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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name 15369 Airport Drive Warehouse Ops Out of Basin
Operational Year 2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.70

Precipitation (days) 18.0

Location 35.4326087395694, -119.04131635196151
County Kern-San Joaquin

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2899

EDFz 5

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.21

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Unrefrigerated 1000sqft 738,500 359,286
Warehouse-No Ralil

6/34



15369 Airport Drive Warehouse Ops Out of Basin Detailed Report, 3/6/2024

Refrigerated 185 1000sqft 4.24 184,600 0.00
Warehouse-No Rail

User Defined 923 User Defined Unit 0.00 0.00 0.00
Industrial

Parking Lot 20.0 Acre 20.0 0.00 0.00

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

unmit. 16.0 35.0 87.2 99.3 0.85 1.81 30.3 32.1 1.72 8.02

Daily, — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Unmit. 8.38 28.0 93.3 52.4 0.84 1.74 30.3 32.0 1.67 8.02

Average — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 9.09 28.9 65.6 57.4 0.62 1.24 21.9 23.2 1.19 5.81

Annual — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

unmit. 1.66 5.27 12.0 10.5 0.11 0.23 4.01 4.23 0.22 1.06

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

7134

9.74

9.69

7.00

1.28

877

877

877

145

98,299

97,367

73,630

12,190

99,175

98,243

74,507

12,335

91.2

91.2

90.9

15.0

13.2

13.2

9.96

1.65

463

195

275

45.5

105,845

104,659

80,020

13,248
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer

(Max)

Mobile 7.62 6.34 82.8 55.6 0.84 1.50 30.3 31.8 1.43 8.02 9.45 — 88,274 88,274 1.04 12.0 275 92,157
Area 7.14 27.6 0.34 40.1 <0.005 0.07 — 0.07 0.05 — 0.05 — 165 165 0.01 <0.005 — 166
Energy 0.14 0.07 1.24 1.05 0.01 0.09 — 0.09 0.09 — 0.09 — 8,878 8,878 1.33 0.15 — 8,955
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 409 478 887 42.0 1.01 — 2,237
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 468 0.00 468 46.7 0.00 — 1,636
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 188 188
Stationar 1.08 0.98 2.75 2.51 <0.005 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 504 504 0.02 <0.005 0.00 505

y

Total 16.0 35.0 87.2 99.3 0.85 1.81 30.3 321 1.72 8.02 9.74 877 98,299 99,175 91.2 13.2 463 105,845
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile 7.16 5.87 89.3 48.8 0.83 1.50 30.3 31.8 1.43 8.02 9.45 — 87,507 87,507 1.08 12.1 7.12 91,137
Area — 21.1 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Energy 0.14 0.07 1.24 1.05 0.01 0.09 — 0.09 0.09 — 0.09 — 8,878 8,878 1.33 0.15 — 8,955
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 409 478 887 42.0 1.01 — 2,237
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 468 0.00 468 46.7 0.00 — 1,636
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 188 188
Stationar 1.08 0.98 2.75 2.51 <0.005 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 504 504 0.02 <0.005 0.00 505

y

Total 8.38 28.0 93.3 52.4 0.84 1.74 30.3 32.0 1.67 8.02 9.69 877 97,367 98,243 91.2 13.2 195 104,659
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile 5.28 4.34 63.8 36.2 0.61 1.09 21.9 23.0 1.05 5.81 6.86 — 64,123 64,123 0.78 8.80 86.7 66,852
Area 3.52 24.3 0.17 19.8 <0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 81.4 81.4 <0.005 <0.005 — 81.7
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Energy 0.14
Water —
Waste  —
Refrig. —

Stationar 0.15
y

Total 9.09
Annual —
Mobile  0.96
Area 0.64
Energy 0.02
Water —
Waste —
Refrig. —

Stationar 0.03
y

Total 1.66

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

0.07

0.13

28.9

0.79
4.44

0.01

0.02

5.27

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

1.24

0.38

65.6

116
0.03

0.23

0.07

12.0

1.05

0.34

57.4

6.61
3.61

0.19

0.06

10.5

< 0.005

0.62

0.11
< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.11

0.09

0.02

1.24

0.20
0.01

0.02

< 0.005

0.23

0.09

0.02

23.2

421
0.01
0.02

< 0.005

4.23
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0.09

0.02

1.19

0.19

< 0.005
0.02

< 0.005

0.22

9/34

0.09

0.02

7.00

1.25
< 0.005
0.02

< 0.005

1.28

1.33
42.0
46.7

< 0.005

90.9

0.13
< 0.005
0.22
6.96
7.74

< 0.005

15.0

0.15
1.01
0.00

< 0.005

9.96

1.46
< 0.005
0.02
0.17

0.00

< 0.005

1.65

188
0.00

275

14.4

31.2

0.00

45.5

8,955
2,237
1,636
188
69.2

80,020

11,068
13.5
1,483
370
271
31.2

115

13,248



Unrefrige 3.09
Warehouse-No
Rail

Refrigera 1.17
ted

Warehou
se-No

Ralil

User 3.35
Defined
Industrial

Parking 0.00
Lot

Total 7.62

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige 2.81
rated

Warehou
se-No

Rail

Refrigera 1.07
ted

Warehou
se-No

Rail

User 3.28
Defined
Industrial

Parking  0.00
Lot

Total 7.16

Annual —

2.90

1.10

2.34

0.00

6.34

2.61

0.99

2.28

0.00

5.87

1.37

0.52

80.9

0.00

82.8

1.68

0.64

87.0

0.00

89.3

255

9.67

20.4

0.00

55.6

20.9

7.91

20.0

0.00

48.8

0.05

0.02

0.77

0.00

0.84

0.04

0.02

0.77

0.00

0.83

0.02

0.01

1.47

0.00

1.50

0.02

0.01

1.47

0.00

1.50

4.42

1.68

24.2

0.00

30.3

4.42

1.68

24.2

0.00

30.3

4.44

1.68

25.7

0.00

31.8

4.44

1.68

25.7

0.00

31.8
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0.02

0.01

1.41

0.00

1.43

0.02

0.01

1.41

0.00

1.43
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1.12

0.42

6.48

0.00

8.02

1.12

0.42

6.48

0.00

8.02

1.13

0.43

7.89

0.00

9.45

1.13

0.43

7.89

0.00

9.45

4,976

1,885

81,413

0.00

88,274

4,411

1,671

81,425

0.00

87,507

4,976

1,885

81,413

0.00

88,274

4,411

1,671

81,425

0.00

87,507

0.21

0.08

0.76

0.00

1.04

0.24

0.09

0.75

0.00

1.08

0.14

0.05

11.8

0.00

12.0

0.16

0.06

11.8

0.00

121

17.2

6.50

251

0.00

275

0.44

0.17

6.51

0.00

7.12

5,039

1,909

85,209

0.00

92,157

4,465

1,691

84,981

0.00

91,137
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Unrefrige 0.38 0.35 0.20 2.85 0.01 <0.005 0.59 0.59 <0.005 0.15 0.15 — 558 558 0.03 0.02 0.91 565
rated

Warehou

Rail

Refrigera 0.14 0.13 0.08 1.07 <0.005 <0.005 0.22 0.22 <0.005 0.06 0.06 — 209 209 0.01 0.01 0.34 212
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User 0.44 0.31 11.4 2.69 0.10 0.20 3.20 3.39 0.19 0.86 1.04 — 9,849 9,849 0.09 1.43 131 10,291
Defined
Industrial

Parking 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lot

Total 0.96 0.79 11.6 6.61 0.11 0.20 4.01 4.21 0.19 1.06 1.25 — 10,616 10,616 0.13 1.46 14.4 11,068

4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — — 4,432 4,432 0.72 0.09 — 4,476
rated

Warehou

se-No

Ralil

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — 2,534 2,534 0.41 0.05 — 2,559
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail
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User
Defined
Industrial

Parking
Lot

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail

User
Defined
Industrial

Parking
Lot

Total
Annual

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail
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0.00

427

7,394

4,432

2,534

0.00

427

7,394

734

419

0.00

427

7,394

4,432

2,534

0.00

427

7,394

734

419

0.00

0.07

1.20

0.72

0.41

0.00

0.07

1.20

0.12

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.14

0.09

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.14

0.01

0.01

0.00

432

7,467

4,476

2,559

0.00

432

7,467

741

424
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User — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined

Industrial

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — — 70.8 70.8 0.01 <0.005 — 71.5
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,224 1,224 0.20 0.02 — 1,236

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige 0.12 0.06 1.06 0.89 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.08 — 0.08 — 1,262 1,262 0.11 <0.005 — 1,266
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera 0.02 0.01 0.19 0.16 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 222 222 0.02 <0.005 — 223
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Parking  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total 0.14 0.07 1.24 1.05 0.01 0.09 — 0.09 0.09 — 0.09 — 1,485 1,485 0.13 <0.005 — 1,489

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)
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Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail

User
Defined
Industrial

Parking
Lot

Total
Annual

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail

User
Defined
Industrial

Parking
Lot

Total

0.12

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.14

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.06

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.07

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

1.06

0.19

0.00

0.00

1.24

0.19

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.23

0.89

0.16

0.00

0.00

1.05

0.16

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.19

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02
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0.08

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

14 /34

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.09

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

1,262

222

0.00

0.00

1,485

209

36.8

0.00

0.00

246

1,262

222

0.00

0.00

1,485

209

36.8

0.00

0.00

246

0.11

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.13

0.02

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.02

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

<0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

<0.005

1,266

223

0.00

0.00

1,489

210

36.9

0.00

0.00

246
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4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Consum — 19.8 — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 1.24 — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _
ural
Coatings

Landsca 7.14 6.59 0.34 40.1 <0.005 0.07 — 0.07 0.05 — 0.05 — 165 165 0.01 <0.005 — 166
pe

Equipme

nt

Total 7.14 27.6 0.34 40.1 <0.005 0.07 — 0.07 0.05 — 0.05 — 165 165 0.01 <0.005 — 166

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Consum — 19.8 — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _ _
er
Products

Architect — 1.24 — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
ural
Coatings

Total — 21.1 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Consum — 3.62 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
er
Products

Architect — 0.23 — — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _
ural
Coatings
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Landsca 0.64 0.59 0.03 3.61 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 <0.005 — <0.005 — 13.5 135 < 0.005
Equipment
Total 0.64 4.44 0.03 3.61 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 <0.005 — <0.005 — 135 13.5 < 0.005
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4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Ralil

User
Defined
Industrial

Parking
Lot

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — 327 384 711 33.6

— — — — — — — — — — — 81.8 94.0 176 8.40

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — — 409 478 887 42.0

16 /34

<0.005

< 0.005

0.80

0.20

0.00

0.00

1.01

— 13.5

— 13.5

— 1,791

— 446

— 0.00

— 0.00

— 2,237



Unrefrige — — — —
rated

Warehou

se-No

Refrigera — — — —
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User — — — —
Defined
Industrial

Parking — — — —
Lot

Total — — — —
Annual — — — —

Unrefrige — — — —
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — —
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

User — — — —
Defined
Industrial

Parking — — — —
Lot

Total — — — —

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

15369 Airport Drive Warehouse Ops Out of Basin Detailed Report, 3/6/2024

17134

327

81.8

0.00

0.00

409

54.2

13.5

0.00

0.00

67.7

384

94.0

0.00

0.00

478

63.6

15.6

0.00

0.00

79.1

711

176

0.00

0.00

887

118

29.1

0.00

0.00

147

33.6

8.40

0.00

0.00

42.0

5.57

1.39

0.00

0.00

6.96

0.80

0.20

0.00

0.00

1.01

0.13

0.03

0.00

0.00

0.17

1,791

446

0.00

0.00

2,237

297

73.8

0.00

0.00

370
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4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Ralil

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail

User
Defined
Industrial

Parking
Lot

Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Unrefrige
rated
Warehou
se-No
Rail

Refrigera
ted
Warehou
se-No
Rail

— — — — — — — — — — 374

— — — — — — — — — — 93.5

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00

— — — — — — — — — — 468

— — — — — — — — — — 374

— — — — — — — — — — 935

18/34

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

374

93.5

0.00

0.00

468

374

93.5

37.4

9.35

0.00

0.00

46.7

37.4

9.35

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1,309

327

0.00

0.00

1,636

1,309

327
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User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 468 0.00 468 46.7 0.00 — 1,636

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Unrefrige — — — — — — — — — — — 61.9 0.00 61.9 6.19 0.00 — 217
rated

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — 15.5 0.00 15.5 1.55 0.00 — 54.2
ted

Warehou
se-No
Rail

User — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Defined
Industrial

Parking — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Lot

Total —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ — — — — — — 77.4 0.00 77.4 7.74 0.00 — 271

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Land TOG ROG NOx CcO SO2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)
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Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 188 188
ted

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 188 188

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 188 188
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Refrigera — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 31.2 31.2
ted

Warehou

se-No

Rail

Total  — _ —_ — — — — — — — — — — — — — 31.2 31.2

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme PMlOE PM10D [PM10T |PM25E |PM25D [PM25T [BCO2  |NBCO?

Daily, — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme PMlOE PM10D [PM10T |PM25E (PM25D |PM25T

Dalily, —
Summer

Fire 1.08 0.98 2.75 2.51 <0.005 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 504 504 0.02 <0.005 0.00 505
Pump

(Max)

Total 1.08 0.98 2.75 251 <0.005 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 504 504 0.02 <0.005 0.00 505

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Fire 1.08 0.98 2.75 251 <0.005 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 504 504 0.02 <0.005 0.00 505
Pump

Total 1.08 0.98 2.75 251 <0.005 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 504 504 0.02 <0.005 0.00 505

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Fire 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 0.00 114 114 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 115
Pump

Total 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 0.00 114 114 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 115

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipme | TOG ROG IN[@)% (0{0) SO2 PM10E |PM10D |[PM10T |PM2.5E |PM2.5D |PM2.5T |BCO2 NBCO2 |CO2T CH4 N20 CO2e
nt
Type

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

n

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — -
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
d

Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Avoided — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Subtotal — — —_ — — — — — — — _ _ — _ _ _ _ _

Sequest — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — - — _ _ _ _ _

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
d

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

5. Activity Data

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year
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Unrefrigerated 768 93.8 36.9 207,055 6,370 778 306 1,717,156
Warehouse-No Rail

Refrigerated 291 23.4 9.23 77,553 2,413 194 76.5 643,168
Warehouse-No Rail

User Defined 371 40.6 1.85 98,962 27,460 3,006 137 7,323,158
Industrial

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated [Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

1,384,650 461,550 52,377

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days daylyr 0.00
Summer Days daylyr 180

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
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Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No 7,931,354 204 0.0330 0.0040 3,939,270
Rail

Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 4,533,803 204 0.0330 0.0040 692,950
User Defined Industrial 0.00 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00
Parking Lot 764,698 204 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 170,778,125 5,859,834
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 42,688,750 0.00
User Defined Industrial 0.00 0.00
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 694 —
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Ralil 174 —
User Defined Industrial 0.00 —
Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated
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Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant _ Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

Refrigerated Cold storage User Defined 7.50 7.50 7.50 25.0
Warehouse-No Rail

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours Per Day Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Fire Pump Diesel 1.00 1.00 50.0 0.73

Fire Pump Diesel 1.00 1.00 50.0 300 0.73

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change
5.18.1.1. Unmitigated
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Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 20.5 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 0.10 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and consider
inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events.
Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
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Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make

different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding 0 0 0 N/A
Drought 0 0 0 N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding 1 1 1 2
Drought 1 1 1 2
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 91.1
AQ-PM 99.0
AQ-DPM 38.0
Drinking Water 96.2
Lead Risk Housing 33.6
Pesticides 75.3
Toxic Releases 19.3
Traffic 37.5

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 88.9
Groundwater 82.6
Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 95.3
Impaired Water Bodies 0.00
Solid Waste 59.2
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Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI

Education

Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enroliment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
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82.4
89.0
48.0

41.2
45.0
17.3
73.2
85.8

54.39496984
40.16424997
43.94969845
29.56499423
100

17.59271141
42.71782369
5.607596561

42.25587065
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Voting
Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy
Housing
Homeownership

Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)
Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes
Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled

Heart Attack ER Admissions
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35.2239189
52.64981394
44.96342872
27.46054151
55.46002823
33.86372385
36.39163352
49.90375978
68.61285769
45.06608495
68.66418581
38.07262928
0.0

14.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.4

335

16.6

12.8
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Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries
Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area
Children

Elderly

English Speaking
Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover
Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices

Hardship

Other Decision Support
2016 Voting

15369 Airport Drive Warehouse Ops Out of Basin Detailed Report, 3/6/2024

0.0
0.0
0.0
44.9
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
9.0
73.1
87.1
2.9
28.2

46.7
31.8
0.0

49.2

31.0
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7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 88.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 36.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Operations: Vehicle Data Trip rates adjusted based on Project traffic study

Operations: Fleet Mix Fleet mix adjusted to separate passenger vehicles and trucks

Operations: Refrigerants As of 1 January 2022, new commercial refrigeration equipment may not use refrigerants with a GWP

of 150 or greater.

Operations: Off-Road Equipment Cargo handling equipment is assumed to operate 4 hours per day, 365 days per year.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District
(“District”) seeks to adopt New Rule 9510 and 3180 to meet
certain United States Environmental Protection Agency (US
EPA) mandates and timelines with regards to improved air
quality in the region. This section of the report summarizes
the findings of the socioeconomic analysis of Rules 9510 and
3180.

The analysis indicates that while the worst-case residential fee
that a typical residential development would pay under Draft
Rule 9510 and 3180 can increase the amount of household
income required to finance the purchase of a new home, the
estimated increase represents a small fraction of the original
household income required to finance a new home in the
event no air quality fees were in place. The affect of the fees
on rents is similarly small.

The analysis also examines the question of housing
affordability from the vantage point of low- and moderate-
income households. The analysis demonstrates that, even
before the imposition of an air quality fees, most low-income
and households in the Central Valley are priced out of newly
constructed multifamily unit market, the rents for which need
to be at levels that account for price of land, development
costs, developer fees, and an adequate level of profit, among
other things. The analysis discusses how public subsidies can
assist in enhancing the financial feasibility of a real estate
project in which a certain portion of units are set-aside as
below-market rental units.

The analysis also examines the impacts of proposed worst-
case off-site emission reduction fees on commercial,
industrial and institutional projects. While a typical non-
residential development can absorb the 2006 and 2008 fees,
projects will have to recover the cost of the fee over a period
of time.

It is important to note that any fee identified in the report is
the estimated maximum fee in the worst-case scenario for a
typical development project, with the understanding that the
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actual fee will vary with the particulars of any project. Any
fee in the report is presented for the purposes of analyzing
potential impacts given costs associated with reducing
quantifiable emissions resulting from what constitutes typical
residential, commercial and industrial developments. It is
also important to note that the developer may reduce fees by
incorporating on-site emission reduction measures into the
projects. There may or may not be costs associated with on-
site measures. In any event, it is anticipated that the
developer will choose the least costly option.
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2. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the socioeconomic impacts of Rule
9510 (Indirect Source Review — ISR) and 3180
(Administrative Fees for Indirect Source Review). Following
this introduction, the report summarizes the proposed
amendments and describes the methodology for the
socioeconomic analysis. In Section 5, the report describes the
economic characteristics of sources affected by Rule 9510
and 3180. The sixth section analyzes the socioeconomic
impacts of compliance costs on the regional economy.

The report is prepared pursuant to the provisions of AB2051
(Section 40728.5 of the California Health and Safety Code),
which requires an assessment of socioeconomic impacts of
proposed air quality rules. The findings in this report can
assist District staff in understanding the socioeconomic
impacts of Rules 9510 and 3180, and can assist staff in
preparing a refined version of the rule. A final report will be
presented at the Governing Board hearing by District staff in
December 2005. Figure 1 is a map of the eight-county region
that comprises the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. As indicated
in the map, Kern County is not completely in the District.

FIGURE 1
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVUAPCD) Air Basin
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3. DESCRIPTION OF NEW RULES 9510 & 3180

The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) is classified as a
nonattainment area for the state and federal health based
ambient ozone and PM 10 standards by the California Air
Resources Board (ARB) and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). The SIVAB is currently classified
as serious nonattainment for the 24-hour and annual National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for particulate
matter 10 microns in size and smaller (PM10), extreme
nonattainment for the federal 1-hour ozone standard, serious
nonattainment for the new federal 8-hour ozone standard,
and severe nonattainment for the 1-hour state ozone
standard.

The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control
District’s (District) adopted 2003 PM10 Plan projects
attainment of NAAQS for PM10 at the earliest practicable
date of December 31, 2010. The Indirect Source Rule' (ISR)
is one of the commitments contained in the 2003 PM10 Plan
to achieve these emissions reductions. The ISR commitment
will be implemented through Rules 9510 and 3180. The
purpose of Draft Rule 9510 is to reduce emissions of NOx
and PM10 from new development projects. The purpose of
Draft Rule 3180 is to recover the costs of administering Draft
Rule 9510. Implementation of these draft rules is expected to
reduce NOx and PM10 emissions by 5.4 and 5.8 tons per day
respectively.

The District identified several examples of air pollution
agencies in California that are currently reviewing land use
projects for indirect source impacts and/or collecting
mitigation fees in their districts. District staff reviewed
programs being implemented by the Mendocino County and
Shasta County Air Quality Management Districts and the
Great Basin, Colusa County, and Placer County Air Pollution
Control Districts. District staff also considered a number of

1 Indirect Sources are land uses that attract or generate motor vehicle trips.
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program types including District permitting, city/county
review, District review, and simple fee.

Despite significant air pollution reductions from both mobile
and stationary sources, the District exceeds state and federal
air quality standards for ozone and PM10. Although today’s
new cars pollute about 90 percent less than models produced
25 years ago (due to California’s strict vehicle emissions
standards), large increases in population and driving partially
offset the benefits these cleaner-burning vehicles provide.
The District’s total population increased by 22 percent
between 1990 and 2000; and, California’s Department of
Finance projects that the SJIVAB'’s population will increase by
24 percent between 2000 and 2010. With increased
population, there is an increase in emissions from area
sources, such as consumer products, fuel combustion,
landscape maintenance equipment, etc.

The total number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the
District has increased at a rate faster than population growth.
The district witnessed a nine percent increase between 1999
and 2002, and is expecting a 27 percent increase from 2002 to
2010. Entrained and re-entrained paved road dust and
corresponding PM10 emissions increase as VMT increases.

To reduce emissions of NOx and PM10, Draft Rule 9510
would apply to development projects that will seek to gain a
discretionary approval for projects that, upon full build-out
will include any one of the following: 50 residential units,
2,000 square feet of commercial space, 25,000 square feet of
industrial space, 20,000 square feet of medical office space,
39,000 square feet of general office space, 9,000 square feet
of educational space, 10,000 square feet of government space,
20,000 square feet of recreational space, or 9,000 square feet
of unidentified space. Certain transportation projects, transit
projects, reconstruction projects that result from a natural
disaster, and development projects whose primary source of
emissions are subject to District Rule 2201 or 2010 would be
exempt from this Draft Rule. Also, development projects
that have a mitigated baseline below two tons per year for
each pollutant would be exempt from the emission reduction
requirements of the rule.
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Draft Rule 9510 would require new development project
applicants to submit an Air Impact Assessment application to
the District prior to or at application for a project’s final
discretionary approval with a public agency. The application
would include an assessment, project location and
description, an on-site emission reduction checklist, a
proposed Monitoring and Reporting Schedule (MRS), and a
fee deferral agreement if necessary. The District would have
10 days to determine whether or not the application is
complete. After deeming an application complete, the district
would have 30 days to approve the application and notify the
applicant of the fee amounts.

Draft Rule 9510 would require developers to reduce
cumulative NOx emissions in excess of 50 percent of the
project’s first-year operational baseline emissions until the
emissions reach 50 percent of the first-year baseline emissions
(approximately 10 years). Developers would be required to
reduce PM10 emissions equal to half of the first-year
emissions after build-out for the same time period required
for NOXx reductions. Developers would also be required to
reduce emissions from construction equipment NOXx by 20%,
and PM10 by 45% compared to the statewide fleet average.
Emissions could be reduced through on-site emission
reduction measures, by paying the District a fee to fund
emission reduction projects off-site, or through a
combination of the two.

To recover the costs of administering Draft Rule 9510, Draft
Rule 3180 would include a non-refundable application filing
fee to be paid when an application is submitted to the
District. Once an application and application fee are
received, District staff would log the total staff hours spent
on the project. So that only the cost of the actual hours spent
on the project is recovered, the cost of the hours spent on the
project (hours multiplied by a weighted average labor rate)
would be subtracted from the application fee. Draft Rule
3180 would also contain a fee, payable when the off-site
emission reduction fees are collected, equal to four percent of
the off-site fees to recover the cost of administering off-site
emission reduction projects.
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4. METHODOLOGY

The socioeconomic analysis involves the use of information
provided directly by affected sources, as well as secondary
data used to describe the industries affected by the proposed
provisions of Rule 9510 and 3180. The approach is briefly
described below.

This report relies heavily on the most current data available
from a variety of sources. For commercial-industrial prices,
this report relies on Dataquick, Loopnet.com and
Realtor.com. For construction trends, this report relied on
the Construction Industry Research Board. When estimating
cost of construction, we used “Commercial Square Foot
Building Costs: 2004”, by Deloitte Saylor Publication, as well
as per square foot cost of construction estimates used by
many cities when estimating the value of a project. For
purposes of estimating profits, ADE relied on Dun and
Bradstreet, as well as corporate reports of major home
builders and developers of commercial-industrial space
operating in California and the Central Valley.

With the above information, ADE was able to estimate profit
ratios for sources affected by the draft rule. ADE calculated
ratios of profit per dollar of revenue for affected industries.
The result of the socioeconomic analysis shows what
proportion of profits the compliance costs represent. Based
on assumed thresholds of significance, ADE discusses in the
report whether the affected sources are likely to pass on costs
to consumers or to reduce jobs as a means of recouping the
cost of rule compliance or as a result of reducing business
operations. To the extent that such job losses appear likely,
the indirect multiplier effects of the jobs losses are estimated
using a regional IMPLAN input-output model.

When analyzing the socioeconomic impacts of proposed new
rules and amendments, ADE works closely within the
parameters of accepted methodologies discussed in a 1995
California Air Resources Board report called “Development
of a Methodology to Assess the Economic Impact Required
by SB513/AB969” (by Peter Berck, PhD, UC Berkeley

F-13 Final Draft Staff Report for Proposed
Rule 9510 and Rule 3180


https://Realtor.com
https://Loopnet.com

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Appendix F: Socioeconomic Analysis for Rules 9510 and 3180 November 17, 2005

Department of Agricultural and Resources Economics,
Contract No. 93-314, August, 1995). The author of this
report reviewed a methodology to assess the impact that
California Environmental Protection Agency proposed
regulations would have on the ability of California businesses
to compete. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has
incorporated the methodologies described in this report in its
own assessment of socioeconomic impacts of rules generated
by ARB. One methodology relates to determining a level
above or below which a rule and its associated costs is
deemed to have significant impacts. When analyzing the
degree to which its rules are significant or insignificant, ARB
employs a threshold of significance that ADE follows. Berck
reviewed the threshold in his analysis and wrote, “The Air
Resources Board’s (ARB) use of a 10 percent change in
[Return on Equity] ROE (i.e. a change in ROE from 10
percent to a ROE of 9 percent) as a threshold for a finding of
no significant, adverse impact on either competitiveness or
jobs seems reasonable or even conservative.”
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5. IMPACT INDUSTRIES SUBJECT TO NEW RULES
9510 & 3180 (INDIRECT SOURCE RULE)

This section of the socioeconomic analysis describes
demographic and economic trends in the San Joaquin Valley
region. The first part of this section compares the San
Joaquin Valley region against California as a whole, and
provides a context for understanding demographic and
economic changes that occurred within the San Joaquin
Valley region between 1998 and 2003. Starting with sub-
section 5.2, the second part of this section narrows the focus
of the socioeconomic analysis to industries affected by New
Rules 9510 and 3180. The second part of this section
describes the economic characteristics of potentially impacted
industries that might be subject to Rules 9510 and 3180.

In this report, the San Joaquin Valley region is defined as
Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus
and Tulare counties. Data for Kern County in Tables 1 and 2
are for all of Kern County, although Kern County is only
partially in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. Starting with
Table 3, data for Kern County are for the part of Kern
County that is in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.

5.1 REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHIC AND
ECONOMIC TRENDS

REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

The San Joaquin Valley region experienced tremendous
population growth during the 1990s. Many came to this area
because of affordable housing. As a result, population
increased significantly. The eight-county region’s population
increased by 22 percent (or approximately 2.0 percent
annually), from 2.9 million in 1993 to 3.6 million in 2003.
While the State of California’s population increased by 15
percent (or approximately 1 percent annually), all the counties
in the region experienced faster rates of growth, and two
counties grew at rates that were triple the State’s growth rate,
as Table 1 shows. While by many standards Madera County
continues to be a small county— at 135,262 residents
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according to the Department of Finance-it still experienced a
35 percent growth in population during the last decade (or
three percent annually). Kings County also grew by three
percent per year. As demonstrated in the following section on
regional economic trends, the demographic changes that
occurred in the San Joaquin Valley region during the 1990s
significantly influenced the economy of this eight-county
region.

TABLE 1
Population Growth: San Joaquin Valley Region, 1993 - 2003
Annual Annual Annual
Per. Per. Per.

Distribution, Chng Chng Chng

1993 1998 2003 2003 93-98 98-03 93-03
California 31,303,452 32,670,019 36,144,267 1% 2% 1%
SJV Region 2,959,911 3,192,439 3,615,696 10% 2% 3% 2%
Fresno 722,608 781,936 862,642 24% 2% 2% 2%
Kern 593,087 637,227 724,883 20% 1% 3% 2%
Kings 109,648 120,957 141,434 4% 2% 3% 3%
Madera 100,297 114,137 135,262 4% 3% 3% 3%
Merced 191,883 203,181 232,141 6% 1% 3% 2%
San Joaquin 507,170 546,852 630,577 17% 2% 3% 2%
Stanislaus 400,417 428,272 491,929 14% 1% 3% 2%
Tulare 334,801 359,877 396,828 11% 1% 2% 2%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on California Department of Finance

Housing construction in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has
paralleled this increase in population. Low interest and the
availability of land at prices lower than in coastal areas of
California has fueled construction activity in the Central
Valley. Tables 2 and 3 track building permits for single-
family and multi-family homes. According to the California
Construction Industry Research Board, home-builders
typically take out building permits only when they are ready
to construct housing. Thus, building permits is a good
indicator of housing production. As Table 2 shows, the
amount of single-family building permits increased by 14
percent annually between 1998 and 2003 in the Central
Valley, easily surpassing the statewide annual rate of eight
percent. Almost forty percent of all single family building
permits was for projects in San Joaquin and Stanislaus County
in 2003. As the tables below show, the amount of new
construction for single-family homes greatly exceeds new
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construction for multi-family housing, for reasons related to
market demand, availability of land, and historically low-
interest rates, among other reasons.

TABLE 2
Single-Family Residential Building Permit Trends:
San Joaquin Valley, 1993-2003

Annual Annual Annual
Distribution, Per.Chng Per. Chng Per. Chng

1993 1998 2003 2003 93-98 98-03 93-03
California 69,901 94,298 138,762 6% 8% 7%
SJV Region 15,055 14,280 27,080 20% -1% 14% 6%
Fresno 3,743 2,742 4,479 17% -6% 10% 2%
Kern 3,082 3,025 5,529 20% 0% 13% 6%
Kings 530 526 835 3% 0% 10% 5%
Madera 694 473 1,144 4% -7% 19% 5%
Merced 1,087 960 2,489 9% -2% 21% 9%
San Joaquin 2,545 3,170 6,727 25% 4% 16% 10%
Stanislaus 1,835 1,997 3,884 14% 2% 14% 8%
Tulare 1,539 1,387 1,993 7% -2% 8% 3%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Construction Industry Research Board

TABLE 3
Multi-Family Residential Building Permit Trends: San Joaquin Valley, 1993-2003

Annual Annual Annual
Distribution, Per.Chng Per.Chng Per. Chng

1993 1998 2003 2003 93-98 98-03 93-03
California 14,755 31,409 56,920 16% 13% 14%
SJV Region 1,309 1,403 3,699 6% 1% 21% 11%
Fresno 404 292 1,520 41% -6% 39% 14%
Kern 314 428 583 16% 6% 6% 6%
Kings 13 231 143 4% 78% -9% 27%
Madera 105 160 90 2% 9% -11% -2%
Merced 20 72 457 12% 29% 45% 37%
San Joaquin 83 59 225 6% -71% 31% 10%
Stanislaus 148 93 284 8% -9% 25% 7%
Tulare 222 68 397 11% -21% 42% 6%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Construction Industry Research Board

While the value of single-family unit building permits in the
Central Valley is lower by almost $40,000 than the value of
single family building permits for the state as a whole, it is
worth noting that between 1998 and 2003 average values rose
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faster in the region as compared to the state (see Table 4).
Using average construction cost figures adjusted for regional
and historical variations, local officials estimate the value of
single-family, multi-family and commercial and industrial
building permits for reasons related to calculating fees and
maintaining departmental budgets. The actual price of
housing on the market is typically higher than the estimated
value of the building permit, though changes in the value of
building permits are a good indication as to the trajectory of
change in the actual housing market.

TABLE 4

Average Value of Single-Family Unit Building Permit, San Joaquin Valley

Annual Annual Annual
Per. Chng Per. Chng Per. Chng

1993 1998 2003 93-98 98-03 93-03
California $183,559 $218,055 $217,271 4% 0% 2%
SJV Region $130,879 $141,956 $170,604 2% 4% 3%
Fresno $135,736 $150,044 $183,122 2% 4% 3%
Kern $130,191 $130,167 $149,816 0% 3% 1%
Kings $141,740 $136,190 $119,485 -1% -3% -2%
Madera $100,791 $102,214 $150,562 0% 8% 4%
Merced $135,439 $140,674 $153,139 1% 2% 1%
San Joaquin $143,809 $161,303 $197,209 2% 4% 3%
Stanislaus $119,981 $143,309 $176,566 4% 4% 4%
Tulare $118,658 $122,141 $153,456 1% 5% 3%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Construction Industry Research Board

Table 5 below identifies the median price for for-sale owner-
occupied housing in the Central Valley. The data comes from
Dataquick. In the last two years, the median selling price of
homes sold on the market has increased substantially.
Dataquick’s median housing price data cover transactions
involving newly built homes, reselling of older homes, and
condominiums and townhouses. At almost $300,000 the
median price of a home in Madera County is almost twice
what is was in July 2003.
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TABLE 5

Median Home Sale Prices: San Joaquin Valley, 2003-2005 ($2005)

July 2003 July 2004 July 2005 03-04 04-05
Fresno County $171,220 $220,955 $265,000 29% 20%
Kern County $136,353 $176,041 $236,500 29% 34%
Madera County $151,811 $242,638 $299,500 60% 23%
Merced County $207,151 $242,638 $335,000 17% 38%
San Joaquin County $247,295 $320,075 $403,000 29% 26%
Stanislaus County $245,165 $278,775 $360,000 14% 29%
Tulare County $131,494 $159,005 $215,500 21% 36%

$184,356 $234,304 $302,071 27% 29%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Dataquick

REGIONAL ECONOMIC TRENDS

The influx of people moving into the region in search of
homes that are more affordable than homes in the San
Francisco Bay Area affects more than the housing market.
The affect of more people in the San Joaquin Valley region
can also be seen in the changing economic profile of the
region.

Economic development practitioners and planners have
traditionally divided economies into two broad industrial
categories—the economic base and local support industries.
Economic base industries are the drivers of local and regional
economies in that these industries draw income into a local
economy by selling products outside of the local economy,
much like the export industries of a national economy.
Accrued earnings then circulate throughout the local area in
the form of wages and salaries, investments, purchases of
fixed assets, and goods and services, generating more jobs
and wealth.

The economic base is typically comprised of industries within
the manufacturing, minerals-resource extraction, and
agricultural sectors. There are also the “local support
industries” such as retail or service sectors, the progress of
which is a function of the economic base and demographic
changes, and more so the latter than the former. As
population increases in a given area, demand for services—
such as realtors, teachers, and healthcare—increases, as does
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demand for basic retail items like groceries, gas for
commuting, or clothing at the local apparel shops.

Agriculture is the economic base of the San Joaquin Valley
region by virtue of the amount of goods this sector produces
and exports throughout the nation and the globe. Fourteen
percent of all workers in the region are employed by
industries within agriculture, as Table 2 shows. However, in
1998 the proportion of workers in agriculture was 18 percent.
In fact, over the five-year period between 1998 and 2003,
employment in agriculture declined by three percent per year,
or by 15 percent over five years.

Between 1998 and 2003, local support industries gained in
prominence within the San Joaquin Valley region. Service-
rendering industries employed the most workers as a
proportion of total employment in the region. As Table 2
shows, excluding wholesale, retail and transportation, service-
rendering industries comprise the largest employment sector
in the region, at 647,100 or 53 percent of all jobs. With retalil,
transportation and wholesale, services accounts for slightly
over 70 percent of all jobs. In 1998, service-rendering
industries represented 50 percent of all jobs, and when
including retail, wholesale and transportation in the mix, 67
percent.

Increases in employment in service-rendering industries are
consistent with regional population growth. In the region,
local support industries of construction, education and health,
financial activities, and government increased annually by six
percent, four percent, three percent and three percent
respectively between 1998 and 2003.
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TABLE 6
Employment Profile Of The San Joaquin Valley Region 1998 — 2003

San Joaquin
San Joaquin Valley

Valley San Joaquin Region Annual California Annual

Region Valley Region Employment Percent Employment Percent

Employment  Employment  Distribution, Change Distribution, Change
MAJOR SECTORS 1998 2003 2003 1998 to 2003 2003 1998 to 2003
Agriculture 204,200 174,900 14% -3% 3% -2%
Resources, Mining and Construction 57,400 78,100 6% 6% 5% 5%
Manufacturing 114,300 110,300 9% -1% 10% -4%
Wholesale 34,400 39,000 3% 3% 4% 1%
Retail 121,400 133,200 11% 2% 11% 2%
Transportation/Warehousing/Utilities 37,600 45,700 4% 4% 3% -1%
Information 15,000 14,200 1% -1% 3% -0.5%
Financial Activities 40,400 46,600 4% 3% 6% 3%
Professional and Business Services 88,000 95,100 8% 2% 14% 1%
Educational and Health Services 101,500 122,200 10% 4% 10% 3%
Leisure, Hospitality and Other Srvcs 112,500 116,400 9% 1% 13% 2%
Government 221,200 252,600 21% 3% 16% 2%
Total Employment 1,147,900 1,228,300 100% 1% 100%6 1%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on data from California Employment Development Department LMID

The emergence of local support industries in the San Joaquin

Valley region mirrors and leads statewide trends, as Table 6

shows. In the region, construction, health-education, and

government increased annually by six percent, four percent
and three percent, whereas, statewide, these industries grew

by five percent, three percent and two percent per year

between 1998 and 2003. In short, while agriculture remains

the leading edge of the economy, the San Joaquin Valley
region’s economy has become more diverse, with the growth

occurring within population-driven local support industries
rather than the export-focused economic base industries of
manufacturing and agriculture.

5.2 DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED INDUSTRIES
The analysis below examines trends of industries that will be

likely affected by Draft Rules 9510 and 3180. According to
the rule, developers of applicable development projects will
have to pay a fee to reduce emissions related to the project

that are not reduced on-site. The analysis below seeks to

understand the possible impact of the fee on the economics

of a development project, particularly with respect to project
profitability and with respect to impacts on the final user,
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which, in the case of housing, is the homebuyer or renter.

The report takes into consideration existing fees that are
already in place, meaning that the analysis is on the
incremental impact of the new fee on top of existing fees.

The following section reviews residential and commercial-
industrial trends in certain number of cities in the eight-
county region. The report focuses on 27 cities in the region.
Table 7 below organizes the 27 cities into different
typologies. The consultant obtained information regarding
existing fees on residential and commercial development
from many of these jurisdictions. In addition, the report
references a report issued by State of California’s Housing
and Community Development Department, called “Pay to
Play.” This report also tracks residential development fees
for many cities in the Central Valley.

TABLE 7

Select Central Valley Cities By Type

Type

Cities

Large Urban

Bay Area Commuter Shed

Medium

Small/Med Bedroom

Community

Small Rural/

Fresno, Bakersfield

Stockton, Modesto, Manteca, Lodi,
Tracy

Visalia, Clovis, Merced, Turlock,
Hanford, Porterville, Tulare

Ceres, Sanger, Atwater, Selma,
Linden

Mendota, Wasco, Firebaugh,
Avenal, Taft, Orange Cove,
Oakhurst, Shafter

Farming

Source: San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District

HOUSING TRENDS IN SELECT CITIES

Table 8 below identifies the population for the 27 cities that
are the focus of this analysis. These cities consist of over 2
million residents, or 55 percent of all people in the eight-
county San Joaquin Valley region. Between 1998 and 2003,
population in these cities grew by three percent annually,
which is consistent with annual population growth rates for
the region as a whole (see Table 1).
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TABLE 8
Population Trends of Select Cities in the San Joaquin Valley Region, 1993-2003
—————— Population ------

City County 1993 1998 2003 1993-1998 1998-2003
Large Urban Bakersfield Kern 192,351 220,771 268,914 3% 4%
Fresno Fresno 385,914 409,070 450,614 1% 2%
578,265 629,841 719,528 2% 3%
Bay Area Commuter Shed Lodi San Joaquin 52,936 55,844 60,317 1% 2%
Manteca San Joaquin 42,833 47,256 57,485 2% 4%
Modesto Stanislaus 176,241 182,929 203,498 1% 2%
Stockton San Joaquin 222,992 241,777 262,553 2% 2%
Tracy San Joaquin 39,913 47,687 69,987 4% 8%
534,915 575,493 653,840 1% 3%
Medium Clovis Fresno 57,036 67,291 76,545 3% 3%
Hanford Kings 33,892 39,012 44,833 3% 3%
Merced Merced 59,270 61,705 68,155 1% 2%
Porterville Tulare 32,310 36,286 42,181 2% 3%
Tulare Tulare 37,342 40,848 46,538 2% 3%
Turlock Stanislaus 46,481 50,958 62,256 2% 4%
Visalia Tulare 84,725 93,856 99,460 2% 1%
351,056 389,956 439,968 2% 2%
Small/Med Bedroom Community Atwater Merced 22,528 22,944 26,216 0.4% 3%
Ceres Stanislaus 29,331 32,289 36,449 2% 2%
Linden San Joaquin 1,090 1,068 1,046 -0.4% -0.4%
Mendota Fresno 7,287 7,521 8,203 1% 2%
Sanger Fresno 17,927 18,557 19,993 0.7% 2%
Selma Fresno 16,462 17,937 21,003 2% 3%
94,625 100,316 112,910 1% 2%
Small Rural/Farming Avenal Kings 11,459 12,178 15,428 1% 5%
Firebaugh Fresno 5,031 5,565 6,201 2% 2%
Oakhurst Madera 2,570 2,519 2,833 0% 2%
Orange Cove Fresno 5,709 7,095 8,782 4% 4%
Shafter Kern 10,771 11,182 13,443 0.8% 4%
Taft Kern 6,508 7,375 9,027 3% 4%
Wasco Kern 17,212 20,083 22,400 3% 2%
59,260 65,996 78,114 2% 3%
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 1,618,121 1,761,601 2,004,360 2% 3%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on California Department of Finance and US Census

Table 9 identifies the number of single-family dwelling unit
building permits issued by the 27 cities. As the table shows,
the cities issued 17,641 single-family building permits in 2003,
which represents almost two-thirds of all single-family
building permits issued in the eight-county region as a whole.
Table 10 identifies the number of multi-family dwelling units
issued by the 27 cities. The amount of these permits
represents almost 80 percent of all multi-family building
permits issued in the region as a whole in 2003. For these
reasons, the cities are representative of the larger region.
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TABLE 9 Single-Family Dwelling Units Building Construction Permits, San Joaquin Valley Region 2000-2003

2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 - 2003
Annual Annual

Nos. of Nos. of Nos. of Nos. of Change in  Change in

Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value
01 Large Urban 3,381 $132,038 4019 $132,089 4083 $137,988 5162 $152,257 15% 5%
02 Bay Area Commuter Shed 6,223 $161,757 4699 $172,165 6084 $172,996 6208 $176,852 -0.1% 3%
03 Medium 2,705 $125,488 3585 $141,040 4178 $153,806 5218 $156,243 24% 8%
04 Small/Med Bedroom Community 365 $105,702 542 $112,427 651 $118,285 801 $128,044 30% 7%
05 Small Rural/Farming 190 $83,956 262 $87,732 314 $85,667 252 $98,046 10% 5%
12,864 $143,580 13107 $147,205 15310 $154,305 17641 $160,217 11% 4%

TABLE 10 Multi-Family Dwelling Units Building Construction Permits, San Joaquin Valley Region 2000-2003
2000 2001 2002 2003 2000 - 2003
Annual Annual

Nos. of Nos. of Nos. of Nos. of Change in  Change in

Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value Permits Avg. Value
01 Large Urban 177 $67,079 182 $73,639 454 $61,259 1150 $67,333 87% 0%
02 Bay Area Commuter Shed 84 $56,183 368 $59,905 514 $65,380 275 $69,075 48.5% 7%
03 Medium 206 $63,512 27 $64,680 155 $76,627 1119 $77,362 76% 7%
04 Small/Med Bedroom Community 51 $48,135 7 $38,617 71 0 162 $22,627 47% -22%
05 Small Rural/Farming 83 $40,584 135 $36,997 4 $48,978 194 $56,369 33% 12%
601 $59,067 719 $59,052 1,198 $61,344 2900 $68,137 69% 5%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Construction Industry Research Board
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Table 11 identifies the average selling price of a new 3 to 4
bedroom home in the select cities. As expected, housing
prices in the Bay Area Commuter Shed tend to be higher, in
large part because of the close proximity to the San Francisco
Bay Area housing market. Prices there are on average
$402,644 per 3-4 bedroom unit, versus almost $250,000 for
new units in Small/rural farming communities such as Avenal
(Kings County) or Orange Cove (Fresno County).

TABLE 11 Average Selling Price of New Single-Family and Multi-Family Housing

San Joaquin Valley Region 2005

Avg 3-4 Lot Size

Avg 3-4 BR BR SFU 3-4BR  Value Per Average Average Value Per
SFU Values Size SFU SQFT MFU Values MFU Size SQFT
01 Large Urban $338,047 1,893 5,407 $179 $146,914 1,071 $137
02 Bay Area Commuter Shed $402,664 2,112 6,034 $191 $180,603 1,071 $169
03 Medium $296,428 1,779 5,083 $167 $137,357 1,071 $128
04 Small/Med Bedroom Community $314,030 1,883 5,379 $167 $136,062 1,071 $127
05 Small Rural/Farming $247,836 1,644 4,697 $151 $125,482 1,071 $117
$323,966 1,862 5,320 $171 $145,283 1,071 $136

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Realtor.com, Dataquick, and California Housing and Community Development, "Pay to Play"

Table 12 identifies existing fees on residential development in
the 27 cities. As the table shows, fees amount to
approximately five to six percent of values for single- and
multi-family units. Data for fees comes from a variety of
sources, including local jurisdictions and the California
Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD), which issued a detailed report on residential
developer fees of many cities throughout California. In using
the HCD figures, this report adjusted the amount for general
inflation and housing price inflation.
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TABLE 12 Existing Fees On A Per Unit Basis

All Fees All Fees
Existing Fees On 3-4 As Percent of Existing Fees As Percent of
BR SFU Unit Value On MFU Unit Value
01 Large Urban $17,796 5% $6,149 4%
02 Bay Area Commuter Shed $24,576 6% $8,093 4%
03 Medium $19,266 6% $7,355 5%
04 Small/Med Bedroom Community $21,162 7% $11,883 9%
05 Small Rural/Farming $12,689 5% $5,969 5%
$18,552 6% $7,890 5%

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Realtor.com, Dataquick, and California Housing and Community

Development, "Pay to Play"

Tables 13 and 14 compare existing fees against other

development costs, including the price of land, to estimate
profit and a profit rate. The profit rates calculated below are
similar to what would be found in corporate reports of
national homebuilders, particularly Centex Homes, Kaufman
and Broad, Lennar, and Pulte Homes, whose combined
average profit rate is approximately eight percent.”

TABLE 13 Home Prices, Construction Costs, Fees and Profit: Single Family Housing

Land
Value All Fees Site Building
Avg 3-4 Per 3-4  Per 3-4 DevelopmentConstruction
BR SFU BR SFU BR Cost Per 3-4 Costs Per TOTAL Profit per Profit as
Community Types Values Unit SFU Unit BR Unit  3-4 BRUnit  COSTS Unit % Value
Large Urban $338,047 $77,124  $21,759 $40,233 $167,600 $306,716 $31,330 9%
Bay Area Commuter Shed $402,664 $93,015  $26,957 $46,410 $200,828 $367,210 $35,454 9%
Medium-Sized Cities $296,428 $50,069  $19,266 $37,346 $159,484  $266,165 $30,263 10%
Small\Medium Bedroom Communities $314,030 $74,468  $21,162 $34,570 $157,136  $287,336  $26,694 9%
Small Rural\Farming Communities $247,836 $47,847  $12,689 $28,825 $131,024  $220,386 $27,450 11%
$323,966 $68,505  $20,367 $38,373 $166,739  $293,983 $29,982 9%
2 www.sec.gov see Form 10-K
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TABLE 14 Home Prices, Construction Costs, Fees and Profit: Multi-Family Housing

Land Site Building
Value All Fees DevelopmentConstruction
Avg MFU Per MFU Per MFU  Cost Per Costs Per TOTAL Profitper Profit as
Community Types Values Unit Unit MFU Unit MFU Unit COSTS Unit % Value
Large Urban $146,914 $12,999 $6,149 $20,324 $81,295 $120,767 $26,147 18%
Bay Area Commuter Shed $180,603 $14,794 $8,093 $23,116 $92,464 $138,467 $42,136 23%
Medium-Sized Cities $137,357 $10,831 $7,355 $19,519 $80,260 $117,964 $19,393 14%
Small\Medium Bedroom Communities $136,062 $12,868  $11,883 $19,435 $80,926 $125,113 $10,949 8%
Small Rural\Farming Communities $125,482 $10,955 $5,969 $17,085 $77,658 $111,666 $13,815 11%
$145,283 $12,489 $7,890 $20,140 $83,179 $123,698 $21,585 15%

Commercial-Industrial Trends

Table 15 below estimates the value, costs and profit
associated with developing one acre of commercial, industrial
and office development. Information for the table comes
from a variety of sources, including Realtor.com and
Loopnet.com for current price of new industrial and
commercial projects in the Central Valley. When estimating
cost of construction, we used “Commercial Square Foot
Building Costs: 2004”, by Deloitte Saylor Publication, as well
as per square foot cost of construction estimates used by
many cities when estimating the value of a project. In
determining the amount of fees on a commercial-industrial
development, we asked building officials in five cities to
calculate the amount of fees that would be generated by a
10,000 square feet light industrial development on a 2.5-acre
parcel and by a 10,000 square feet retail project on a similarly-
sized piece of land. We converted the fees into a per acre
amount. The per acre values in the table below were
calculated after having calculated the development costs,
based on a profit of ten percent, and these values were
checked against what we found on Loopnet.com and
Realtor.com. The 10 percent profit is based on a review of
Deloitte-Saylor’s “Commercial Square Foot Building Costs:
2004.” It is also based on a review of corporate reports of
Catellus (industrial developer) and ProLogis (warehouse
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distribution developer). It should be noted that while data in
the residential section above represents trends in 27 cities in
the Central Valley, information in this section is for five cities
that fit the different city types.

As Table 15 shows, existing fees on commercial and office
developments are significantly higher than on industrial
projects. This is so because of the traffic generated by retail
and office is much higher than traffic generated by industrial
users, which then requires a corresponding amount of
reduction via fees.
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TABLE 15 Commercial-Industrial Trends: San Joaquin Valley Region, 2005

Avg. Value
Per Acre Unimproved Site Building TOTAL Profit As
(Land and Land Value Per Fees Per Development Construction Costs per Est. Profit percent
Building) Acre Acre Cost Per Acre  Costs Per Acre Acre Per Acre of Value
Large Urban
Industrial $1,594,742 $157,518 $14,726 $60,768 $1,202,256 $1,435,268  $159,474 10%
Commercial $1,910,201 $546,032 $35,306 $45,576 $1,092,267 $1,719,181  $191,020 10%
Office $2,828,107 $546,032 $35,306 $45,576 $1,918,382 $2,545,296  $282,811 10%
Bay Area Commuter Shed
Industrial $1,679,815 $200,905 $47,904 $60,768 $1,202,256 $1,511,833  $167,981 10%
Commercial $2,011,879 $522,536 $150,312 $45,576 $1,092,267 $1,810,692  $201,188 10%
Office $2,929,785 $522,536 $150,312 $45,576 $1,918,382 $2,636,807  $292,979 10%
Medium-sized Cities
Industrial $1,546,952 $100,000 $29,233 $60,768 $1,202,256 $1,392,257  $154,695 10%
Commercial $1,748,583 $303,178 $132,704 $45,576 $1,092,267 $1,573,724  $174,858 10%
Office $2,666,489 $303,178 $132,704 $45,576 $1,918,382 $2,399,840 $266,649 10%
Small/Medium Bedroom Community
Industrial $1,631,301 $130,700 $74,447 $60,768 $1,202,256 $1,468,171  $163,130 10%
Commerecial $1,668,338 $280,576 $83,085 $45,576 $1,092,267 $1,501,504 $166,834 10%
Office $2,586,244 $280,576 $83,085 $45,576 $1,918,382 $2,327,619  $258,624 10%
Small Rural\Farming Communities
Industrial $1,877,846 $350,642 $76,395 $60,768 $1,202,256 $1,690,061 $187,785 10%
Commercial $1,653,475 $217,800 $136,292 $41,769 $1,092,267 $1,488,127  $165,347 10%
Office $2,567,106 $217,800 $132,444 $41,769 $1,918,382 $2,310,395  $256,711 10%

F -29 Final Draft Staff Report for Proposed
Rule 9510 and Rule 3180



SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Appendix F: Socioeconomic Analysis for Rules 9510 and 3180 November 17, 2005

6. SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

This section of the report compares the economic
characteristics of affected industries against the possible Rule
9150 and 3180 air quality fees. The first part of this section
discusses annual compliance cost. Section 6.2 discusses
general business responses to compliance costs. Section 6.3
analyzes the socioeconomic impacts of Draft Rules 9510 and
3180.

6.1 NEW RULE 9510 AND 3180 FEE

Tables 16 through 18 identify the worst-case fees associated
with New Rules 9510 and 3180. To reduce emissions of
NOx and PM10, Draft Rule 9510 would apply to
development projects that will seek to gain a final
discretionary approval for projects that, upon full build-out
will include any one of the following: 50 residential units,
2,000 square feet of commercial space, 25,000 square feet of
industrial space, 20,000 square feet of medical office space,
39,000 square feet of general office space, 9,000 square feet
of educational space, 10,000 square feet of government space,
20,000 square feet of recreational space, or 9,000 square feet
of unidentified space. Certain transportation projects, transit
projects, reconstruction projects that result from a natural
disaster, and development projects whose primary source of
emissions are subject to District Rule 2201 or 2010 would be
exempt from this Draft Rule. Also, development projects
that have a mitigated baseline below two tons per year for
each pollutant would be exempt from the emission reduction
requirements of the rule.

It is important to note that any fee identified below are the
estimated maximum fee in the worst case scenario for a
typical residential, commercial and or industrial development,
with the understanding that the actual fee will vary with the
particulars of any project. Any fee below is presented for the
purposes of analyzing potential impacts given costs associated
with reducing quantifiable emissions resulting from what
constitutes typical applicable developments. The fee amounts
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identified include all off-site emission reduction fees and all
administrative fees.

In the worst case, the fee that a typical residential
development will pay is estimated at $784 per unit starting in
2006, climb to $1,268 the following year, and above $1,772 in
the years starting in 2008. The fee could be lower depending
on the strategies that a developer employs to reduce
emissions.

TABLE 16
Worst Case Estimate:
Fee That Corresponds
to A Typical Residential
Development

Year Per Unit
2006 $784.12
2007 $1,268.09
2008 $1,772
TABLE 17

Worst Case Estimate: Fee That Corresponds To The
Typical Industrial Development

2006

Average Corresponding

Use Acres Fee Total
Heavy Industrial 300.0 $357,394.75
Light Industrial 75.0 $240,508.75
Warehouses 25.0 $83,645.68
Misc. Industrial (industrial park) 39.0 $143.797.05

2008

Heavy Industrial 300.0 $747,626
Light Industrial 75.0 $518,237
Warehouses 25.0 $179,956
Misc. Industrial 39.0 $309,965
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Worst Case Estimate: Fee That Corresponds To a Typical Commercial Development

TABLE 18

TYPICAL SIZE Corresponding Fee
TYPE OF SHOPPING CENTERS SIZE RANGE (sq ft) Total

2006
convenience shopping center up to 30,000 20,000 $24,524.94
neighborhood shopping center 30,000 to 100,000 50,000 $61,599.54
community shopping center 100,000 to 450,000 150,000 $184,647.45
super community shopping center 200,000 to 300,000 250,000 $403,546.91
regional shopping center 300,000 to 700,000 450,000 $626,791.07
superregional shopping center 500,000 to 2 million 900,000 $1,253,582.15

2008
convenience shopping center up to 30,000 20,000 $52,971.24
neighborhood shopping center 30,000 to 100,000 50,000 $131,689.99
community shopping center 100,000 to 450,000 150,000 $397,483.34
super community shopping center 200,000 to 300,000 250,000 $872,322.57
regional shopping center 300,000 to 700,000 450,000 $1,353,824.12
superregional shopping center 500,000 to 2 million 900,000 $2,708,116.82

6.2 BUSINESS RESPONSES TO PROPOSED FEES

Industries impacted by the proposed new rule may respond in
a variety of ways when faced with new regulatory costs. These
responses may range from simply absorbing the costs and
accepting a lower rate of return, to shutting down the
affected business operation altogether and, where practical,
shift from lower-value to higher-value product. Affected
sources may also seek to renew efforts to increase
productivity and reduce costs elsewhere in their operation in
order to recoup the regulatory costs and maintain profit
levels. Based on the discussion during a focus group meeting
held in July, 2005, industries impacted by the new rules will in
all likelihood seek to pass the costs on to homebuyers and
renters in the case of residential fees, to the extent that the
market allows.

6.3 IMPACTS ON AFFECTED INDUSTRIES

This section of the report analyzes revenues and profits of
affected industries against anticipated costs associated with
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implementation of the draft rule. The analysis first examines
impacts on builders of single-family homes. Then, it analyzes
impacts on builders of multi-family units. In addition to
impacts on homebuilders, the section analyzes how changes
in price affect prospective homebuyers and renters. Finally,
the section below examines impacts on non-residential
developments, particularly commercial retail, industrial, and
office projects.

Single-Family Dwelling Units

Tables 19 through 21 compare the fee that a typical
residential development would pay in the year 2006, 2007 and
2008, or $784, $1,268 and $1,772, against estimated profits.

In calculating the impacts of the fee, we have included the
additional $400 administrative cost associated with Rule 3180.
As Tables 19, 20 and 21 show, the fees do not significantly
impact affected builders of single-family homes in a negative
manner. The fee amounts to approximately three, four and
six percent of estimated net profits, meaning that affected
stakeholders would still garner between 94 sand 97 percent of
their original profit. Moreover, the impact is below the ten
percent significance threshold employed in this analysis.
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TABLE 19 Impact Analysis of 2006 Air Quality Fee on Typical Single-Family Development: $784 per unit

™ ®
Home Home
(6) Value @ (8) Value @
Initial 5.85%, 30 Initial 6.85%, 30 (11)
() (5) Home yrs and Home yrs and Affect of
Air Quality Fee Modified Value @ 20% Value @ 20% 1%
) on New Res. 3) 4 Profitas 5.85%, 30 down: 6.85%, 30 down: (10) Changein
Profit as % Cons. @ Impact Impact Percentof yrsand WithAir yrsand  With Air Affect of Interest
Community Types Value $.421/sgft  on Profit _ Significance Value  20% down Fee 20% down Fee Fee Rate
Large Urban 11.5% $797 -2.1% <significant 11.3% $93,624 $93,846  $101,737  $101,979 $223 $8,113
Bay Area Commuter Shed 10.8% $889 -2.1% <significant 10.6% $111,520 $111,768 $121,184 $121,454 $248 $9,664
Medium-Sized Cities 8.3% $749 -3.1% <significant 8.0% $82,097 $82,307 $89,212 $89,439 $209 $7,114
Small\Medium Bedroom Communities 8.5% $793 -3.0% <significant 8.2% $86,972 $87,194 $94,509 $94,750 $221 $7,537
Small Rural\Farming Communities 10.6% $692 -2.7% <significant 10.3% $68,639 $68,833 $74,587 $74,798 $193 $5,948
All Select Cities Average 9.3% $784 -2.6% <significant 9.0% $89,724 $89,943 $97,499 $97,737 $219 $7,775
TABLE 20 Impact Analysis of 2007 Air Quality Fee on Typical Single-Family Development: $1,268 per unit
) ®
(6) Home (3) Home
Initial Value @ Initial Value @
Home 5.85%,30 Home 6.85%, 30 (11)
2) (5) Value@ yrsand Value@ yrsand Affect of
Air Quality Fee Modified 5.85%b, 30 20% 6.85%0, 30 20% 1%
(¢H) on New Res. 3) 4) Profit as yrs and down: yrs and down: (10 Change in
Profit as % Cons. @ Profit as Impact Percent of 20% With Air 20% With Air Affect of Interest
Community Types Value $.681/sqgft % Value Significance Value down Fee down Fee Fee Rate
Large Urban 11.5% $1,289 -3.3% <significant 11.2% $93,624 $93,983  $101,737  $102,127 $359 $8,113
Bay Area Commuter Shed 10.8% $1,438 -3.3% <significant 10.5% $111,520 $111,920 $121,184 $121,619 $400 $9,664
Medium-Sized Cities 8.3% $1,212 -5.0% <significant 7.9% $82,097 $82,435 $89,212 $89,578 $337 $7,114
Small\Medium Bedroom Communities 8.5% $1,282 -4.8% <significant 8.1% $86,972 $87,329 $94,509 $94,897 $357 $7,537
Small Rural\Farming Communities 10.6% $1,120 -4,3% <significant 10.2% $68,639 $68,951 $74,587 $74,925 $312 $5,948
All Select Cities Average 9.3% $1,268 -4.3% <significant 8.9% $89,724 $90,007 $97,499 $97,883 $353 $7,775
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TABLE 21 Impact Analysis of 2008 Air Quality Fee on Typical Single-Family Development: $1,772 per unit

) ®
(6) Home (3) Home
Initial Value @ Initial Value @
Home 5.85%,30 Home 6.85%, 30 (11)
2) (5) Value@ yrsand Value@ yrsand Affect of
Air Quality Fee Modified 5.85%,30 20% 6.85%,30 20% 1%
on New Res. 3) 4) Profitas yrs and down: yrs and down: (10) Changein
1) Profit Cons. @ Profit as Impact Percentof 20% With Air 20% With Air Affect Interest
Community Types as % Value $.952/sqft % Value _Significance Value down Fee down Fee of Fee Rate
Large Urban 11.5% 1,802 -4.6 <significant 11.0% $93,624  $94,125 $101,737 $102,281  $501 $8,113
Bay Area Commuter Shed 10.8% 2,011 -4.6 <significant 10.3% $111,520 $112,079 $121,184 $121,791  $559 $9,664
Medium-Sized Cities 8.3% 1,694 -6.9 <significant 7.7% $82,097  $82,568  $89,212  $89,723 $471 $7,114
Small\Medium Bedroom Communities 8.5% 1,792 -6.7 <significant 7.9% $86,972  $87,471  $94,509  $95,050 $498 $7,537
Small Rural\Farming Communities 10.6% 1,565 -6.0 <significant 10.0% $68,639  $69,074  $74,587  $75,060 $435 $5,948
All Select Cities Average 9.3% 1,773 -5.9 <significant 8.7% $89,724 $90,217 $97,499 $98,035 $493 $7,775

TABLE 22 Median Home Sale Prices in Small to Medium Communities, 2003-2005

July 2003 July 2004  July 2005 03-04 Change 04-05 Change 03-04 Per Chg 04-05 Per Chg
Medium Merced (Merced) $204,341 $226,741 $322,500 $22,400 $95,759 11% 42%
Tulare (Tulare) $125,379 $161,146 $204,000 $35,767 $42,854 29% 27%
Turlock (Stanislaus) $240,088 $284,330 $369,500 $44,242 $85,170 18% 30%
Visalia (Tulare) $154,723 $185,938 $270,000 $31,215 $84,062 20% 45%
Small/Medium Bedroom Community Atwater (Merced) $207,009 $232,422 $324,250 $25,413 $91,828 12% 40%
Mendota (Fresno) $77,438 $120,000 $42,563 55%
Sanger (Fresno) $161,659 $171,734 $276,500 $10,075 $104,766 6% 61%
Selma (Fresno) $123,245 $177,158 $249,250 $53,912 $72,092 44% 41%
Small Rural/Farming Oakhurst (Madera) $209,143 $273,742 $306,000 $64,599 $32,258 31% 12%
Taft (Kern) $82,697 $77,474 $110,000 -$5,223 $32,526 -6% 42%
Wasco (Kern) $93,101 $103,299 $132,000 $10,198 $28,701 11% 28%
$160,139 $179,220 $244,000 $19,082 $64,780 12% 36%
Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Dataquick
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A close review of Tables 19 through 21 reveals that the fees
under consideration could potentially impacts different
community types in different ways. For Medium-sized
communities, Small\medium bedroom communities, and
Small rural\farming communities, the impact of the possible
fee on profits is slightly higher than impact to home builders
operating in the large urban and Bay Area Commuter Shed
markets. This is so because prices of new homes are higher
in the latter markets. To understand the influence of the
$784, 1,268 or $1,772 fee on home prices in the Medium-
sized cities, Small\medium bedroom communities, and Small
rural\farming communities, it is worthwhile to compare the
fees against recent changes in home prices in cities in these
three community types.

Table 22 above includes recent data from Dataquick. Among
other things, it shows that between July 2003 and July 2004
and July 2004 and July 2005, median prices of homes
increased by $19,000 and $65,000 in specific cities in
Medium-sized cities, Small\medium bedroom communities,
and Small rural\farming communities. Table 22 includes all
homes sold, not just newly constructed three-to-four
bedroom homes. While the fee could raise home prices by
$784 to $1,772, it is apparent that larger market forces are the
primary culprit behind the increase in housing prices in these
three community types. The fee associated with Draft Rules
9510 and 3180 would amount to, at most, three percent of
recent change in housing prices in these three community
types (or $1,772 divided by $65,000).

Tables 19 through 21 above also include an analysis on how
the $784, $1,268 or $1,772 fee would impact potential
homebuyers. In other words, we assume that the
homebuilder will pass this cost on to homebuyers to the
fullest extent possible allowed by the market. As Table 11
above previously showed, the price of a new three-to-four
bedroom home in the San Joaquin Valley region is
approximately $324,000. In large urban areas of Bakersfield
and Fresno, the average price of a new three-to-four
bedroom home is $338,000, while in the Bay Area Commuter
Shed, it is even higher at $402,700. Housing is more
affordable in rural communities such as Avenal, where the
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average price of a new home is $247,800 (see Table 11
above).

In Column Six of Tables 19 though 21, we estimate the
minimum household income required to qualify for
conventional financing for new three-to-four bedroom
homes in the different market types. We assume that the
potential homebuyer is a first-time homebuyer, meaning that
there are no proceeds from the sale of a previous home to
put towards the purchase of the new home. We assume that
the potential homebuyer will have a downpayment equal to
20 percent of the market value of the unit. We also factor in
a 5.85 interest rate, monthly bills, homeowners insurance, and
property taxes when calculating the minimum household
income needed to qualify for a new three-to-four bedroom
home in the San Joaquin Valley.

To qualify for financing for a $324,000 home in the Central
Valley, a prospective first-time home buying household
would need to earn approximately $89,724 annually.
Columns Seven and Ten to the tables above show the extent
to which the different fees raise the minimum qualifying
household income. As a result of the $784, $1,268 and
$1,772 fees, minimum qualifying incomes for the region as a
whole would rise, on average, by $219, $353, and $493
respectively. The $219 to $493 amount is less than one
percent of the original income needed to qualify for a new
three-to-four bedroom home in the Central Valley.

For comparative purposes, Tables 19 through 21 include
Columns Eight and Eleven, which show what would happen
if interest rates rose from 5.85 percent to 6.85 percent. If this
occurred, the minimum qualifying income would rise from
$89,724 to $97,499, or by $7,775. In other words, while the
fees have the potential to increase the amount of income
required to qualify for financing, larger market forces such as
interest rates and market-driven price fluctuations play a
significantly greater role in determining the income level
needed to qualify for a new three-to-four bedroom home.

Multi-Family Dwelling Units
Tables 23 through 25 show the affects of the fees on
construction of multi-family dwelling units. Small\medium
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bedroom communities and Small rural\farming communities
are affected negatively more so than the other communities,
because the price of multi-family dwelling units elsewhere are
higher than in these community types. Columns Six and
Seven in each of the tables below estimate the minimum
income required to purchase a multi-family unit such as a
condominium or townhouse, and the extent to which the
impact fee could raise this amount, in the event developers of
multi-family units pass costs onto the consumers. The fee
could raise the minimum income needed to qualify for
financing for the purchase of a condominium or townhouse
valued at $145,300 (see Table 14 above), from $40,237 to
$40,455 ($784 fee), $40,589 ($1,268 fee) or at most $40,696
($1,772 fee), which represent at most a one percent change.
Tables 23 through 25 below show that the fee would only
slightly affect rents, in the event units were rented out as
opposed to sold.
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TABLE 23 Impact Analysis of 2006 Fee on Typical Multi-Family Housing Development: $784 per unit

(6) ™
Initial Condo-
Condo- Townhouse (10) (11)
2) (5) Townhouse Value @ (8) Qualifying Qualifying
(¢H) Air Quality Modified Value @ 5.85%, 30 Minimum 9) Rental Rental
Profit Fee on New 3) 4) Profitas 5.85%0, 30 yrs and 20% Rent Minimum Household Household
as % Res.Cons. @ Impact Impact Percent of yrs and 20% down: With without Rentwith without Air with Air
Community Types Value .732/sqft  on Profit Significance Value down Air Fee Air Fee Air Fee Fee Fee
Large Urban 17.7% $788 -3.0% <significant 17.3% $40,689 $40,907 $1,150 $1,157 $41,453 $41,675
Bay Area Commuter Shed 23.3% $788 -1.9% <significant 22.9% $50,019 $50,237 $1,414 $1,420 $50,958 $51,180
Medium 14.1% $788 -4.1% <significant 13.5% $38,042 $38,260 $1,076 $1,082 $38,756 $38,978
Small/Med Bedroom Community 8.0% $788 -7.2% <significant 7.5% $37,683 $37,901 $1,065 $1,072 $38,391 $38,613
Small Rural/Farming 11.0% $788 -5.7% <significant 10.4% $34,753 $34,971 $983 $989 $35,405 $35,628
All Select Cities Average 14.9% $788 -3.6% <significant 14.3% $40,237 $40,455 $1,138 $1,144 $40,992 $41,215
TABLE 24 Impact Analysis of 2007 Fee on Typical Multi-Family Housing Development: $1,268 per unit
)
(6) Condo-
Initial Condo- Townhouse (10)
2) o) Townhouse Value @ 3) Qualifying (11)
) Air Quality Modified Value @ 5.85%, 30 Minimum 9) Rental Qualifying
Profit Fee on New ) (C)) Profitas 5.85%, 30 yrsand 20% Rent Minimum Household Rental
as % Res.Cons. @ Impact Impact Percent of yrs and 20% down: With without Air Rent with without Air Household
Community Types Value $1.184/sqgft on Profit Significance Value down Air Fee Fee Air Fee Fee with Air Fee
Large Urban 17.7% $1,268 -4.9% <significant 16.9% $40,689 $41,041 $1,150 $1,160 $41,453 $41,812
Bay Area Commuter Shed 23.3% $1,268 -3.0% <significant 22.6% $50,019 $50,371 $1,414 $1,424 $50,958 $51,317
Medium 14.1% $1,268 -6.6% <significant 13.2% $38,042 $38,394 $1,076 $1,086 $38,756 $39,115
Small/Med Bedroom Community 8.0% $1,268 -11.6% significant 7.1% $37,683 $38,035 $1,065 $1,075 $38,391 $38,749
Small Rural/Farming 11.0% $1,268 -9.2% <significant 10.0% $34,753 $35,105 $983 $993 $35,405 $35,764
All Select Cities Average 14.9% $1,268 -5.9% <significant 14.0% $40,237 $40,589 $1,138 $1,148 $40,992 $41,351
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TABLE 25 Impact Analysis of 2008Fee on Typical Multi-Family Housing Development: $1,772 per unit

™
(6) Condo-
Initial Condo- Townhouse (10)
2) (5) Townhouse Value @ (8) Qualifying (1)

(1) Air Quality Modified Value @ 5.%5%,30 Minimum 9 Rental Qualifying
Profit Fee on New 3) 4) Profitas 5.85%0, 30 yrs and 20% Rent Minimum Household Rental

as % Res. Cons. @ Impact Impact Percent of yrs and 20% down: With without Air Rent with without Air Household

Community Types Value 1.655/sgft on Profit Significance Value down Air Fee Fee Air Fee Fee with Air Fee
Large Urban 17.7% $1,657 -6.3% <significant 16.7% $40,689 $41,148 $1,150 $1,150 $41,453 $41,920
Bay Area Commuter Shed 23.3% $1,657 -3.9% <significant 22.4% $50,019 $50,478 $1,414 $1,427 $50,958 $51,426
Medium 14.1% $1,657 -8.5% <significant 12.9% $38,042 $38,501 $1,076 $1,089 $38,756 $39,224
Small/Med Bedroom Community 8.0% $1,657 -15.1% significant 6.8% $37,683 $38,142 $1,065 $1,078 $38,391 $38,858
Small Rural/Farming 11.0% $1,657 -12.0% significant 9.7% $34,753 $35,212 $983 $996 $35,405 $35,873
All Select Cities Average 14.9% $1,657 -71.7% <significant 13.7% $40,237 $40,696 $1,138 $1,151 $40,992 $41,460
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Affordable Housing For Low-and Moderate
Income Households

The discussion above focused on how fees would affect first-
time homebuyers of single-family and multi-family units, as
well as potential renters. In that context, housing
affordability refers to the minimum income required to
qualify for either a mortgage or the minimum income needed
to pay a certain rent, with the understanding that the annual
housing payment must not exceed one-third of annual
household income. The federal agency called the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
and private lenders use the one-third threshold as a way to
gauge housing affordability. Anyone paying more than one-
third of his or her income on housing is living in an
unaffordable situation.

Affordable housing also refers to the extent to which low-
income and moderate-income households can access housing
at affordable rents. Every year, the federal government issues
guidelines as to what constitutes low-income and moderate-
income households, particularly for the purposes of
qualifying households for federal housing programs such as
Section 8 or the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program.
In turn, state and local agencies adopt these guidelines when
carrying out their respective housing programs.

Table 26 below identifies the federal Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD) 2005 income guideline for most of
the Central Valley, and this guideline adjusts for number of
people in a household. A single individual earning no more
than $27,500 is a low-income individual, while a single
individual make $27,502 would be a moderate-income
person.
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TABLE 26 HUD Income Guidelines, 2005

1 person

2 persons

3 persons

4 persons

5 persons

6 persons

7 persons

8 or more persons

Low Income Moderate
Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
$0 $27,500 $27,501 $41,250
$0 $31,400 $31,401 $47,100
$0 $35,350 $35,351 $53,025
$0 $39,300 $39,301 $58,950
$0 $42,400 $42,401 $63,600
$0 $45,550 $45,551 $68,325
$0 $48,700 $48,701 $73,050
$0 $51,850 $51,851 $77,775

Source: Applied Development Economics, based on Department of Housing and Urban Development

More importantly for the purposes of this analysis, a single
person making no more than $27,500 a year and who, at the
same time, pays a rent that does not exceed one-third of her
or his income lives in an affordable situation. Conversely, a
single individual making no more than $27,500 who is paying
a rent that exceeds one-third of his or her income is living in
an unaffordable situation. Table 27 below calculates the rents
that would be affordable to low- and moderate-income
households. For the most part, rents that low-income
households should pay are substantially below the rents that
typical new multi-family units constructed in the region
should command, even before the imposition of the air fee.
For example, 2-person low-income households should pay no
more than $785 on rent. As Tables 23 through 25 showed,
rent for a newly constructed apartment unit should be $1,138,
which is unaffordable to 2-person low-income households by
standards established by HUD. On the other hand, a two-
person moderate-income household that paid the $1,138
would be living in an affordable situation, since the maximum
rent for purposes of calculating affordability is $1,178. A
one-person moderate-income household should pay no more
than $1,031 toward rent; thus the $1,138 rent calculated in
Table 23 through 25 would constitute unaffordable housing.
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TABLE 27 Affordable Monthly Rents

Affordable Rent: Affordable Rent:
Low Income Moderate Income

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
1 person $0 $688 $689 $1,031
2 persons $0 $785 $786 $1,178
3 persons $0 $884 $885 $1,326
4 persons $0 $983 $984 $1,474
5 persons $0 $1,060 $1,061 $1,590
6 persons $0 $1,139 $1,140 $1,708
7 persons $0 $1,218 $1,219 $1,826
8 or more persons $0 $1,296 $1,297 $1,944

Without public subsidies to either the renting households or
to housing developers, most low-income households in the
Central Valley are priced out of newly constructed
multifamily units, the rents for which need to be at a level to
take into account price of land, development costs, developer
fees, and an adequate level of profit, among other things. For
the region as a whole, the market rate rent for a typical multi-
family unit is calculated at $1,138, though rents are higher or
lower depending on the community type, with Large Urban
communities and the Bay Area Commuter Shed requiring
higher rents (see Tables 23 through 25 Column Eight).
Moderate-income households consisting of no more than
three persons should be able to afford newly constructed
multi-family units with monthly rents at or about $1,138,
although the same cannot be said for moderate-income
households consisting of four or more persons, who will
need higher-priced living quarter with additional rooms.

There are a number of housing programs and policies that
can assist low- and moderate-income households to live in
market rate housing. Federal housing programs such as
Section 8 provide the difference between the amount® that a
low-income household can pay and the actual rent for an
apartment in the private sector that is willing to accept
Section 8. However, local governments receive only a limited
number of Section 8 vouchers from the federal government,

3 The amount that a Section 8 tenant contributes toward rent on an out of pocket basis must not exceed one-

third of the tenant’s annual income.
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resulting in waiting lists consisting of many households
waiting a relatively long time. Other public subsidies are
aimed at encouraging the private sector to set-aside some, if
not all, newly constructed housing as affordable to low- and
moderate-income households. The federal Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) or, at the local level, the twenty
percent housing redevelopment tax increment set-aside are
just two revenue sources that can increase the feasibility of
setting aside units at below market rents for low- and
moderate-income households. Like the Section 8 program,
there are some inherent limitations to the LIHTC and the tax
increment set-aside programs. The financing via the federal
LIHTC program is not readily available as it is accessed on a
competitive basis. Not all cities have redevelopment
agencies, and, of those with such agencies, it takes some time
to generate the necessary amount of revenues (also known as
tax increment) for a successful housing set-aside program.

Some cities have what are called “inclusionary housing”
policies, meaning that in order to obtain approval for this or
that housing project, the developer must guarantee that a
certain portion (typically 15 percent) is reserved for low- and
moderate-income households. Some cities sweeten their
inclusionary policies with public financing, and some do not.
It is argued that “inclusionary housing” policies without
public subsidies result in overall higher rents or home prices,
as developers required to set-aside housing at below-market
levels for some units make up the difference by driving up
the price of rest of the bulk of the units in a project.*

Non-Residential Development

Table 28 below analyzes the impacts of the Draft Rule 9510
and 3180 commercial and industrial fees on a per acre basis.
In 2006, the fee on a typical retail and office development will
amount to $15,286 and $7,914 per acre respectively. In the
year 2008, fees on a per acre basis are expected to increase to
$33,008 (retail) and $17,099 (office). As the table shows, in

4 Home Builders Association of Northern California - HBA News, ( www.hbanc.org/ news2000/
JulAug2001/ JulAug01feat2.html) / “The Inclusionary Housing Debate - Who Really Pays for Affordable ...”
(www.realtor.org/sg3.nsf/Pages/housingdebatepays?OpenDocument)
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Consistency with Regulation VIII Rules

The baseline emissions for construction, as used in this rule’s emission reduction
analysis, do not include emissions from fugitive dust, as required by Regulation VIII.
However, any control technique performed for purposes of complying with Regulation
VIl that reduces the project’s construction equipment exhaust emissions will reduce the
required reduction and the corresponding fee amount required under Rule 9510.

Consistency with Other District Rules

The baseline emissions attributed to sources subject to Rule 9510 include emissions
from area sources that are assumed to be already in compliance with the requirements
of other District rules (for residential sources) such as: Rule 4601 (Architectural
Coatings), Rule 4901 (Wood Burning Fireplaces and Wood Burning Heaters), Rule
4902 (Residential Water Heaters), and Proposed Rule 4905 (Residential Central-
Heating Furnaces). These rules don’t require permits for affected units, and the
enforcement mechanism is through certification by manufacturers or distributors prior to
the sale and installation of these units within the San Joaquin Valley. Other District
rules, which regulate non-residential sources and apply to and control specific stationary
or area source emissions that are assumed to be already in compliance with other
District rules requirements, are not included in the emissions baseline for Rule 9510.
These include but may not be limited to: Rule 4351, 4305, 4306 (Boilers, Steam
Generators, and Process Heaters), Rule 4622 (Gasoline Transfer into Motor Vehicle
Fuel Tanks), Rule 4672 (Petroleum Solvent Dry Cleaning Operations), Rule 4692
(Commercial Charbroiling), and other process-specific District rules.

Consistency with Rule 1070

Rule 1070 provides the basis of authority for the District enforcement activities such as
site inspections to verify compliance with mitigation measures.

B. US EPA RULES AND GUIDELINES

There are no specific federal guidelines applying to development projects as a source of
NOx, PM10, or PM10 precursors in terms of New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS), Control Technique Guidelines (CTG), Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Pollutants
(NESHAP).

As previously mentioned, District’'s Rule 9110 adopted by reference the federal
conformity rule which states that (40 CFR 51.850): “No department, agency or
instrumentality of the Federal Government shall engage in, support in any way or
provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any activity which does
not conform to an applicable implementation plan.” lIts relationship to Rule 9501 is
discussed above.
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