebonne Parish, LA..........cccccoiiinninnns

ton-Sugar Land-  Baytown, TX.......cccccvveverennnn. 1.0426
tin County, TX ..o

zoria County, TX. ..,

mbers County, TX.....ccoovveevriiieiirieeeeeeenn,

t Bend County, TX...ooeveeeeeiiiiiieeeeeeeeenn,

veston County, TX.....cvviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeees

riS County, TX. .o,

erty County, TX ..o,

tgomery County, TX....ccccoeeeveeeerrrineiiiinennnn

Jacinto County, TX....cccoeeeveeeiiiiiiiiiins

ler County, TX ..o
ington-Ashland, WV-KY- OH....ooiiieee, 0.9484
d County, KY ...t

enup County, KY ..o,

rence County, OH..........ccceeviiiiiieiiienennns

ell County, WV........uuveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeen,

ne County, WV......ccooiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee

SVille, ALt

estone County, AL..........coovvvvvvvvciinineenn.

ison County, AL........ccooeeeeveecnnninniineee

oFalls, ID.....coooiiiii

neville County, ID........ccccvveeiiiiiiinnnnnn,

ferson County, ID..........cooooeeiiiiiiininns

anapolis- Carmel, IN.....cccccvvvvivieien, 1.032
ne County, IN.......ooooeeviiiicie e,

wn County, IN........coo

ilton County, IN........cccuvviiiiiiiiieeeeeeen,
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Han cock County, IN.....oovvveeeeeeie,
Hen dricks County, IN........cccooeieiiiiiiis
Joh nson County, IN........ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiis
Mar ion County, IN....cceevviiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeeee,
Mor gan County, IN........ccoevviiiiiiee e,
Put nam County, IN.........ccoiiiiiii
She Iby County, IN.......cccouiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee,
26980.....ceuiiiiiiiiieeiieae e lowa City, LA
Joh Nnson County, 1A.......cccccvvvvvivriiiieeeeeeee,
Was hington County, [A......ccccvvvvvviviiieeeeeee,
27060......ccieiiiiieiieee e Itha €A, NY it
Tom pkins County, NY ......cccccoeiiiiiiiiiie
27100 i Jack SON, Moo
Jac kson County, Ml........cccccinniiiiiiirieeee,
27140, Jack SON, MS...oiiiii e
Cop iah County, MS........ccccuviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee.
Hin ds County, MS.........cccoiiiiiiiieeeeeeee
Mad ison County, MS............oii i,
Ran kin County, MS..........ccoocii i
Sim pson County, MS......ccccccvvvviiiiieieeeeeeeee,
27180..ccuiiiiiiiiieeiieiieae e Jack SON, TN,
Che ster County, TN......cccciviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee,
Mad ison County, TN.....oeeiiiiiiiii s
27260......ccociiieee e Jack SONVille, FL......coviiiiiiieiicc e
Bak ercounty, FL....cooovuveeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee,
Cla Yy County, FL...cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeee
Duv al County, FL.....ouuiiiiiiiiiiii,
Nas sau County, FL........ccccvvieiinieeeeeieieieeies
St. Johns County, FL.......ccccocnvvviviniinieenee,
27340, Jack sonville, NC......ooovveeiiiiiiee e
Ons low County, NC......ocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee
[[Page 24023]]
27500....cc et Jane Sville, Wl
Roc k County, Wl.....ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee
27620, Jeff erson City, MO..............oo oo,
Cal laway County, MO........ccccccvvrrrinririreeeneen,
Col e County, MO.......cccocvvriinniiniiirieeeeeeee
Mon iteau County, MO........ccccuvvvviviiiiiiieeeeeenn.
Osa ge County, MO.......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie,
27740 i John SON City, TN
Car ter County, TN,
Uni Coi County, TN....ccoiiireieeeiiieeeeeree e
Was hington County, TN.........iiiiiiiiinnnnnn.
27780.cccuiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieaae e John stown, PA......
Cam bria County, PA.....ccccvevevveivieeeeeeeee,
27860.......cceiiriieiie e Jone ShOro, AR ....cvviiiieicee e
Cra ighead County, AR........cccciiinn.
Poi nsett County, AR.......ciiiiiii
27900......ccii e Jopl N, MOt
Jas per County, MO..........ceevvvviiiieieeeeeeeeeens
New ton County, MO........coovvvvviiiiiiieiee e,
28020 Kala mazoo- Portage, Ml............coooiiiiiiiiiiinens 1.
Kal amazoo County, Ml........ccccvveiiiiiiinnn,
Van Buren County, Ml.........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn.
28100.....ccuiiiiieiiiieiieeeee e Kank akee- Bradley, IL..........ccoccvvvvivviiiiinenne, 1
Kan kakee County, IL.......ccccccvmernrrnnrinninnnnn.
28140....cciiiie e Kans as City, MO-  KS....oooiiiiiiieic e 0.9970
Fra nklin County, KS.......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee,
Joh nson County, KS........cccciiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeen.
Lea venworth County, KS.......cccccccvvvvieeeennnnn,
Lin N County, KS.....ooocveevieiiiiiiceeeeeeeeee
Mia mi County, KS......ocoooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e,
Wya ndotte County, KS.......cccocviviiiiiinnnn.
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es County, MO........ccoeevvvviiiiiie e

dwell County, MO..........ooooeiiiiiiiiis

s County, MO.......ooooiiiiiiiiiies

y County, MO........oovvvviiiiiieeeieieeeeeeiienen

nton County, MO.......cccoeevvvieiiieieeiiiiienn,

kson County, MO...........cooeeiiiiiiiiies

ayette County, MO..........oeveiiiiiiiiiiiiiininn,

tte County, MO........ooooiiiiiiiie,

County, MO........eeiiiieeeieeeeen

ewick-Richland- Pasco, WA.........coeeevninee 1.0569
ton County, WA........ooiii e

nklin County, WA........ccoiviiiiiiiee,

een-Temple- Fort Hood, TX....cccccevieiiinnnnnnnnnn. 0.8653
| County, TX i

yell County, TX...ccooviiiiieiiiniiiieeeeeeeee

pasas County, TX....ccooovereriieeiiiiiiineennn
sport-Bristol-Bristol, TN- VA 0.803
kins County, TN.......ccccuveiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeenn.

livan County, TN........cccccvvvviviirieeeeeeeenn.

stol City, VA ...,

tt County, VAo

hington County, VA.......ccccvviiiiieiiiniianenn.

ter County, NY....ooviiriiii e
Ville, TN
erson County, TN.......oooooiiiiiiii,
unt County, TN,
X County, TN......cooviiiiiiin e
don County, TN.....ccccvvvririiiiiireeeeeee e
on County, TN..cooiiiie e,

ard County, IN........ccouiiiiiiiiiiieeee

ton County, IN........oooviiiiiiieeeeieeeees

rosse, Wl-  MN....cooooiiiiiiiiiiee 1.0160
ston County, MN.......cccooveviiiriieiiiiinnn.

Crosse County, Wl.......ceeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiinne.

yette, IN.....oooi

ton County, IN........covvieiiiiiieeeiereees

roll County, IN......covvvveeeiieee,

pecanoe County, IN........ccccooeeeeriririiiennnn.

yette, LA .,

ayette Parish, LA........ccccoeiiiiiiin,

Martin Parish, LA........cccccciiin.

Charles, LA......cooieeeeiiiee e,

casieu Parish, LA........cccccceviiiiiinneens

eron Parish, LA........ccooviiiiiiii,

County-Kenosha County, IL- W, 1.112
e County, L.,

osha County, Wl.......ccccocvvnnrniinniiiinnnen,

Havasu City - Kingman, AZ.............ccceeeennns 0.9790

b County, TX ..o
Cruces, NM....ooooviiiiii
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a Ana County, NM........ccccoeeveiiiiiininiiinnnnnn,
Vegas- Paradise, NV.......ccccoooiiin. 1.
rk County, NV......ccoooiiiiiiiies

ence, KS. ...

Ston, ID- WAL ..o 0.991
Perce County, ID.........coooiiiiiiiiiiiinenn,

tin County, WA......ccccoiiiii,

ston- Auburn, ME...........ccooiiiiiiis 0
roscoggin County, ME...........cccccvvvvvveeennnnn.
ngton- Fayette, KY.....ccoooiiiiiinieieeeeeeens 0.
rbon County, KY.......coooiiiiiiiis

rk County, KY ...

ette County, KY ..o,
samine County, KY .....cccccoeeeveeeiiii,

tt County, KY . .ooooiiiieiieeeiee e

caster County, NE...........ccoovvvvviiinnnneenn,

ard County, NE...........ccocvimiiiiiiiiieeee.

le Rock- North Little Rock, AR..........ccceveeeeee. 0.92
Ikner County, AR....ccovvvvieiiiiiieeeeeei,

Nt County, AR......ccoovriiiieii e

oke County, AR........cccvvvvvviiiiiiieeeeeeeeen

ry County, AR.......cooiiiiis

aski County, AR ...,

ine County, AR......evvivvviiiiiiiieieeeeeeee,

N, UT- DD, 0.

gg County, TX. oo

K County, TX e,

hur County, TX...eeeeieeeieeecceeee e,

VIEW, WA ...t

litz County, WA......cccoiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee
Angeles-Long Beach-  Glendale, CA.................... 1.234¢
Angeles County, CA............eeeeeiiiiiiiiene

sville, KY- INL e 0.9509
rk County, IN........ccoooiiiiis

yd County, IN........cocciiiiiiiiiieieeeee,

rison County, IN......cccoeeeeeeeee,

hington County, IN...............ooeeeiiiniine

litt County, KY ..o,
ry County, KY. ...
ferson County, KY.....occooiiiiiiiiiiiieeee,
de County, KY....oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee
son County, KY.....ooovviviiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeieens
ham County, KY ...,
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erst County, VA ...
omattox County, VA.......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeees
ford County, VA........ouviiiiiiiiiiiiee,
pbell County, VA.............o oo,
ford City, VAo,

b County, GA......coieeee
wford County, GA......evvvvvveieeeeeeeeeeeeeee,
es County, GA.......ooevviciiieie e

eraCounty, CA.....cooovveeeiereee e

SON, Wi

umbia County, Wl.......ccccccoiiiiiiinnnnnn.

e County, Wl

a County, Wl

hester- Nashua, NH.........ccccccoiiiiinnnns 1.0
Isborough County, NH............cccccvvvvveennnn.

field, OH......cccoeeeiiiiiee e,

kson County, OR.........cccoceevinnnniiniiennee,

his, TN-MS-  AR....ccociiieie e 0.9703
ttenden County, AR ...,

oto County, MS.......iiiiii,

shall County, MS........cccccvvviiiiiieeeneeeenn.

e County, MS......ccooceiiiiiie e,

ica County, MS..........ccooeei i

ette County, TN...ccooiriii e,

Iby County, TN

ced County, CA.....ccvvvvvveriiiiineeeeeee e

i-Miami Beach- Kendall, FL.........cccuuvveeeeeennn. 1.0492
mi- Dade County, FL......cccccccciiinnn.

igan City- La Porte, IN.....cvvveeeeeeeieeceeeee, 0.9351

land County, TX ..o
aukee-Waukesha- West Allis, Wl...........oeeeeeeeeen. 1.0715
waukee County, Wl.......ccccocevvvivninnnnnennnnn.

ukee County, Wl.......vvvveveveeiiiiiiieeeeneenn,

hington County, Wl........ccccccocciiinn.

kesha County, Wl.........ccocciiiiiiiiiiiiiineee

eapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN- Wl 1
ka County, MN........ceeeeiiiiiiiiir e,

ver County, MN..........ovieiiiiiieeeiereeeeeeens

sago County, MN.........ccooviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiennn,

ota County, MN........ccciiiis

nepin County, MN............oe e

nti County, MNL.......coooveeiii,

sey County, MN..........coovriiiiiiiiien e,
tt County, MN.......oooviiiiiieie e,
rburne County, MN..........ccccuuiiiiiiiiiiennnn.
hington County, MN.............ocooiiiiiiiiinee.
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roe County, Ml......ccccoeeviviiiiinieiiiiiiinnn,

gomery, AL...cooiiiiiiiiiii e

auga County, AL........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiines

ore County, AL........oooriiiiiiiiiinieeieees

ndes County, AL.........eeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiinianannn.
tgomery County, AL..........ccevevrevrvivninnnnn.
antown, WV.......coooiiineeee,

ongalia County, WV.........ccccciiiiininnn.

ston County, WV........cooiiiiiiiieees
IStOWN, TN oo,

inger County, TN...cocvvveiiiiieeeeeeeeeee

blen County, TN.......cococeiiiiniiireeeee,

ferson County, TN.......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeen,
tVernon- Anacortes, WA.........ccciiiiiiiennnn. 1.104
git County, WA ...,

1€, IN .o

aware County, IN.......cccooevvvvvviiiiiiiinn.

egon- Norton Shores, Ml........ccccccvvieninnnn. 1
kegon County, M.,

le Beach-Conway-  North Myrtle Beach, SC.............. 0.90!
ry County, SC......ooovvviiiiiiiiii e,

aCounty, CA. ..o,

es- Marco Island, FL.........cccooiiviiiiiiiinnnnn.
lier County, FL......ocooeeeeiiieiiis
ville-Davidson-- Murfreesboro, TN.........cceeeeee. 1.0164
non County, TN........iieiiieeeeieeeeeeeeiieeeee
atham County, TN......ccccceiiiiii,
idson County, TN......coooeiiiiiie

kson County, TN......oeeeeeeiieeee
kman County, TN.......ccccvvrvriiiiriiieeeeeeenn,

on County, TN..coiiiie e,
ertson County, TN........ooiiiiiii,
herford County, TN......cccccoiiiiin.

th County, TN........ooooiiii e

ner County, TN.......oovriiiiiiiciie e,
usdale County, TN........ooooiiiiiiiiiiis
liamson County, TN.......cccoviiiiiiiiiiinennnnn,

son County, TN.......oooiiiis

au- SUffolk, NY ..o,

sau County, NY ...cccoovvivireiriieeiccneen

folk County, NY ...,
rk-Union, NJ- PA. e 1.2443
ex County, NJ ...,
terdon County, NJ........cccoevvvvvveeeeennnnnnn,

ris County, NJ....cccoovvviriiiiniiiiieeeeeee e

sex County, NJ......oooiiiiiiiiceeeie

on County, NJ......iiiiiiiin

e County, PA ...
Haven- Milford, CT.......cccccoevviiiiiiinine 1.
Haven County, CT........ccceeeviiiieeiinneeeeenns
Orleans-Metairie- Kenner, LA..........ccooiiiene 0.9333
ferson Parish, LA..........ccooiiiiiiie
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eans Parish, LA......cccooooeveiiiiieeeeeeeen,

quemines Parish, LA........ccccooiiiinnn.

Bernard Parish, LA........ccooviveeiiiiiieiin
Charles Parish, LA........ccoooviiiiiieii,

John the Baptist Parish, LA..................
Tammany Parish, LA.........cccccvvvvvvvveennnnn.
York-Wayne-White Plains, NY- NJ

gen County, NJ......ouuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii,
son County, NJ......cooooeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee,
saic County, NJ......cccccvvvvnrnniiininnneeeee,
nx County, NY.....ccoooveiiiiiieeeerieeeeiiiinn,
gs County, NY ....coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e,
York County, NY ...,
nam County, NY ...
ens County, NY ...cocoooviviiiiriiiiiceneen

hmond County, NY........cccccvvviviriniiieeeeenn.

kland County, NY.......ccccouiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeen.

tchester County, NY.......ccccvviiiiiiiiiiennnnn.
s- Benton Harbor, Ml...............veeennn.

rien County, Ml..............oo oo,

ich- New London, CT........ccccvevvvvenrnnenn,
London County, CT......cooceiiiiiiiiiiiieeee
and-Fremont- Hayward, CA................
meda County, CA........cccccvirnriiriiineeeeeen,
tra Costa County, CA......ccccoeveveeeieiiiennens

Or County, TX..uieeeeeie e
n- Clearfield, UT........ccccouiiiiiiiiieeiieeeee,
is County, UT ...,
gan County, UT...ccccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiceneennn
er County, UT.....ooovviiiiinieeeieeeeeiiene,
homa City, OK.........oooovieee i
adian County, OK ..o

veland County, OK.........ccccuvviiiiiiieieeennnnn.

dy County, OK....ooovvvvveieeeiieecc,
coln County, OK.......ccccvvvvvviiiiiiiieeeeeeeene.
an County, OK....coooovvvieiiiriee e
lain County, OK.......covveiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaiaeenn,

ahoma County, OK..........cccevvveviiiiiiiieeeen.

pia, WA ..,
rston County, WA ......cccooviieeiiieeeeeiieienn,

a-Council Bluffs, NE- A,

rison County, 1A......cccooieiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee
Is County, 1A ...,

tawattamie County, |A......cccccvvveeveereennnn.

s County, NE......cccooevviiieiiireeeiiiiienn

e County, FL.uoiiiiii

nge County, FL.....ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiie,
eola County, FL......cccccooeiiiiiii,
inole County, FL....vvvvviiiiieiiiiieeeeeee,

osh- Neenah, Wl.........cccoooviiiiiiininens
nebago County, Wl.............oooe s

ShOro, KY .ou oo
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iess County, KY.....occovvvvvriieniiniieeeeeeeen,

cock County, KY.....ooiiiiiiiiiiiieeee

ean County, KY ....ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiien

rd-Thousand Oaks-  Ventura, CA..........ccocverennnn. 1.2433
tura County, CA.....coovvreeiciiee e

Bay-Melbourne-  Titusville, FL....................... 0.9782
vard County, FL.........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiees

gler County, FL........oooeciniiiriieeee
ma City- Lynn Haven, FL.................cccccinnnns 0.87

County, FL...ouiiiiiiiieeececee e,

ersburg-Marietta, WV- OH....ooiiee 0.8502
hington County, OH........cccccoiiiiiinn.

asants County, WV........coooiiiiiiiiinnnnn.

tCounty, WV

d County, WV.....ooooeinniiniinieeeeeeeeee

agoula, MS...........ooii

rge County, MS..........ooooiiiiiiii e,

kson County, MS..........ccociiiiiiiiiiiiee

ody, MA ...

ex County, MA......cooooveieier e

acola-Ferry Pass- Brent, FL..........ccoovviiiinnnnn. 0.8687
ambia County, FL...........ccccoooiiiiiiiiinns

shall County, IL.......ccevveeveieiiiiiieeeeeennn,
ria County, IL......ccccooeiiiiiiiiiis

rk County, IL.....ccooeeiiiiiiiiiiis
ewell County, IL.......ccooceciiiniiirireeee,
dford County, IL........ccoceciiiiiiirineeee,
adelphia, PA.....ccoooviieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee

ks County, PA.....ccccooiiiis
ster County, PA.......ooooi
aware County, PA........cccccoeeiiiiieiiieceees
tgomery County, PA.........ccoiiieeieeeee,
ladelphia County, PA.......cccccvvvvvvveeeeeee.
nix-Mesa- Scottsdale, AZ.........ccccevveiiinnn.n. 1.076
icopa County, AZ.........eeeeeeeeeeeieiiinaaaaannn,
al County, AZ.....cccvvveeeiiiiieiiiieeeeeeee,
BIUFf, AR...ooiiie e
veland County, AR.........cccoeeeeeiiiiiiies
ferson County, AR........oovviiiiiiiiiiiii.
coln County, AR.......cooiiie
sburgh, PA.......ccooeeeeeee
egheny County, PA.........cccooiiviiiinieeeeen,
strong County, PA.........oiiii,
ver County, PA........i
ler County, PA.......couueiiiiiiiieieeiieeeee
ette County, PA.....cooooi i,
hington County, PA........cccvvvvvvveiieeeeeee.
tmoreland County, PA.........cccuvviiiieeeeennenn.
sfield, MA........oo

na D[iacute]az Municipio, PR............ccccccce..

ce Municipio, PR........ccccco i,

lalba Municipio, PR.............cccccoei i,

land-South Portland- Biddeford, ME................... 1.053
berland County, ME..............ccocciiiiiiinee.
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adahoc County, ME.........ccccccvvvviveeneeennenn.

k County, ME.........cccciiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee
land-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR- WA, 1.2
ckamas County, OR.......cccccevvvvvveeeeeen,

umbia County, OR.......ccvvvvvviiiiiiiiieeeeeee,

tnomah County, OR........ccovviiiiiiiiiiiii,

hington County, OR.........ccovviiiiiiiiinnnnnn.

hill County, OR........uviiiiiiiiiiiieiiieieeee

rk County, WA ...,

mania County, WA.........ccccvvrvirrireeeeeeeeeen

St. Lucie-- Fort Pierce, FL..........ccccceeen. 1.0507

tin County, FL......cccviiiiiiiiiiiieeee,

Lucie County, FL........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiies

hkeepsie-Newburgh-  Middletown, NY.................... 1.152(
chess County, NY ....ccvvviiviiiiiiiiieeeeeen,

apai County, AZ........cceeveveiiiiiniiaaaaaannn,
idence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI- MA.......couvee.

stol County, MA........ooooeiiiiie,
stol County, Rl........ooooeeiiie e
tCounty, Rl.....ooiii e
port County, Rl..........cceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis
vidence County, Rl......ccccccvvvvvevviiiiennennnn.
hington County, Rl............ccccoeeiiiiii,

blo County, CO.......cccvvvvvriiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee,
aGorda, FL.....oooeviiie e,

nston County, NC..........oiiiiiiii
e County, NC....oooooiiiiii,

d City, SD..cooooiiiie e

de County, SD.....ccvvvvveeeeieieeece,
nington County, SD..........cccceevveeeeeeennnnn,

ks County, PA.....ccccoiiiis
ING, CA. e

sta County, CA....ccooeiveiieeeeeeee e,

- Sparks, NV...ooiiis
rey County, NV........ooooiiiiiiiiiiieeeee
hoe County, NV.........coooiiiiiiiiies
MONd, VAo

lia County, VA ..,
oline County, VA.......ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiaae,
rles City County, VA......ccccoiiiiiinnn.
sterfield County, VA.........ccccini.
berland County, VA..........ccccevveen,
widdie County, VA.....ccccvvviieeeeieeeeeeeee,
chland County, VA......cccccciii,
over County, VA ...
rico County, VA......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeee e

g and Queen County, VA........ccccvvvvvveeeeenenn.
g William County, VA..........ccceeiiiiiiie
isa County, VA ....ccoooiiiiis
Kent County, VA ...
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hatan County, VA.....cccccccvvvvvieiiiieeeeeee,

nce George County, VA.......cccoiiiiieneneene.

sex County, VA ...,

onial Heights City, VA.......cccccccvvveeeee,

ewell City, VAo

ersburg City, VA ...

hmond City, VA.......ooieeeee

rside-San Bernardino- Ontario, CA.......ceevveeeeee. 1.164.
erside County, CA.....cccvvvvvveiiiieeiieeeeeee,

Bernardino County, CA..............cc e

etourt County, VA .....ccoceiiiiiiiiiii,
ig County, VAo
nklin County, VA.......ccooiviveiiinieeeeeeeee,
noke County, VA......ccccocvvvnvniiniiieeeneeeeens
noke City, VA......ii,
em City, VA ..o,
ester, MNL ... ..o

ge County, MN........oovviiiii s
sted County, MNL.......ccccvveeeiieeeieii,
asha County, MN.......ccccccoviin,
ester, NY ..o,
ingston County, NY ........ueeiiiiiiiiiiininanennn.
roe County, NY ....cccooevvvriiiiiiiiiiiiinnnenn.
ario County, NY ..ooovvvvveieeiiieeeciees

ne County, IL.........cooovvevviiciiieee e

nebago County, IL........cccceeviiinnniniiinne.

ingham County-  Strafford County, NH................. 1.0607
kingham County, NH................oooiiiiiies

afford County, NH..............ccccie

y Mount, NC.......oovvviieiie e

ecombe County, NC...........ooe oo e v

h County, NC......cooooiiiniiiieeeeeeeeee

amento--Arden-Arcade-- Roseville, CA................. 1.41¢
Dorado County, CA.......cccccciiririirireeee

cer County, CA ..o

ramento County, CA..........cooooiiiiiiiienenn.

0 County, CA....ooiii e,

naw- Saginaw Township North, Ml......................

inaw County, Ml..........c.ooeeeeiin i,

ton County, MN........oouviiiiiiiinns

arns County, MN.........cccoiiiiis

George, UT ..o

hington County, UT......cccccvvvveiveiiieneeeenn.

Joseph, MO- KS......oooiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee, 0.9191
iphan County, KS........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee,

rew County, MO.........oooooiiiiiiiiiiiiie,

hanan County, MO...............co oo evviiiinnns

alb County, MO.........ccooeviiiiiiiis

Louis, MO-  IL..ciieieieiiiiiiieee e 0.9466
d County, IL....ouuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee,

houn County, ...

nton County, IL........ooovvviiiinieineeeeereeees

sey County, IL.....cooovvveiiiiiieiee e

oupin County, IL......cccccuviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee,

ison County, IL........ocoiieiiiiiiiiieeee
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roe County, IL.....cccoevviveervieiiiiiiiineenn,
Clair County, IL......cceeiiiieiiiiiiiiaianannn,
wford County, MO............ooooeiiiiiis
nklin County, MO.......ccccvvvviviiiiiiieeeeeeen,
ferson County, MO.........ccccvvviiviieeereeeeenn.
coln County, MO.......coooeviiiiiiiiiiiii.
Charles County, MO..........ccuvuiiieeieeeeennenn.
Louis County, MO........ccccvuvmrviriiiiieeeennn.
ren County, MO.........coeevvviiiiinieeeeeeeeeees
hington County, MO.........cccccvvvviiieeeeeenenn.

ion County, OR........cccuvviiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeenn.
k County, OR......cccccnrniiinniiniiiiireeeeeeee

terey County, CA.......cceeiiiiiiiiiieeeiiii,
Sbury, MD........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii,
erset County, MD.........oooiiiiiiiiiis
omico County, MD.........cccvvvvrnrinninnneeeene,
Lake City, UT........ccoeiiii s

t Lake County, UT....ccccviiiiiiinn.
mit County, UT......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee
ele County, UT.....oooooiiiiiiiiiies
ANgelo, TX ..o

on County, TX .o
Green County, TX..oooiii e,
ANtoNIo, TX..oooiiiiiiiiieee
scosa County, TX....oovvieiiinieeeeeieieeeeienns
dera County, TX...cccoovuvrrrriiiiiiiieeneeeeeen
ar County, TX...oeeeeieeee e
al County, TX ...,
dalupe County, TX....viiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeaeeee,
dall County, TX.......ooooeciereeeee
ina County, TX..coieiieeeeeeeeeeee e
sSoN County, TX..o.ovuuieeieieeeeeeeeeeeeiieinennn,
Diego-Carlsbad-  San Marcos, CA...........ccccuueeee 1.2055
Diego County, CA......ccccouvmiiiiiiiieiieeeeeen,

e County, OH.......cvvviiiieiiieieeee,

Francisco-San Mateo- Redwood City, CA................ 1.5
in County, CA......ccvvvieeieeiiieeeeeeeeee e

Francisco County, CA..........cccoiiiiiiiinnns

Mateo County, CA........coooiiiiiiiiiiieeeee,

Germ[aacute]n- Cabo Rojo, PR........ccceveeeenenn, 0.5438
0 R0jo Municipio, PR.........cccccvvviviiniennne,

as Municipio, PR..........cccs

ana Grande Municipio, PR............cccooiiie
Germ[aacute]n Municipio, PR.......................
Jose-Sunnyvale-  Santa Clara, CA...................... 1.6506
Benito County, CA............. oo,

ta Clara County, CA..........coooeeiiiiiiis

Juan-Caguas- Guaynabo, PR...........ccccuvveeeeeeen. 0.5207
as Buenas Municipio, PR.............ccccci.

onito Municipio, PR............oooooeeiciiiiinns

cibo Municipio, PR.........cccccceeiiiiiii,

celoneta Municipio, PR.............co i

ranquitas Municipio, PR..........ccccccccn.

am[oacute]n Municipio, PR.............ccccceeeeeen.

uas Municipio, PR........cccccvvvvviiiiieeieeeeen.

uy Municipio, PR.......cccccviiviiirieeee,

[oacute]vanas Municipio, PR............cccceeeeee

olina Municipio, PR.............ccccccoii.
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a[ntilde]o Municipio, PR..............ccccooeen.

ey Municipio, PR..........cccocs

les Municipio, PR........cccccoiiiiiis

ra Municipio, PR..........cccoo i,
erfiacute]o Municipio, PR............ccccvvvveeeee.

ozal Municipio, PR.........cccccccci.

ado Municipio, PR..........cvn,

rida Municipio, PR............cccccccc.

ynabo Municipio, PR...............cooe e

abo Municipio, PR.........cvvvvviiiiiiiiieeeee,

illo Municipio, PR........cccccuueiiiiiiiiieeeee,

acao Municipio, PR..........cccociiiiiiiiiiiee

cos Municipio, PR........ccccccoc,

Piedras Municipio, PR.......ccccccccvvviveeee.n.
iacute]za Municipio, PR.............cccccee.
at[iacute] Municipio, PR................oooiie

nabo Municipio, PR..............cc.cci.

oVvis Municipio, PR........ccccccciiiiiiiiieeee,

uabo Municipio, PR.........ccccccin,

anjito Municipio, PR..................c.oeie

covis Municipio, PR............ccoc,

bradillas Municipio, PR.........cccccccccccoo.

acute]o Grande Municipio, PR.......................
Juan Municipio, PR............cccccei i,

Lorenzo Municipio, PR.........cccccvvvvveveeennn.

Alta Municipio, PR..........cccuvviiiiiieeeenen.

Baja Municipio, PR..........cennnn.
jillo Alto Municipio, PR.........ccvvvvveeeeeen...

a Alta Municipio, PR............ccccciiiiiins

a Baja Municipio, PR...............coo oo

ucoa Municipio, PR..........cevviiiiiiiiiiiinnan.

Luis Obispo- Paso Robles, CA.......ccccceeeieeenn. 1.3100
Luis Obispo County, CA............cceeeevieee

a Ana-Anaheim- Irvine, CA........cccevvereiinenn, 1.2343
nge County, CA......ooovrriiiiiiiiie e

a Barbara-Santa Maria- Goleta, CA........oceeees 1.228
ta Barbara County, CA............euveeeeeeeeennenn.

a Cruz- Watsonville, CA..........coceevvivreiinnnn. 1.6

ta Fe County, NM..........cii

a Rosa- Petaluma, CA........ccccceeeeeeiiieeeeeenns 1.5

oma County, CA......ooevriiiiieee e

sota-Bradenton-  Venice, FL.....ccccccovviiieennnnne 1.0420
atee County, FL........oooovivriiiiiiie e,

asota County, FL........cccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn.

an County, GA.....coooiiiiii

tham County, GA..........ooooei i

ingham County, GA.......cccccciviirnrinineeee,

nton--Wilkes- Barre, PA ... 0.8872
kawanna County, PA.............cccciiiiiinne

erne County, PA ...,

ming County, PA.......ccccoiiiiniiiiieeeeeeeee

tle-Bellevue- Everett, WA........cccovveeeiin 1.2139
g County, WA ..o,

homish County, WA..........cccociiiiiiiiieeeeen,

stian- Vero Beach, FL........cccccccccnnn, 0.

boygan County, Wl.........ccccvveiiiiiiinnnn.
man-Denison, TX.......coocciuiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee,
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Gra yson County, TX.....vvveiiiiniiiee e
43340.....ccieee e Shre veport- Bossier City, LA......cccccvveviieeeeeenen. 0.8
Bos sier Parish, LA.........viii,
Cad do Parish, LA......cccccoiieiieeeee e
De Soto Parish, LA ..o,
43580.....ccuuiiiiiiiie e Siou x City, IA-NE- SD.ciie e 0.9704
Woo dbury County, [A......ccvviiiii,
Dak ota County, NE.......cccccoeeiiiiiiiiiinis
Dix on County, NE.....ccccccveveeieieeeieicis
Uni on County, SD.....covvvvveieeeeiee,
43620......cciiieeee e Siou X Falls, SD......oooiiiieee
Lin coln County, SD.......ccooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiis
McC 00k County, SD......ccccuvveriiiiiiiiiieeeeeeenn
Min nehaha County, SD........cccccovvcnnrrinnrinne.
Tur ner County, SD.....cccoevvvviiiriiiiiiceeen
A3780....c it Sout h Bend-Mishawaka, IN- 1| P 1.0088
St. Joseph County, IN.............oooiiiiiis
Cas s County, Ml.....coooiiiiiiiiii e,
43900......cccccniiiiieeee e Spar tanburg, SC......ooovveieiiii
Spa rtanburg County, SC.........ccooeevvvvnriinnee.
44060.......ccciiiiieeee e Spok ane, WA ...
Spo kane County, WA........cccuvimiiiiiieiiiiiieeaeen,
44700......ccc e Spri ngfield, IL......cccoooiiiiis
Men ard County, IL..........oooeei i
San gamon County, IL.......cccceeeevnieeeniiieeeiiinnns
44740 Spri ngfield, MA........cc s
Fra nklin County, MA.......ccccco,
Ham pden County, MA..............oo oo,
Ham pshire County, MA......ccccccevvvvvviieeeeeeeee,
44180......cccciieee e Spri ngfield, MO.......c.ccceeeeiiii s
Chr istian County, MO........ccovviiiieiiiiiiiianannn.
Dal las County, MO........coooeiiiiiiiiiiis
Gre ene County, MO.....ccooooveiiiriiiiicciee e,
Pol k County, MO........cocccriniiniiiiiiieieeeee e
Web ster County, MO.......cccvvveeviieiieeeeeneeeenn.
44220 Spri ngfield, OH........ccccc s
Cla rk County, OH......ooooiiiiis
44300.......ccccciiniieeee e Stat e College, PA.....coooovieee,
Cen tre County, PA.....ccoooieiiie i,
44T00.......ceeeieieeee e Stoc Kton, CA....oeeeieeee e
San Joaquin County, CA..........coooiiiiiiees
44940.....ccci i Sumt Er, SCa
Sum ter County, SC....coovvvviiiiii e
45060......cccceieieeee e Syra CUSE, NY .o
Mad ison County, NY.......ooooevinniiiniinnieeee,
Ono ndaga County, NY.........cccociiiiiiiiiiieeeen.
Osw ego County, NY ...,
45104 Taco Ma, WA .
Pie rce County, WA .....ccccovveeiiieie e,
45220 Tall ahassee, FL......ccooviiiiiiiiiiiii,
Gad sden County, FL........ccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiins
Jef ferson County, FL..........ccoooiiiiiiiiins
Leo N County, FL....oooceeeeiiiiieireee
Wak ulla County, FL..ovvveeeiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee,
45300......ccociiiieiieeee e Tamp a-St. Petersburg- Clearwater, FL.........ccccuuueee 0.9462
[[Page 24033]]
Her nando County, FL.......ccccconn,
Hil Isborough County, FL.........ccccccuuiiiiiiinnen.
Pas co County, FL.....ccooviiiiiiiiieeiiiiiieiiiiine,
Pin ellas County, FL..........oooiive i
45460.......ccoieiiei Terr e Haute, IN.......ccccovviiiieee
Cla y County, IN........oooii
Sul livan County, IN.........cccoeeiiiiiiiiiiis
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Ver million County, IN.......ccvvviveiiiiieeeeeee,
Vig 0 County, IN....ooeiiiiiii,
45500......ccciiiiieeee e Texa rkana, TX- Texarkana, AR..........ccccuveeeeeeenenn. 0.8151
Mil ler County, AR.......cooooiiiiiiiiiiies
Bow ie County, TX e,
A5780..cccciiiiiiiie e Tole do, OH.cooiii
Ful ton County, OH.........ccccviviiiiiiiiiieieeeee,
Luc as County, OH........ooooiiiiiiiii,
ott awa County, OH..........cccceeiiiiiiiieiiieeeiis
Woo d County, OH........uvvviviiiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeen,
45820.....ccciieee e Tope Ka, KS.. o
Jac kson County, KS........cccooooiiiiiie
Jef ferson County, KS.......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiieee,
Osa ge County, KS...cccooiiiiiiiiieee e,
Sha wnee County, KS......ccoccevvvvveiiiiiieeeeeee,
Wab aunsee County, KS........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiieenen.
45940......cci e Tren ton- Ewing, NJ.....ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeee
Mer cer County, NJ. ..o,
46060........ccoeeeeeeiieeee e Tucs ON, AZ. oo
Pim aCounty, AZ....cccccveeeeeeiiieeee,
46140......ciiiiiie e Tuls A, OKioiiit e
Cre ek County, OK.....ooovviiiiiiiiiiie
Okm ulgee County, OK.......ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee
Osa ge County, OK....coooiiiieiiiereee e
Pawnee County, OK.......cccoeevviiiviiiiiiinnnnnnn.
Rog ers County, OK.....cooooiiiiiiiiiiie,
Tul sa County, OK....oooovviiiiiiiiiii,
Wag oner County, OK......ccooevveviieveeeiiiiiinnnn
46220......ccoeiiieieee e Tusc Al00Sa, AL.....ooviiiiiei
Gre ene County, AL......cceeeeeiieeeiereeeeeiieinennn,
Hal e County, AL.......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeeeeeee,
Tus caloosa County, AL......ccccccvviiiiiiiainnnnnnn.
46340......ccccieeee e Tyle A 15
Smi th County, TX ..,
46540.......ceeeiie Utic a- Rome, NY ..o
Her kimer County, NY ......ccooiiiiiiiiiiiinn,
One ida County, NY ...,
46660.........ceeenreieiieee Vald 0Sta, GA...oiiiiee e
Bro oks County, GA.......ccccvvverriiiiiriireeee e
Ech ols County, GA.....ccccociiieiiiereeeeeeee
Lan ier County, GA......cccoiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee
Low ndes County, GA........oooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee
46700.......ccccceeiieiineieeeee e Vall ejo- Fairfield, CA....ovvvvvvvveeieee,
Sol ano County, CA.......ooeeeiiiiiie i,
47020.....cccmiiiieieeee e Vict 0ria, TXuiviiiiee e
Cal houn County, TX.....ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeee,
Gol iad County, TX ..o
Vic toria County, TX...vvvieiieeiieieeeeeeeeeee,
47220 Vine land-Millville- Bridgeton, NJ.............ceoen. 1.0630
Cum berland County, NJ...............ooiiis
A7260......cccciiiiiiiiiieieee e Virg inia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA- NC......eee.
Cur rituck County, NC..........cooeeiiiiiiniinn.
Glo ucester County, VA......ccccvvvveeeeveeieeeeeeeenn,
Isl e of Wight County, VA........c.coeeiiinivnnne
Jam es City County, VA,
Mat hews County, VA......cccooociiiiiiiiiin,
Sur ry County, VA ...
Yor k County, VA........ooo i
Che sapeake City, VA......coooovvvnniinieeeeee
Ham pton City, VA ...
New port News City, VA.....ccccooiiiiiiiiii,
Nor folk City, VAo,
Poq uoson City, VA ...cccocceeeeeeee s
Por tsmouth City, VA ..o,
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folk City, VAo,
ginia Beach City, VA......cccccccvvvviee,
liamsburg City, VAo,
lia- Porterville, CA.........uvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieen.
are County, CA.......oooviiiiiiiiiee

ennan County, TX.....ccoccciiiiiniieeeeeeeeeeeiees

er Robins, GA........coocveiiie e

ston County, GA........uuviiiieeeeieeeeeiiii,
en-Troy- Farmington Hills, MI........................ 1.04
eer County, Ml........ooooiiiiiiii,
ingston County, Ml..........cccccvvvviieeeeennnn.
omb County, Ml.........oooooeiiiiiiiiies
land County, Ml........ooovviiiiiiiiiinnn,
Clair County, Ml........covviieiiiiiiiiiiiiaaan.
ington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD- WV.........
trict of Columbia, DC.......cc.ccovcvvveiinenens
vert County, MD..........cceeiiiiiieeieieieeeans

rles County, MD.........ccoooeiiiiiiiiiiis

nce George's County, MD...........ceiiiieneenn.
ington County, VA.......cccouiuiiiiiiiiiieeeeeen.

rke County, VAo,

rfax County, VAo,
quier County, VA.......cccveeviiiiiiieieeeeeeeenn
doun County, VA.......eeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee,
nce William County, VA..............co e
tsylvania County, VA........cccccvvvvveeeeeeneenn.
fford County, VA......coveveeeeieiieeeeeeeeeee,

ren County, VA.......iiii e
xandria City, VA ...

rfax City, VA ....cccccc s

Is Church City, VA.......ccccoiii
dericksburg City, VA.......ccccovvviviieeeeeeenn.
assas City, VAo,
assas Park City, VA......ccccccon,
ferson County, WV........cccccvvviviiieenneneeenn.
rloo- Cedar Falls, A ... 0
ck Hawk County, IA..............oo oo
mer County, 1A........oiiiiie

ndy County, 1A.......cccoiiiiieeeeeeee

athon County, Wl........cccccoevvieiiiiiiiiis

ton-Steubenville, WV- OH..ooeeieeee 0.8312
ferson County, OH........coovviiiiiinn.

oke County, WV.........ooooiiiiiiiis

cock County, WV.......ccocvvvviviinniiinineeeeen

tchee, WA ..o

lan County, WA. ...

glas County, WA.......ccccciiiiiii,

Palm Beach-Boca Raton- Boynton Beach, FL............ 1
m Beach County, FL........cccccoevviviiininnnnnn.

ling, WV-  OH.........eoo oot 0.800

mont County, OH........cccciiiiiiiii,

shall County, WV........ccccoumimiiiiiiiiiieeeen,

ler County, KS......cccovvvvveeiieeeeeieceeeeeen
vey County, KS........ooooiiiiiiie,
gwick County, KS........coeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiianann,
ner County, KS.........ccociiiiii
ita Falls, TX ..o
her County, TX...oiveeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e,
Yy County, TX. i
hita County, TX....ccoooiiiiiiiiis
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A8700......ccccceeeviniiiiieeeee e Will iamsport, PA........cccooieeeeeeee

Lyc oming County, PA..........oooiiiiiieeee
48864.......eeiieiie e Wilm ington, DE-MD-  NJ....cocooiiiiieiiieeeieee e 1.1355

New Castle County, DE.........cccccvvvvvvveenennnnn.

Cec il County, MD.......cccvvrrrriiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeea

Sal em County, NJ......cveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaeeee,
48900.......ccciiiiiieeeee e Wilm ington, NC.....oooooiiiiis
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Bru nswick County, NC.........cccuuvuviiiiieieeeeeenn.
New Hanover County, NC........cccccceiiiiiiiiiiiinens
Pen der County, NC.....ovvvvvvvviiiiiiiieieeeeeeee,
49020......cceeieeieie e Winc hester, VA-  WV...cooiii e 1.0399
Fre derick County, VA......cccooiiie
Win chester City, VA.......oueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeee,
Ham pshire County, WV..........eeeviiiiiiiiiiiinnnann.
49180......ccueiiireie e Wins ton- Salem, NC.........ccoovvvviveiiiccineens
Dav ie County, NC.......ooooeeeiieiiiiieiciies
For syth County, NC..........ouviiiiiiiiiiiiieiiaaenn.
Sto kes County, NC......coooovviiiiiiiii,
Yad kin County, NC.......coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiian,
49340 Worc ester, MA.......ccon
Wor cester County, MA..........coovrriiiiiiiieeeenn,
49420.....ccuiiiiiie e Yaki Ma, WAoo
Yak ima County, WA........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeen
49500.......ccoeeieeie e Yauc 0, PR
Gu[ aacute]nica Municipio, PR................c.o..
Gua yanilla Municipio, PR........ccccccevvvienneeen.
Pe[ ntildeJuelas Municipio, PR............cccccccee...
Yau €0 Municipio, PR........ccoc s
49620.......c0eeeeeieee e York - Hanover, PA.......coooii e
Yor k County, PA.........coooeee
49660........ccciiiieeeiii e Youn gstown-Warren-Boardman, OH- PA .o, 0.94:
Mah oning County, OH..........cccvvvvviiiiiieieeeeen.
Tru mbull County, OH...........cccoiiiiiiiiiie
Mer cer County, PA. ..o,
49700......cccccceeiiniiniieeeee e Yuba City, CA .o
Sut ter County, CA....coovireiiei e
Yub a County, CA....uviiiiieieeiieiieeeeeeaee e,
49740.....cciiiiie e Yuma VAZ
Yum acCounty, AZ ...,
\1\  WAge i ndex values are based on FY 2004 hospital cost report d ata before reclassification. These data for
the basis for the pre-floor, pre-reclassified hos pital  wage i ndex. The budget neutrality adjustment or th
hospi ce floor is then applied to the pre-floor, pre-reclas sified hospital wage i ndex to derive the
wage i ndex. \WAge i ndex values greater than or equal to 0.8 are subject to a budget neutrality adjustme
hospi ce floor calculation is as follows: Wage i ndex values below 0.8 are adjusted to be the greater of
the a) the 25 percent reduced budget neutrality a djustment OR b) the minimum of the pre- floor, pre
reclassified hospital wage i ndex value x 1.15, or 0.8000. For the proposed FY 2009 hospi ce wag
budget neutrality adjustment was reduced by 25 pe rcent.
\2\ This column lists each CBSA area name and each county or county equivalent, in the CBSA area. Coun
listed in this Table are considered to be rural a reas. \Wage i ndex values for these areas are found in Ad
B.
\3\ Because there are no hospitals in this CBSA, th e wage i ndex value is calculated by taking the average of

other urban CBSAs in Georgia.

Addendum B.--Proposed Hospi ce Wage | ndex for Rural Areas by CBSA--FY
2009
Wage
CBSA code Non-urba n area i ndex
Lo Alabama...... . 0.8000
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2 e Alaska.......

I J Arizona......
Lo, Arkansas.....
T, California...

[ T, Colorado.....

T e Connecticut..
B Delaware.....
10 Florida......

3 Georgia......
12 Hawaii.......
13 Idaho........
14 lllinois.....
15 Indiana......
16 lowa.........

17 Kansas.......
18, Kentucky.....
19 Louisiana....
20 Maine........
21 Maryland.....
22 e Massachusetts
23 e Michigan.....
24 e, Minnesota....
25 Mississippi..
2 Missouri.....
27 e Montana......
28 Nebraska.....
29, Nevada.......
30 New Hampshire
3l New Jersey \2
K New Mexico...
G T New York.....
T North Carolin
1S T North Dakota
] T Ohio.........

K Oklahoma.....
38 Oregon.......
39 Pennsylvania.
40, Puerto Rico \
N Rhode Island
A2 South Carolin
A3 South Dakota.
B4, ..o Tennessee....
A5, . Texas........
N T Utah.........

AT i, Vermont......
A8 Virgin Island
A9 s Virginia.....
50, Washington...
S West Virginia
Y Wisconsin....
o3 TSR Wyoming......
B5. i Guam.........

\1\ There are no hospitals in the rural areas of Ma
wage i ndex value used is the average of the contiguous counti

\2\ There are no rural areas in this state.

ssachusetts, so the
es.

\3\ Wage i ndex values are obtained using the methodology describe

this proposed rule.

[FR Doc. 08-1198 Filed 4-28-08; 4:00 pm]
BILLING CODE 4120-01-P
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