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households earning over $1M moved to low-tax states after the SALT deduction
cap was introduced, relative to the prior trend. Furthermore, trends in New York
resident and non-resident tax filings suggest that over 5% of households earning
over $10M per year left the state due to the SALT deduction cap.

®  We estimate that the SALT deduction cap lowered tax revenues in high-tax
states by up to 1% due to tax revenue declines from emigration. Although
revenue increases in lowertax states that experienced more in-migration partially
offset these declines, we estimate that aggregate S&L tax revenues declined by
just under 0.5% due to the SALT deduction cap.

B Looking ahead, our baseline assumption is that Congress will raise the cap on
SALT deductions to $50k, which should slow but not reverse the recent
tax-driven migration. However, tax hikes on high-income households like the one
that recently passed in New York will likely increase emigration from high-tax
areas. After modeling the New York tax change, we estimate that the loss from
emigration will offset about 30% of the revenue increase from higher taxes,
although the post-pandemic uncertainty is large and skewed to the higher side.
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Goldman Sachs US Economics Analyst

No Taxation Without Emigration

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA) capped state and local tax (SALT) deductions against
federal income taxes at $10k through 2025, effectively raising state and local (S&L)
taxes and increasing incentives for high-income households to relocate to low-tax
states. More recently, two proposed policy changes—a lifting of the cap on SALT
deductions, and state income tax increases on high earners—have revived questions
about whether S&L tax increases induce migration from high- to low-tax states, and
how such moves might affect S&L budgets. We examine both of these questions in
this week’s US Economics Analyst.

Benchmarking Emigration Incentives and Responses

To first highlight how the TCJA changed interstate migration incentives, Exhibit 1 plots
the percent of pre-tax income that a married couple jointly filing in high-tax locations like
New York City (left chart) and California (right chart) would save in federal income taxes
by moving to states without S&L income taxes and low property taxes if SALT
deductions are uncapped (pre-2018 law, dark blue bars) and limited to $10k (current law,
light blue bars).

Although emigration incentives increased for households making over $100k, emigration
incentives increased by much more for higherincome households.” For example, the
potential savings for households earning $500k/year increased by 3pp of pre-tax income
in both California and New York, and by over 4pp for households making over $10M/year.
These estimates are actually conservative since they do not factor in S&L taxes besides
income and property taxes, but they illustrate that SALT deduction cap significantly
increased the financial incentives to leave high-tax states.

Exhibit 1: Caps on SALT Deductions Effectively Lowered Income in High-Tax States
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Source: Internal Revenue Service, Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

T Tax incentives for households with incomes below this level were unchanged because most households
take the standard deduction.
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Of course, very few households rank the effective tax rate as the primary consideration
when choosing where to live, and moving to a new state typically entails significant
financial, social, and time costs. Furthermore, very few households—particularly those
in high-tax cities—could relocate freely without taking a cut in pre-tax income. How
much increases in effective tax rates increase interstate migration and the implications
for S&L budgets is therefore an empirical question that must be evaluated using
historical data.

To help benchmark the typical migration response to tax changes, we first review the
academic literature (Exhibit 2). Most studies focus on high-income households because
lower-and middle-income households are less responsive to tax changes, and estimates
of migration responses to tax changes vary substantially across studies. However, most
find that tax increases encourage emigration, and the median study suggests a 2%
decline in the number of top-income earners after a 1pp relative increase in a region’s
tax rate. Based on estimates from prior episodes and before Congress passed the TCJA
in 2017 we guessed? that the SALT deduction caps could eventually lower the number
of top-income earners in high-tax states by 2-4%.

Exhibit 2: Academic Studies Suggest That Increases in Tax Differentials Across States Encourage Emigration

Literature on the Impact of State Taxes on the Mobility of High-Income Individuals

Impact of a 1pp increase in the effective
S&L tax rate (%)

Method Studied Group Sample Period
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scientists to personal state tax differentials us years due to migration

0.34% decline in the stock of inventors
Inventors in the 20th century (0.10-0.15% decline in the stock of inventors from
us. the state; 1.0-1.5% decline in the stock of inventors
from out of state)

Analyzes the effect of state-level corporate and personal
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High earners in

(2019) residency Spain to that region by 1.7 percentage points.
Young et al. (2016) Tracks the cross-state and cross-border of millionaires in Millionaires in 1999-2011 7% increase in net outmigration of millionaires due
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Source: Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

There are several caveats to bear in mind when forecasting the migration responses to
tax increases based on academic studies. First, most studies focus on a very specific
sample, so the effects of tax changes on migration of the general population are
uncertain. Relatedly, effects are context specific and depend heavily on the exact policy

2 Struyven, Daan, "Losing My Deduction”, US Economic Analyst, November 24, 2017
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change and particularly on whether a low-tax location is easily accessible. Finally,
barriers to migration have declined as technological innovation has made it easier for
some households to work remotely. In the current environment—where the pandemic
caused many people to leave high-cost cities® and accelerated adoption of technology
that facilitates working from home* —the migration response to tax changes is likely
stronger than normal, and prior empirical estimates are probably a lower bound.

The SALT Deduction Cap and Interstate Migration

The IRS recently released updated migration data that allow us to estimate the effect of
SALT deduction caps on migration, although there are two statistical challenges. First,
migration rates vary over time for reasons unrelated to tax policy changes. Second,
households had on net migrated from high- to low-tax states in the years before the
TCJA was passed, as evidenced by the higher outflows from high- to low-tax states in
the left chart of Exhibit 3.

In the right chart of Exhibit 3 we normalize the outflows to check whether migration
from high- to low-tax states accelerated after SALT deduction caps were introduced.
There are some differences in the years prior to the policy change, and outflows from
high- to low-tax states and low- to high-tax states fell similarly in 2017-2018. However,
outflows from high- to low-tax states remained relatively stable while outflows from
low- to high-tax states fell further in 2018-2019, suggesting that the SALT deduction caps
may have increased net migration from high- to low-tax states.

Exhibit 3: Households Were Already Migrating From High- to Low-Tax States Before SALT Deductions Were Introduced, But Net Qutflows

May Have Accelerated Slightly in 2018-2019
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Exhibit 3 controls for population growth by scaling each state’s population relative to its 2009 level before aggregating into tax-rate groupings. Tax-rate groupings are defined by terciles of total tax

burden from income, property, and sales tax.

Source: Internal Revenue Service, Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

The evidence in Exhibit 3 is only suggestive, however, since the groups are aggregated

3 Coven, Joshua, Arpit Gupta, and Iris Yao. “Urban flight seeded the covid-19 pandemic across the United
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4 Spencer Hill, “The Work-from-Home Windfall: A Productivity Update”, US Daily, December 23, 2020
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at a high level and other factors may explain the divergence between high-to-low and
low-to-high outflows in 2018-2019. In Exhibit 4, we therefore estimate the relationship
between effective tax rate differences and migration using a panel of state-pair outflows
from 2010-2019.5 In our regressions, the outcome variable is the percent change in
annual migration between states, and the coefficients of interest are the interaction
between effective tax rate differences and the years when SALT deductions were
capped.

In the first column, we find that higher tax differentials significantly predicted higher
outflows across states from 2010-2019 as a whole, and that the effect was larger in
2018-2019 by a statistically significant amount. In contrast, we find no difference from
the sample average effect in 2017-2018, possibly because moving takes time and most
households reported residency for IRS purposes when they filed taxes in early 2018.
The second column—which controls for matched state-pair fixed effects instead of
origin state-fixed effects—finds very similar results.

Exhibit 4: Regression Analysis Also Suggests That Effective Tax Rate Differentials Had Larger Effects on
Outmigration in 2018-19 Than in Previous Years

Dependent Variable: Percent Change in Outmigration

Independent Variable Coefficient
Effective Tax Differential 0.38** -
(0.08)

Effective Tax Differential x 2017-18 -0.18 -0.17
(0.22) (0.23)
Effective Tax Differential x 2018-19 0.36** 0.36*
(0.14) (.17)

Other Controls” X X

Fixed Effects

Year X X

Origin State X -

Origin/Dest. State Pairs - X

Sample  2010-2019 2010-2019

N 5,280 5,280
R2 0.87 0.88

*p-value <.01, **p-value<.05

AOther controls include lagged percent change in migration, origin state GDP growth, and
change in origin state unemployment rate.

Source: Internal Revenue Service, Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

Although the relationship between effective tax rate differences and outflows is
statistically significant, the implied effect is very small. For example, multiplying the 4pp
average difference in effective tax rates between New York and other states by the
2018-2019 coefficient (.36) suggests that outflows increased by roughly 1.4% in
2018-2019. In recent years, annual outflows in New York totaled about 2% of its

5 We restrict analysis to the top 12 destination states for each origin state to exclude state-pairs for which
little interstate migration occurs. Our results are robust to alternative thresholds.
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population, so only 1.4% *2%~.03% of New York's population—or a bit less than 6000
taxpayers—Ieft the state in response to SALT deduction caps in 2018-2019. Because
our analysis focuses on state pairs, we can also apply our model to calculate the effect
on inflows in low tax states. For example, tax burdens in Florida are about 2pp less than
average and recent inflows have totaled about 3% of its population, so our model
suggests that the SALT deduction cap increased inflows by about 2pp*3% *.36=.02% of
Florida's population—or a bit more than 4,000 tax payers.

SALT Deduction Caps and Emigration of High Earners

Of course, migration incentives mostly increased for households earning a high level of
income, so it's not surprising that the effects for the general population are small. We
therefore next focus on higherincome households that have higher incentives to
migrate by analyzing a second IRS data set that records taxfilings by income levels for
each state, with residency determined by the address on the federal tax return.

In the left chart of Exhibit 5, we compare trends in tax return filings with over $1M in
adjusted gross income (AGI) for three groups of states: states without income taxes
(dark blue line), the top-ten highest taxed states (gray line), and all other states (light
blue line).? Before the TCJA passed, the number of $1M+ tax returns followed a similar
trend across all groups, suggesting that common factors—e.g. the ups and downs of
the business cycle—determined the number of $1M+ filings and that interstate
migration patterns were stable. However, filings in states without income taxes
increased sharply starting in 2018 while filings in highly-taxed states grew relatively little,
suggesting the TCJA and SALT deduction cap affected residency decisions of high
earners.

We also see informative patterns in specific states, as illustrated in the right chart of
Exhibit 5. California’s share of $1M+ tax returns grew steadily prior to the TCJA but
decelerated in 2018 and 2019, lowering its share by over 1pp relative to the pre-TCJA
trend. In contrast, Florida's share of total $1M+ tax filings was relatively stable before
the TCJA, but jumped by 1-2pp in 2018 and 2019.

5 In our analysis we exclude oil-producing states like Texas, Alaska, South Dakota, and North Dakota because
the number of $1M+ tax returns is largely determined by transitory oil price shocks, making it difficult to find
an adequate control group to test for deviations from trend. Omitting these states likely yields conservative
estimates of tax-induced migration, however, since most oil-producing states have low or no income taxes.
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Exhibit 5: High-Income Tax Filings Increased in States Without State Income Taxes After Caps on SALT Deductions Went Into Effect
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Source: Internal Revenue Service, Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

In Exhibit 6 we use the pre-TCJA trend in each state's share of total $1M+ tax return
filings to construct a counterfactual estimate of filings if the SALT deduction caps were
never implemented. We then plot the implied percent change in each state's $1M+ tax
filings due to the SALT deduction cap against its top marginal tax rate.

This exercise shows that $1M+ tax filings decreased in high-tax states like California,
Connecticut, New Jersey, and New York, and increased in states without state income
taxes like Florida, Nevada, and Washington in 2019. While other state-specific factors
also contributed to deviations from pre-TCJA trends, the clear negative relationship
between changes in $1M+ tax filings and tax rates indicates that the SALT deduction
cap encouraged a meaningful number of high-earners to move from high- to low-tax
states.

31 May 2021 .
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Exhibit 6: Tax Filings From Households Earning $1M+ in Income Decreased in High-Tax States and
Increased in Income Tax Free States in Calendar Year 2019

State Tax Rates vs. Change in $1M+ Return Filings in 2019,

25 1 Relative to Pre-TCJA Trend
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Source: Internal Revenue Service, Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

To evaluate how much of the movement from high- to low-tax states in Exhibit 6 is
explained by the TCJA, we repeat our estimates for calendar years 2015-2017, three
years when SALT deduction caps would not have influenced interstate migration. We
then compare the average gross migration from these estimates with the estimate from
2019 to assess how many high-income households moved specifically due to the SALT
deduction cap. We also construct corresponding estimates for income levels below
$1M, and repeat this exercise using changes in total AGI instead of tax filing counts to
construct income-weighted estimates.

We estimate that about 1.5% of households earning over $1M moved states by 2019 in
response to the SALT deduction caps, as did 0.7% of households earning $500k-$1M
(Exhibit 7 left chart). On an income-weighted basis, we estimate that over 2.3% of
households earning $1M+ moved to a new state—a 60% increase relative to our
unweighted estimate—suggesting that the migration response of very-high earners was
even larger.

To zero in on very high-income households, in the right chart of Exhibit 7 we construct
similar estimates using New York state tax data on resident and non-resident fillings of
households earning over $1M. Nonresident and resident filings followed very similar
trends before the TCJA passed, but diverged sharply after SALT deduction caps were
introduced in 2018, with nonresident filings notably increasing and resident filings
slightly declining.” Assuming that resident and non-resident filings would otherwise
have instead followed common trends, our analysis suggests that over 5% of
households earning over $10M changed residency for tax purposes in 2018, as did 2-3%
of households earning $2-5M or $5-10M. Moreover, results are again larger on an

7 Moreover, results are again larger on an income-weighted basis for households in the top income group,
which suggests a very strong migration response for the highest-earning households.
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income-weighted basis for households in the top income group, which suggests a very
strong migration response for the highest-earning households.

Exhibit 7: High-Income Households Were More Likely to Move to New States Due to the SALT Deduction Cap, and Very High-Income New
York Residents Were Even More Likely to Move

Percent
4 -

100-200k

Percent Percent Percent

NY Resident Tax Filings That Changed to

Increase in US Tax Return Filings 4 12 - 2 J - 12
in New States Relative to Trend by AGI Non-Resident Status in Tax Year 2018,
in Calendar Year 2019 as Implied by Filing Trends
= Number of Filings = Number of Filings 'S
+ Income-Weighted Filings + Income-Weighted Filings
3 9 9
L 4
2 6 6

. 4

200k-500k 1M+

500k-1M

1M-2M 2M-5M 5M-10M 10M+

Source: Internal Revenue Service, New York State Department of Taxation and Finance, Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research
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The Impact of SALT Deduction Caps on State and Local Budgets

The documented migration responses, particularly for high-earning households, have
significant implications for S&L budgets. We use our state-level migration estimates
from Exhibit 6 (scaled down to account for baseline migration patterns not explained by
the SALT deduction caps) to estimate how SALT deduction caps affected each state’s
income, property, sales, and estate tax revenue, and then add these together to arrive at
an overall budget impact.

B Income Tax —We use our estimates of income-weighted net migration by income
group and state and apply the appropriate tax rate for each state and income group
to estimate the change in income tax revenue.

®  Property Tax — We first use the Federal Reserve's Survey of Consumer Finances
(SCF) to calculate the average primary residence value by income level, and apply
the effective property tax rate for the largest city in each state to estimate annual
property tax payments per household. We then multiply by our net migration
estimates by state and income levels to estimate the change in property tax
revenue.

B Sales Tax — We first use the Bureau of Economic Analysis's Consumer Expenditure
Survey (CEX) to calculate the share of income spent on taxable items. We then
apply the general sales tax rate for the largest city in each state to estimate the
annual sales tax payments per household, and multiply by our net migration
estimates by state and income levels to estimate the change in sales tax revenue.

m Estate Tax — For the 13 states with estate taxes, we first use the SCF and state tax
laws to calculate the incidence of estate taxes by income group. VWe then use our
net migration estimates for each state and income level to calculate the implied
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decline in estate tax revenue, and rescale by average estate tax revenue in recent
years.

We estimate that the SALT deduction cap lowered tax revenues in high-tax states like
California, New Jersey, and New York by up to 1% of state tax revenue (Exhibit 8). Lost
income tax revenue accounts for the majority of the decline, although lost property tax
revenue also contributes. Adding across all states, we estimate that revenue increases
in lowertax states only partially offset these declines, and that aggregate S&L tax
revenues declined by a bit less than 0.5% due to the SALT deduction cap.

Exhibit 8: Interstate Migration Led to Significant Declines in Tax Revenues in High-Tax States Like California, New Jersey, and New York

Percent of S&L tax revenue
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One important caveat to our revenue estimates is that we only account for the direct
impacts of migration on tax receipts, and second-round effects—for instance, changes in
property values and employment declines due to business migration—-may have caused
even larger revenue shifts from high- to low-tax states.

How Much Will Emigration Offset the Revenue From New York's Recent
Tax Increase?

Two proposed policy changes—a lifting of the cap on SALT deductions, and state
income tax increases on high earners—could impact migration patterns and S&L
budgets going forward.

Regarding SALT deduction caps, we expect that Congress will raise the cap to $50k for
couples, which would revert tax savings and migration incentives for most households
making less than $300k/year to the same as prior to the TCJA. However, our analysis
suggests the migration response was much larger for very-high income households that
would not benefit as much from this change, and it's unlikely that households that have
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already moved would return. Our best guess is that raising the cap on SALT deductions
would slow but not reverse out-migration from high tax-states until the caps expire
under current law in 2025.

Turning to New York's recent tax increase—which raised tax rates by 0.8pp for married
households earning over $2M and up to 2pp for those earning over $25M—we expect
that this policy change will meaningfully increase emigration from New York, which will
in turn reduce the almost $3bn in revenue we estimate it would generate if no
households moved.

To calculate the New York law’s net revenue impact, we subtract the revenue losses
associated with emigration (lower income, property, sales, and estate tax receipts) from
the estimated revenue increase. We allow for a stronger migration response due to the
increased mobility in the current environment by assuming that the response is as large
as after the SALT deduction cap was introduced—which raised effective tax rates by
about twice as much as New York's recent tax increase—and also allow for a stronger
response from higherearning households (as shown in Exhibit 7). Because we see risks
as skewed toward a larger migration response if households that left due to the
pandemic don't return, the tax increases push households into a nonlinear part of their
response function, or these factors interact positively, we also consider a scenario
where high-earning households are twice as likely to move as in our baseline.

Our estimates are shown in Exhibit 9. In our baseline assessment, we expect that the
loss from emigration will offset a bit less than 30% of the revenue increase from higher
taxes, although the net budgetary impact will remain positive. However, our baseline
model also suggests that plausible emigration responses could offset almost 50% of
the potential tax revenue increase, and we cannot rule out a net negative revenue
impact if the emigration response is much larger than expected. Furthermore, our
analysis focuses on overall S&L tax revenue in New York, and because local
governments will likely lose tax revenue from emigration but not directly gain revenue
from higher state income taxes, the tax change could create budget challenges for
some local governments.
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Exhibit 9: Increased Revenue From New York's Income Tax Increase Will Likely More Than Offset Revenue
Declines Due to Increased Migration

% of NY tax revenue % of NY tax revenue
4 - Direct Effect of Recently Passed Tax Increase -4
on New York State and Local Tax Revenue, GS Estimate
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Probability of Migration For $1M+ Earner (%)

Source: Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research

Finally, our analysis only accounts for the direct effects of New York’s tax increase, and
second-round effects could have significant longerrun budget implications.

Joseph Briggs
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THE US ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL OUTLOOK
(% change on previous period, annualized, except where noted)

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2021 2022
(f) f) (f) (f) Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
OUTPUT AND SPENDING
Real GDP 22 -3.5 7.0 5.1 1.8 2.1 6.4 9.5 9.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.5
Real GDP (annual=Q4/Q4, quarterly=yoy) 23 -2.4 8.0 2.9 1.9 2.1 0.4 12.9 7.3 8.0 7.6 6.0 4.2 2.9
Consumer Expenditures 2.4 -3.9 8.5 5.0 1.8 2.1 11.3 11.0 7.5 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.5
Residential Fixed Investment 1.7 6.1 16.2 4.9 2.6 2.0 12.7 5.1 7.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 3.0
Business Fixed Investment 29 -4.0 9.9 5.7 3.6 3.6 10.8 14.2 9.6 6.7 4.3 39 3.7 34
Structures 06 -11.0 -3.9 7.0 2.8 2.5 -5.7 7.9 15.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 2.5
Equipment 21 -5.0 16.4 4.5 2.5 2.5 13.4 17.1 8.0 5.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
Intellectual Property Products 6.4 1.7 10.5 6.6 53 55 16.9 14.0 9.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Federal Government 4.0 4.3 2.9 -0.9 0.0 0.0 13.9 2.0 -5.0 -2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
State & Local Government 1.3 -0.8 0.1 3.3 0.6 0.5 0.8 1.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 0.5 0.5
Net Exports ($bn, '12) -918 -926 -1,240 -1,245 -1,203 -1,184 1194 -1222 -1262 -1284 -1276 -1250 -1229 -1225
Inventory Investment ($bn, '12) 49 =77 -10 85 60 60 -93 -98 50 100 100 90 80 70
Industrial Production, Mfg. -0.2 -6.5 8.2 6.1 2.0 2.0 1.3 11.1 10.6 8.3 5.8 3.8 2.6 1.4
HOUSING MARKET
Housing Starts (units, thous) 1,292 1,397 1,629 1,676 — — 1,602 1,605 1,662 1,645 1,653 1,682 1,686 1,685
New Home Sales (units, thous) 683 828 900 919 977 978 921 863 885 930 914 901 908 951
Existing Home Sales (units, thous) 5327 5658 6348 6470 6597 6,728 6,303 6,333 6,363 6,393 6,424 6454 6485 6,517
Case-Shiller Home Prices (%yoy)* 34 9.8 6.8 39 4.6 - 13.2 11.3 9.4 6.8 6.0 5.3 4.6 3.9
INFLATION (% ch, yrlyr)
Consumer Price Index (CPI)** 23 1.3 3.9 2.1 2.3 24 1.9 4.4 4.3 4.0 3.5 24 1.9 2.1
Core CPI ** 2.2 1.6 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 1.4 34 34 3.3 3.6 2.6 2.2 2.4
Core PCE** 1.6 14 2.50 2.10 2.15 2.20 1.6 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.3 1.7 1.8 2.1
LABOR MARKET
Unemployment Rate (%)* 3.6 6.7 4.0 3.5 3.3 32 6.0 57 4.5 4.0 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.5
U6 Underemployment Rate (%)* 6.8 1.7 82 7.1 6.6 6.3 10.7 10.1 8.7 8.2 7.6 7.3 7.2 7.1
Payrolls (thous, monthly rate) 168 -785 630 237 146 105 513 522 917 567 350 233 192 172
Employment-Population Ratio (%)" 61.0 57.4 59.9 60.4 60.6 60.5 57.8 58.4 59.5 60.1 60.2 60.3 60.4 60.4
Labor Force Participation Rate (%)* 63.3 61.5 62.4 62.6 62.6 62.5 61.5 61.9 62.1 62.4 62.5 62.5 62.6 62.6
GOVERNMENT FINANCE
Federal Budget (FY, $bn) -984 -3,132 -3300 -1,800 ~-1,450 -1,350 - - - - - - - -
FINANCIAL INDICATORS
FF Target Range (Bottom-Top, %)* 1.5-1.75 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0.5-0.75 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25 0-0.25
10-Year Treasury Note® 1.92 0.93 1.90 2.10 2.30 2.40 1.74 1.80 1.90 1.90 1.95 2.00 2.05 2.10
Euro (€/$)" 1.12 1.22 1.27 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.17 1.23 1.26 1.27 1.28 1.28 1.29 1.30
Yen ($/4)% 109 103 106 100 99 99 111 109 107 106 104 103 102 100

* Weighted average of metro-level HPIs for 381 metro cities where the weights are dollar values of housing stock reported in the American Community Survey. Annual numbers are Q4/Q4.
** Annual inflation numbers are December year-on-year values. Quarterly values are Q4/Q4.

1 PCE = Personal consumption expenditures. » Denotes end of period.

Note: Published figures in bold.

Source: Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research.

Source: Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research
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Economic Releases

Time Estimate
Date (ET) Indicator GS Consensus Last Report
Tue Jun 01 10:00 Construction Spending (April) +0.7% +0.5% +0.2%
10:00 ISM Manufacturing Index (May) 61.2 60.9 60.7
10:30 Dallas Fed Mfg. Survey (May) n.a. 36.3 373

Wed Jun 02 14:00 Fed's Beige Book

17:00 Lightweight Motor Vehicle Sales (May) 17.0M 17.5M 18.5M
Thurs Jun 03 8:15 ADP Employment (May) +500k +650k +742k
8:30 Nonfarm Productivity (Q1 final) +5.6% +5.5% +5.4%
8:30 Unit Labor Costs (Q1 final) +0.3% -0.4% 0.3%
8:30 Initial Jobless Claims 385k 395k 406k
8:30 Continuing Claims n.a. 3,615k 3,642k
10:00 ISM ServicesIndex (May) 63.2 63.0 62.7
Fri Jun 04 8:30 Nonfarm Payrolls (May) +750k +650k +266k
8:30 Private Payrolls (May) +700k +600k +218k
8:30 Unemployment Rate (May) 5.8% 5.9% 6.1%
8:30 Average Hourly Earnings (May) +0.4% +0.2% +0.7%
8:30 Labor Force Participation Rate (May) na 61 8% 61 7%
10:00 Factory Orders (Apr) 0.3% -0.2% +1.1%

Source: Goldman Sachs Global Investment Research
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