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Construction Cost Survey  
January 2012 

In January 2012, the twentieth annual survey of building supply, concrete, and shipping companies was 
conducted to determine the cost of a market basket of construction materials in communities through-
out Alaska. The survey simulates contractor pricing for a market basket of materials used in the con-
struction of a model home. The market basket represents approximately 30 percent of the materials 
used in the construction of the model home; however, it does not represent 30 percent of the total cost 
to build the model home. Figure 1 shows the floor plan of the model house used in this survey. 
 
The market basket provides a benchmark for comparing costs between the urban communities of An-
chorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kenai, Ketchikan, Kodiak, Sitka, and Wasilla, as well as the rural communi-
ties of Barrow, Bethel, and Nome. In addition to the materials included in the market basket, suppliers 
also report the cost of doors and windows for the model home, while shipping companies provide the 
cost of transporting the market basket materials from Seattle to each community. A complete list of the 
market basket items and their specifications is included in Table 1.  
 
Construction techniques, building requirements, and styles vary greatly from region to region. For this 
reason, not all of the materials surveyed are necessarily used in all areas. Beginning in 2003, Barrow, 
Bethel, and Nome included metal roofing, which is more common in rural areas, in their respective mar-
ket baskets instead of the asphalt shingles used in urban areas. Costs for the three rural areas sur-
veyed, Barrow, Bethel, and Nome, exclude concrete and rebar since pilings support houses above per-
mafrost in these locations instead of slab foundations. Unless otherwise specified, the market basket 
prices quoted exclude concrete, rebar, doors, and windows. 
 
Comparing 2012 to 2011 
 

Alaska Market Baskets 
Eight of the 11 participating locations experienced increases in the overall cost of market basket 
materials. Increases ranged from 1 percent in Barrow to 22 percent in Bethel. Anchorage and Ju-
neau experienced decreases in the overall cost of the market basket materials (5 and 3 percent re-
spectively) and Fairbanks dropped by less than 1 percent.  
 
Seattle Market Basket 
Eleven out of 15 individual core items increased in cost this year and Seattle’s overall total reached 
$19,443. This is a 7 percent increase ($1,366) over last year and a 13 percent increase ($2,452) 
from two years ago. The four most expensive items in Seattle increased this year, raising the total 
cost by $1,248.  
 
Concrete 
In 2012, the price of concrete rose in five areas, fell in two, and stayed the same in one. Percentage 
increases in concrete ranged from 1 percent (Fairbanks) to 9 percent (Juneau). Prices declined by 4 
percent in Kenai and 2 percent in Wasilla.   
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With a small increase of $22, Fairbanks remains the least expensive location for concrete again this 
year ($3,220). Kodiak continues to top the list at $6,870 ($270 more than last year), with Sitka and 
Juneau next in line with $5,580 and $5,430, respectively. 
 
Rebar 
In 2012, the price of rebar increased in six urban locations. Price increases ranged from 4 percent in 
Anchorage to 29 percent in Sitka. Rebar was most expensive in Sitka in 2012, at $1,059.  
 
While Fairbanks and Ketchikan were the only two Alaska locations with declines in rebar this year, 
they were two of the most expensive locations; $911 and $851, respectively.   
 
Prices for rebar in Wasilla rose18 percent this year (now up to $717), pushing it out of the lowest-
cost position. Anchorage had the least expensive price for rebar of all urban areas with a cost of 
$656; 38 percent less than Sitka. 
  
The price of rebar in Seattle dropped marginally by $3. This year, Sitka, Fairbanks, and Ketchikan 
had higher costs for rebar than Seattle ($780). 
 
Doors and Windows 
Nine Alaska locations had increases in the total cost of doors and windows in 2012. The percentage 
increases ranged from 1 percent in Juneau and Barrow to 27 percent in Kodiak.  
 
Last year, Kenai and Seattle were the two least expensive locations for doors and windows ($3,036 
and $3,235), and experienced declines in each item of that category. In 2012, those two locations 
had two of the highest increases at 27 and 19 percent, respectively.   
 
With a 7 percent drop in Anchorage and a 1 percent increase in Juneau, Juneau is now the second 
most expensive urban location for doors and windows, at $4,474. Only Kodiak had a higher market 
basket price for these items, at $6,725. 
 
Fairbanks saw two consecutive years of significant price drops in doors and windows with declines 
of $1,045 in 2011 and $510 in 2012. That location now ranks lowest among all locations ($3,170). 
 
Shipping Costs from Seattle 
The cost of transporting the building materials from Seattle increased in all areas. The percentage 
increases ranged from 3 percent in Sitka to 11 percent in Juneau.  
 
In Barrow, shipping costs rose 10 percent, or $3,109. For the third year in a row, Barrow has had 
the largest nominal change of any surveyed area. The cost of shipping to Barrow has continued to 
rise steadily since 2003. 
 
The net effect of shipping costs to all locations combined in 2012 was an increase of $8,191 - much 
higher than the increase of last year ($3,356) but not as high as the spike in 2010 ($9,574).  

 
Construction Costs Around the State 
 
Building materials cost more in rural areas than urban areas, and more in northern Alaska than in 
Southcentral and Southeast Alaska. The main reason for this cost differential is the added expense of 
transportation – generally speaking, the further a community is from Seattle, the more expensive the 
price of building materials. The lack of infrastructure in rural areas requires materials to be barged or 
flown to the different areas and contributes to higher prices. 
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 Statewide, the weighted-average cost of the market basket ranged from a low of $21,524 in 
Anchorage to a high of $53,566 in Barrow. 

 
 The most expensive urban location for the seventh consecutive year was Kodiak, with a total 

market basket cost of $25,734. Bethel was (by a narrow gap of $786) the least expensive rural 
location with a cost of $41,158. Bethel’s overall market basket shot up 22 percent ($9,079) in 
2012. 

 
 Three locations experienced price decreases in 2012 (Anchorage, Juneau, and Fairbanks) and 

the greatest drop was in Anchorage, at 5 percent. This translated to a drop of $1,019 in the 
market basket price. 

 
 Kodiak’s market basket increased 6 percent in 2012. With Bethel’s increase of 22 percent, the 

disparity between the most expensive urban location and the least expensive rural location bal-
looned this year, to $15,424 – almost twice that of last year $7,869. 

 
 The cost of truss in Barrow fell by $1,504; this was the greatest dollar value decrease for a sin-

gle item among all locations. In Barrow, this more than makes up for the 2011 increase in truss; 
$1,344. 

 
 Anchorage’s market basket had been increasing for four consecutive years until 2012. The three 

main items driving up the cost in Anchorage were truss, copper pipe, and ABS pipe. This year, 
those were the only three items to drop in price by $1,378, $544, and $316, respectively. 

 
 Juneau experienced price declines in 6 out of 15 items in 2012, for an overall decrease of 3 per-

cent ($643). 
 
 Thirteen out of fifteen market basket items increased in Wasilla resulting in a 13 percent in-

crease in the market basket this year. The core materials total was $583 lower than the most 
expensive urban location (Kodiak) and was a full $3,627 higher than the least expensive location 
(Anchorage). 

 
 The cost of shingles was up this year in every location except Kodiak, where the price fell $378. 

Although Anchorage experienced a 1 percent increase, all other locations reported double-digit 
percentage increases ranging from 11 percent in Sitka to 16 percent in Ketchikan. 

 
Alaska Suppliers Comparison Index 
 
Fluctuations in cost can best be examined in terms of the yearly change each area experiences in rela-
tion to a point of reference. One way to do this is to establish an index comparing each community’s 
market basket cost to a benchmark. The Alaska Suppliers Comparison Index uses the largest city in 
Alaska, Anchorage, as its benchmark. To create this index, Anchorage’s market basket cost is given an 
index value of 100. Dividing the average cost for a survey area by the Anchorage value ($21,524) pro-
duces the index value for that community. 
 

 The Anchorage market basket cost decreased $1,019, or 5 percent in 2012. Since Anchorage 
had the largest percentage decrease in market basket price, all other areas saw inclines in in-
dex values. 
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 The most significant change occurred in Bethel. With the largest percentage increase among all 
market baskets (22 percent), Bethel’s index value rose from 142 in 2011 to 191 in 2012, broad-
ening the spread from the Anchorage market basket cost. 

 
 In 2011, five locations had index values equal to or lower than Anchorage. Only two urban loca-

tions were higher; Kenai (103) and Kodiak (107). In 2012, all locations had index values higher 
than Anchorage. Urban locations ranged from 101 points in Juneau to 120 points in Kodiak. 

 
 In 2012, the index value spread, (the difference between the highest and lowest index values) 

among urban locations rose to 19, up from 15 in 2011. 
 
Construction Costs in Alaska vs. Seattle 
 
Suppliers from Seattle, Washington and the surrounding metropolitan area are included in the Alaska 
Construction Cost Survey as some contractors acquire their materials from outside Alaska. For Alaska 
suppliers, the market basket price already includes the cost of shipping the goods to the worksite in 
their community. Transportation costs are added to Seattle’s market basket total to estimate what local 
contractors would pay if they bought directly from Seattle suppliers and shipped their materials north to 
Alaska. Seattle prices cannot accurately be compared to prices in the three rural areas because the Se-
attle market basket and the total calculated shipping costs include asphalt shingles rather than metal 
roofing.  For this reason, the following points pertain to the seven participating urban communities only. 
 

 The Seattle market basket increased 7 percent to $19,443. For the fourth consecutive year, 
builders in all urban Alaska locations, except Ketchikan, would save by purchasing the market 
basket items locally instead of buying in Seattle and having them shipped north. 

 
 The added cost for Ketchikan builders purchasing locally shrunk to $527 in 2012, from $886 in 

2011 and $1,518 in 2010. The savings for all other locations purchasing locally ranged from 
$2,624 (Wasilla) to $6,351 (Fairbanks). 

 
 Wasilla’s spike in the core market basket materials affected the amount of local purchase sav-

ings. All of Alaska’s urban locations, except Wasilla and Ketchikan, experienced an increase in 
their local/Seattle pricing spread. These five urban communities had increases in savings rang-
ing from $505 in Kenai to $2,753 in Anchorage. 

 
Transportation Index for Market Basket from Seattle 
 
One of the primary factors determining differences in building costs in Alaska is transportation. The cost 
of transporting materials from Seattle is directly related to the distance from Seattle to the surveyed 
communities. The Transportation Index uses basic market basket items rather than substituted items to 
compare the different communities. Metal roofing is lighter than asphalt shingles and, unlike shingles, 
can be shipped inside or outside a container. In the rural areas where metal roofing is substituted, the 
cost of shipping the roofing materials could be as much as two-thirds less than asphalt shingles. 
 
Like the Alaska Suppliers Comparison Index, the Transportation Index assigns Anchorage an index value 
of 100. Dividing the average value for a survey area by the Anchorage shipping cost ($7,484) produces 
the index value for that community. 
 

 Shipping costs to Anchorage increased $368, or 5 percent, in 2012. Areas with cost increases of 
greater than 5 percent had increases in their index values. Areas with cost decreases, or in-
creases of less than 5 percent, experienced declines in their index values. 
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 While the transportation cost rose in all communities this year, only five communities saw index 

value increases in 2012 ranging from two points in Fairbanks and Ketchikan to 22 points for Bar-
row. 
 

 Sitka, Juneau, and Ketchikan had values below 100 in 2012 at 99, 68, and 39, respectively. 
 

 Ketchikan and Barrow had two of the highest percentage increases this year and the resulting 
impact to total shipping costs were $282 more in Ketchikan and $3,109 more in Barrow. 

 
 Ketchikan is the closest city in proximity to Seattle of the 11 communities surveyed. With rea-

son, shipping costs to Ketchikan are the lowest. This year’s shipping costs of $2,883, and corre-
sponding index value of 39, were less than half that of Anchorage’s. On the opposite end of the 
scale, shipping costs to Barrow, the furthest city from Seattle, were $31,303. This figure is more 
than four times the cost of shipping to Anchorage and over ten times the cost of shipping to 
Ketchikan. 

 
Alaska Construction Cost Survey Methodology 
 
The Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development’s Research and Analysis Section conducts 
the Alaska Construction Cost Survey annually on behalf of the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation.  
 
Twenty-six local suppliers in Alaska and eight in Washington participated in this year’s survey. Alaska 
participants represent nine unique firms, as some companies have stores in multiple locations. Similarly, 
Washington participants represent four unique firms. In addition, 15 concrete suppliers and eight ship-
ping companies participated in this year’s survey. 
 
When surveyed, building suppliers are asked what discounts, if any, they provide to contractors when 
purchasing a “package” of building materials sufficient to build a single family home. If a discount is 
given, it is then factored into the market basket prices that the supplier reported. The same is true for 
concrete suppliers. 
 
To determine the cost of transportation, carriers are given the weight (approximately 49,000 pounds) 
and the volume (about 2,000 cubic feet) of the materials. These measurements generally require a 20-
foot platform and a 20-foot container for all of the materials. Another assumption is that all of the fees 
for required services are included in the reported cost of the shipment. These services include loading/
unloading, protection and fastening of goods, and delivery to the building site. The shippers’ market 
basket includes asphalt shingles rather than metal roofing. 
 
It is expected that larger building supply firms get volume discounts that are then passed on to the con-
tractor. To reflect the vendors’ respective market shares, respondents’ values are weighted by the size 
of the respective firms. For Alaska businesses, size is based on the reported number of employees from 
the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development’s employment security tax wage database 
for the second quarter of 2011. America’s Labor Market Information System provided 2012 employee 
counts for Seattle suppliers. 
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Appendix A: Construction Cost 
Survey Tables and Charts 
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Average Price for Construction Materials   
Alaska Suppliers 
2012 

Average Price for Doors and Windows   
Alaska Suppliers 
2012 

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section, Construction Cost Survey 2012 
Weighted average using 2010 Q2 ODB202 number of employees where applicable 
Totals may not sum due to rounding 
N/A = Not Applicable 
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Average Price for Construction Materials   
Seattle Suppliers 
2012 

Transportation Cost of Market Basket   
Shipping & Handling (Without Concrete, Rebar, Doors, & Windows) 
2012 

Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section, Construction Cost Survey 2012 
Weighted average using 2010 Q2 ODB202 number of employees where applicable 
Totals may not sum due to rounding 
N/A = Not Applicable 
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