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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 1 
FROM COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

 
Gregory M. Adams 

June 30, 2003 
 
 

1-1. In the draft Socioeconomic Report released on May 22, 2003, the annual 
implementation cost of the draft Plan is projected at $3.1 billion, on average ($3.2 
billion in the final Socioeconomic Report).  This cost estimate represents 100 
percent of the emission reductions and includes both quantified and unquantified 
measures.  The cost of quantified measures represents only 30 percent of emission 
reductions intended for attainment.  The costs for obtaining 70 percent of the 
reduction were calculated based on emission reductions in 2010 and the average 
cost-effectiveness of quantifiable measures.  Therefore, the cost estimates do 
actually include the 70 percent of unquantified measures, but only as an estimate 
based on costs of quantified measures.  Staff believes the conclusion that the 
plan’s benefits outweigh costs is supported by the analysis.   

 
Since the early 1970s, numerous studies have used property values to arrive at 
benefits from better visibility and air quality.  Housing services include a diverse 
set of attributes priced (hedonic prices) in a complex way.  Today, economists use 
a hedonic methodology as a standard technique to capture the prices of these 
attributes.  The U.S. EPA has adopted this methodology in assessing benefits 
from improved visibility.   
 
Hedonic prices are defined as the implicit prices of attributes that are associated 
with a good exchanged in the market.  These implicit prices are then used to 
estimate demand functions or marginal willingness to pay (MWTP) functions for 
attributes, which was similar to what was sited in the draft Socioeconomic Report.  
The MWTP functions have been updated based on several recent empirical 
studies in the Chicago, Texas, and Los Angeles metropolitan areas.  Second, the 
visibility study reflected most recent Census, housing, and air quality.  Finally, the 
Berton et al. study was reviewed by the Scientific, Technical and Modeling Peer 
Review Advisory Group and published in a peer-reviewed journal. 
 

1-2 The commentator is reminded that the Health and Safety Code 40440.8 applies to 
rulemaking only.  Cost data is not available at this time for some measures which 
may rely on technologies or materials that have not been commercialized, or their 
control strategies are still in a conceptual stage.  During the rule making process 
as more information becomes available regarding the control strategy and its 
associated cost, these measures will then be quantified.  The District staff will 
conduct a thorough cost analysis during the rule development phase of each 
control measure included in the Plan.   
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1-3 The aesthetic visibility benefit of the 2003 AQMP is not the direct output of the 
Beron et al. study, but rather relies on the marginal willingness to pay function for 
visibility in that study.  The visibility attribute along with many other attributes of 
a house and its community and environmental variables makes up the price of the 
house.  The marginal willingness to pay function shows the price of visibility for 
a unit change in visibility.  As with other attributes, a higher housing price will 
lead to a higher value for one-unit of improvement in visibility.  The study was 
published in a peer-reviewed journal, Journal of Real Estate Finance and 
Economics, 22:2/3, 319-337, 2001.  The study approach has been well-established 
for many decades and used for visibility assessments in different metropolitan 
areas by many noted economists in peer-reviewed journals. 

 
1-4 The AQMP includes a comprehensive control strategy that is designed to bring 

the Basin into attainment.  The AQMP must rely on existing control technologies 
as well as advanced pollution controls that, although are not quantifiable at this 
time, are promising and expected to bring the Basin into attainment.  The air 
quality benefits of those quantified measures alone would not lead to attainment.  
Therefore, the analysis would not be meaningful. 

 
1-5 We do not assume that clean air results in decreased congestion.  Decreased 

congestion in terms of reductions in vehicle miles and hours traveled (VMT and 
VHT) is the result of implementing SCAG transportation control measures as 
forecasted by the SCAG transportation demand model.  These control measures 
are part of the 2003 AQMP. 

 
The job impact of congestion relief was performed relative to the baseline 
condition under which there would be no reductions in VMT or VHT from 
transportation control measures, while maintaining everything else the same.  The 
job creation is due to the reduction in the transportation cost for businesses and 
consumers.  The savings can then be invested or spent elsewhere to stimulate the 
economy.  Additionally, less congestion increases the amenity of the local area, 
which will then become more attractive to businesses and economic migrants in 
their relocation and migration decision.   
 

1-6 One key area of uncertainty in the socioeconomic assessment is the lack of 
detailed data to project possible job impacts due to the unquantified measures that 
comprise 70% of the emission reductions of the draft Plan.  Therefore, it is 
impossible to determine at this time the job impacts of the unquantified measures.  
On the other hand, the projected increases in growth rates from clean air would 
compensate for the reduced growth rates from implementing control measures.  
Further analysis on the economic impacts of the measures on particular industries 
or small businesses cannot be assessed at this time.  This analysis will take place 
during the rule development process.  The relatively large positive job impacts 
from congestion relief are due to the fact that transportation of goods and services 
occurs in every sector of the economy, thereby resulting in a much higher 
multiplier effect.  Since all costs associated with the implementation of 
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transportation control measures have been factored in the analysis, it is also 
appropriate to incorporate the benefits.   

 
1-7 The inherent bias exists because there is no direct way to measure benefits of 

clean air because clean air is not a commodity purchased or sold in a market.  
Such bias does not exist on the cost side because control devices are sold and 
purchased in a market.  This bias is not related to the quantified vs. unquantified 
benefits.  An estimate of costs of the 70 percent unquantified measures is included 
in the analysis.   

 
1-8 The aesthetic visibility benefit is the total willingness to pay for better visibility, 

whose value is based on the number of households, net household income, percent 
of college degree holders, and visibility improvement relative to the baseline air 
quality in each sub-region.  The intent of the study was not to address housing 
affordability.  Please see the response to Comment 1-3.   

 
1-9 The median weekly earnings data was obtained from the National Occupational 

Employee Survey (Bureau of Labor Statistics).  The medians mean that 50 
percent of employees in those categories earn more than the weekly earnings 
presented in the table and another 50 Percent earn less.  For more detail please 
visit http://www.bls.census.gov/cps/pub/wkyeng_2q96.htm and 
http://stats.bls.gov/news.release/wkyeng.t03.htm.   

 
1-10 The Plan alternatives were based upon a comparison with the baseline situation 

under which no further control beyond today’s level is proposed or the 2003 
AQMP would not be implemented. 

 
1-11 The AQMD is mainly responsible for controlling air pollution from stationary 

sources.  Since early 1970s many rules have targeted large businesses such as 
power plants and refineries.  These sources have made significant effort to reduce 
their emissions.  Over the years, the AQMD gradually has moved its effort to 
smaller sources in order to further reduce emissions and bring the Basin into 
compliance with state and federal ambient air quality standards.  The focus on 
controlling smaller sources presents a challenge in all aspects because there is a 
large number of these sources, and there is considerable variation among 
individual businesses.  For example, in some industries, it is difficult to identify 
all potentially applicable sources.  In others, turnover rates of these businesses can 
be very high.  Impacts of measures upon small businesses will be conducted 
during the rule development process to minimize unnecessary adverse impacts.  It 
is also anticipated that the increased cost burden from control measures will be 
offset by the benefits associated with cleaner air. 

 
1-12 The local economy is made of national and regional industries.  If a particular 

effect (e.g., clean air) results in increased production for a national industry, there 
will be increases in exports from this industry assuming there is no change in the 
export share of this industry.  If a policy affects a regional industry, there would 
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be very few effect on the exports of this industry because a regional industry 
serves the local market primarily.  For this reason, impact of competitiveness 
would vary by industry by policy.  Presently the analysis is not performed at the 
sub-industry level; therefore, impacts on small operations are not known.  Such 
impacts will be analyzed during rulemaking as more information on affected 
facilities becomes available. 

 
1-13 The District is legally mandated by the federal Clean Air Act to attain ambient air 

quality standards by 2006 for PM10 and 2010 for ozone and to make continued 
progress towards federal and state 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards.  Air quality 
in the district continues to improve, yet the greater Los Angeles area still 
experiences the worst air quality in the nation.  This has necessitated that the 
District take a leading role in air quality control implementation as the challenges 
of attaining air quality standards are much higher than in most parts of the nation.  
The leading role has fostered creation of new industries which would lend 
themselves to those regions that would follow the District’s footsteps to adopt 
similar regulations.  In this process, the district has gained a competitive edge. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 2 
FROM AIR IMPROVEMENT RESOURCE, INC. 

 
Jon Heuss 

June 30, 2003 
 
 

2-1 Thank you for your comment.  Depending on the funding availability, the District 
intends to commit itself to implement those technical enhancement projects 
identified in Chapter 8 of the Socioeconomic Report.  These refinements would 
include the consideration of changes in life expectancy, the separate effects of 
different pollutants to help examine correlation between pollutants, the study of at 
risk populations to reduce double counting of health effects of pollutants, and to 
identify significant pollutant thresholds for health impacts.   

 
2-2 There may be different toxicity associated with various chemical components that 

make up the total PM mass emissions.  However, research has not advanced to the 
stage to associate quantifiable health effects with these components and hence the 
monetary valuation of health effects.  Furthermore, the health based PM (PM10 
and PM2.5) standards promulgated by the U.S. EPA were based on the health 
impacts of the total PM and not on the individual components.   

 
2-3 At the current time, there is no published literature available concerning the health 

effects of the individual components of PM10.  All available data is based solely 
on the total particulate mass.  The 2003 AQMP models the effect of the various 
precursors on total ozone and PM.  Therefore, the District already addresses the 
commentator’s concerns about the effect of reduction in the various precursors on 
the overall air quality.  As the state of the science moves forward, the air quality 
models will be updated to include improvements in order to ensure more accurate 
predictions of ozone and PM. 

 
2-4 There have been numerous epidemiology studies showing associations between 

PM and other pollutants with health outcomes.  The CARB has reviewed them 
and concurred with their findings.  Please also refer to the response to Comment 
2-2.   

 
2-5 Research on regional differences in health outcomes of PM10 is not conclusive.  

Currently, all the health benefit assessment models use a single pollutant to 
determine the risk factor.  Please refer to responses to Comments to 2-2 and 2-3 
on PM chemical components.  Epidemiology literature indicates that mortality 
and certain other health effects (e.g., chronic bronchitis) are more associated with 
long-term exposure to PM, which supports the use of annual average PM10 
concentration as was performed in the Socioeconomic Report for the 2003 
AQMP.  Research on whether the dose-response functions are linear is not 
consistent to draw conclusions. 
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2-6 The district staff is aware of these findings.   
 
2-7 The problem associated with the statistical software does not alter the association 

between air pollutants and health outcome, but the magnitude of association.  
However, this issue alone may not warrant a re-evaluation of all time-series 
studies.  Please refer to the response to Comment 2-2. 

 
2-8 Please refer to the responses to Comments 2-2 and 2-3. 
 
2-9 The health benefit was accounted for up to the level of the state standards.  

Therefore, the cutoffs are the state, not federal standards. 
 
2-10 Although there is currently no legal obligation to develop an attainment strategy 

with respect to the new 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 federal standards, staff has 
developed a preliminary analysis to determine the Basin’s level of exceedences of 
these standards based on the attainment strategy commitments with respect to the 
federal one-hour ozone and PM10 standards.  Additional control strategies 
required reaching the federal 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards will be identified 
in the next AQMP.  So will additional control for attaining the state ozone and 
PM standards.   

 
There is no legal deadline for the District to meet the state standards at this time.   
The proposed modifications document provides additional concepts for long-term 
measures.  However, control measures that could potentially result in the 70 
percent of emission reductions in the proposed plan are not thoroughly identified 
(black box).  State standards are more stringent than federal standards.  It would 
be too speculative to generate estimates of PM, VOC, and NOX carrying 
capacities for the state standard at this time.   

 
2-11 The risk factors used in the health benefit assessment represent median estimates.  

The Chestnut and Keefe (1996) report has detailed discussions on a range of 
values pertaining to various health endpoints.  Please also refer to Appendix V to 
the 2003 AQMP (Modeling and Attainment Demonstrations) and the response to 
Comment 2-2.   

 
2-12 The Beron et al. study (2001) used different functional forms and two estimators 

to address the uncertainty issue.  The visibility benefit estimate from this study 
was larger than those from contingent valuation studies and also larger than that 
from an earlier hedonic study for the same geographic area.  The study regressed 
housing prices on house-, neighborhood-, and air pollution-level attributes.  The 
visibility coefficient gave the marginal effect of visibility on housing prices.  
Section 4 (Specification Error) of the Beron et al. study provides a detailed 
discussion on other factors that influence housing prices.  The study (Journal of 
Real Estate Finance and Economics, 22:2/3, 319-337, 2001) provides more details 
on the issue of the 45 percent adjustment factor.   
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The 45 percent factor was used to remove the possible embedding effects between 
visibility and health.  For a detail discussion on its uncertainty, please refer to 
Loehman et al. [Land Economics, 70(4), 478-98, 1994]. 

 
2-13 Please refer to responses to Comments 2-2 and 2-3. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 3 
FROM GATZKE DILLON & BALANCE LLP. 

 
Lori D. Balance 
June 30, 2003 

 
 

3-1 As mentioned in the draft report, there is no legal requirement for conducting the 
socioeconomic analysis of AQMP.  The California Health and Safety Codes 
mentioned by the commentator apply to the assessment of the cost-effectiveness 
and the ranking order of cost-effectiveness only.  Such information has been 
included in Table 6-7 in Chapter 6 of the draft 2003 AQMP.  For those measures 
not listed in Table 6-7, no costs were able to be determined even after making 
every reasonable effort to quantify the impacts.  However, during the rule 
development process of these control measures into rules, a detailed cost analysis 
will be conducted to determine the cost impacts from the control strategies on the 
affected industries.  

 
3-2 The air transportation industry, including airports, is expected to incur an average 

annual cost of $19 million from implementation of the long-term EPA concept 
strategy (formerly AIRPORT-1) and some SCAG transportation control 
measures.  The long-term strategy would require the retrofit of engines and more 
stringent standards for new aircraft.  Since the strategy would be applied to all 
federal sources across the nation, there should be no loss of competitiveness for 
the airline industry in the District. 

 
3-3 Please refer to responses to Comments 3-1 and 3-2. 
 
3-4 The mitigation fee program is considered as a substitute for certain concepts in 

the long-term measure (the black box).  At this point, the proposed long-term 
strategies discussed in the Plan are still subject to change as to their specific 
implementation.  While these are federally regulated sources in terms of tailpipe 
and off-road emissions, the District may suggest possible control mechanisms 
necessary for air quality attainment.  There may be a potential for use regulations 
as well.   

 
3-5 The final AQMP clarifies that the mitigation fees as proposed would come from 

U.S. EPA as grant monies or paid by facilities through federal rulemaking.  There 
is no discussion on the “planned-for” shift in responsibility for airports in the 
AQMP or the Socioeconomic Report. 

 
3-6 The reductions in VMT as assessed in the Socioeconomic Report are the result of 

implementing SCAG’s transportation control measures.  These estimates are not 
origin-destination specific. 
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3-7 As clarified in the revised AQMP, the measures that apply to airports as proposed 
by CARB staff have been moved to the long-term strategy as potential control 
concepts to be implemented by the U.S. EPA.  Measures that would be 
implemented by the federal government would be expected to apply to all 
airports.  Therefore, the concern that regulatory constraints at one airport within 
the District could increase traffic at another airport in the District is not supported 
by the proposed control measures in 2003 AQMP.   

 

3-8 Please refer to responses to Comments 3-1 and 3-2. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 4 
FROM THE CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF PORT AUTHORITIES 

 
Tim Schott 

June 30, 2003 
 
 

4-1 Table A-1 in Appendix A provides a list of control measures analyzed in the 
socioeconomic report.  The socioeconomic report is designed to analyze the 
socioeconomic impacts from implementing the 2003 AQMP.  As such, the 
benefits are related to air quality improvements resulting from implementing all 
the measures in the 2003 AQMP.  During the rule development process, a 
socioeconomic analysis will be conducted on the individual measures as it 
becomes a proposed rule.  

 
4-2 Control measure FSS-07 includes port-related mobile source such as ships, trains, 

trucks, and off-road equipment.  Emission reductions and cost-effectiveness for 
the port-related measures are not quantified at this time because of the 
uncertainties associated with the proposed fee structure and the jurisdictional and 
implementation issues surrounding the mitigation fee program.  A more thorough 
cost analysis will be conducted at the time these port-related measures are 
adopted.   

 
Finally, the commentators’ concern regarding possible diversion of cargo from 
rail back to trucks is not supported.  As currently proposed, FSS-07 would apply 
to port-related activities, regardless of the route or mode taken.  So changing the 
transport mode, i.e., from rail to truck, would not necessarily be expected.  
However, these types of impacts will be evaluated at the time of rule 
development.  

 
4-3 Your comment is noted.   
 
4-4 Please see the response to Comment 4-2.  
 
4-5 The costs and emission reductions for Control Measures FSS-05 and FSS-07 are 

not quantified.  Please refer to responses to Comments 4-2 and 4-4.  Cold-ironing 
is part of the least toxic alternative (Chapter 7 of the Socioeconomic Report).  Its 
cost is included in the cost of this alternative.  Other specific impacts of cold-
ironing will be further evaluated and considered during the rule development 
process.   

 
4-6 Your comment is noted.  The benefit of the Plan for the Los Angeles County 

South sub-region is expected to be lower because relative to other sub regions it 
has better air quality.   

 
4-7 Please refer to the response to Comment 4-2.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 5 
FROM THE PORT OF LONG BEACH 

 
Robert Kanter, Ph.D. 

June 30, 2003 
 
 

5-1 Please see the response to Comment 4-1.   
 
5-2 Please see the response to Comment 4-2.   
 
5-3 Please see the response to Comment 4-3.   
 
5-4 Please see the response to Comment 4-4.   
 
5-5 Please see the response to Comment 4-5.   
 
5-6 Please see the response to Comment 4-6.   
 
5-7 Please see the response to Comment 4-7.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 6 
FROM THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

 
July 7, 2003 

 
 

6-1 The control strategy for attaining the PM10 standard relies first on existing 
regulations (i.e., rules reducing fugitive dust emissions as well as other rules 
affecting primary PM10 and PM10 precursors).  In addition, only small additional 
primary PM10 reductions (from short-term measures) are relied upon for PM10 
attainment.   

 
6-2 Table 3-7 of the draft and final Socioeconomic Report shows that the direct cost 

to governments is $250 million.  It cannot be concluded whether governments 
would lose revenue since the net impact of control measures and air quality 
benefit is not analyzed due to the lack of detailed information on the majority of 
the long-term control measures (the black box).  During the rulemaking process as 
more information becomes available, the AQMD staff will incorporate this 
information in a socioeconomic analysis for the individual rule.   

 
6-3 As pointed out in Chapter 3, Los Angeles County could incur a larger portion of 

the costs because most of the affected emission sources are located in Los 
Angeles County.  Among all the regions in the U.S., the South Coast Air Basin 
has the worst air quality.  The control strategy in the 2003 AQMP is designed to 
bring the Basin into attainment.  Thus, each of the control measures is needed to 
make the necessary emission reductions.  The 2003 AQMP has many state and 
federal measures that would be implemented by the state and federal 
governments.  These measures are expected to apply to other regions as well and 
thus are not expected to reduce competitiveness across the state or nationwide.  
Further the new federal 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 standards recently promulgated 
by the U.S. EPA are expected to expand the number of regions and states that are 
in non-attainment status.  This will necessitate additional and expeditious 
emission reductions by these areas through the implementation of many of the 
measures already adopted by this region that will result in minimizing the 
disparity among this and other regions nationwide.   

 
6-4 Figure 3-4 in Chapter 3 of the final Socioeconomic Report provides a trend of 

annual costs of quantified measures resulting from implementing the draft final 
2003 AQMP.  The benefits of the 2003 AQMP are calculated with respect to the 
benchmark years 2010 and 2020 for ozone and 2006, 2010, and 2020 for PM10.  
The benefits for interim years are interpolated.  The geographic distribution of the 
quantifiable costs, benefits, and job impacts for individual sub-regions are 
presented in Tables 5-1 through 5-3 in Chapter 5.   

 
6-5 During the rule development process, the District will have a full public process 

to solicit input from local government as well as other stakeholders.    
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6-6 Thank you for your comment.  The District staff will continue to make 

improvements to socioeconomic data, models and analysis methods.  The District 
staff is committed to implementing future actions that are outlined in Chapter 8 of 
the socioeconomic analysis.    

 
6-7 As additional purchases are made, manufacturers of products would fulfill 

additional demand by producing more products.  Additional labor would thus be 
hired, thereby creating additional jobs.  As discussed in Chapter 4, a number of 
on-and off-road measures would stimulate additional demand for transportation 
and auto services and thus benefiting the sectors producing these goods.   

 
6-8 Chapter 6 of the draft Socioeconomic Report examines industrial competitiveness.  

Based on the economic theory, other things being equal, economic migrants and 
businesses are more attracted to places with cleaner air.   

 
6-9 U.S. EPA has asserted that the District and the State cannot commit reduction 

obligations to the federal government.  Consequently, the 2003 AQMP includes 
two attainment demonstration options relative to emission reductions associated 
with federal sources.  Option 1 (in the final Socioeconomic Report) would rely on 
the federal government to achieve 68 tons per day of NOx reductions whereas 
Option 2 (Less NOx Reduction alternative) excludes any reductions from federal 
sources.  While both options demonstrate attainment with the one-hour ozone 
standard by 2010, Option 2 would add to the emission burden facing the District 
when devising an attainment strategy for the PM2.5 and 8-hour ozone standards. 

 
6-10 It is California Health and Safety Code Section 40440.8.   

 
6-11 The job impact is analyzed in Chapter 4 of the Socioeconomic Report.  Impacts 

on individual businesses such as downsizing, relocation, and shutdown cannot be 
analyzed in a prospective setting.  Additional tools must be developed for the 
evaluation of impacts on sales tax and local government revenues. 

 
6-12 Please refer to the response to Comment 1-1.  As stated in Chapter 3 of the draft 

Socioeconomic Report (p. 3-15), a sensitivity test was performed to provide a 
range of cost estimates for the black during the public comment period.   

 
6-13 Since the CARB has not committed NOx and VOC emission reductions prior to 

2010, it is assumed that there will be no ozone improvement prior to 2010.  
Improvements in PM10 will start in 2005 as PM10 measures are implemented.  
Even without the 2003 AQMP, air quality will continue to improve because of 
existing control strategies already adopted and being implemented.   

6-14 Chapter 3 has extensive discussions on the bottom-up approach on disaggregating 
each benefit category by sub-region.  The second paragraph on p. A-8 of 
Appendix A identifies to whom the benefits accrue. 
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6-15 Contingency valuation is the other approach to the visibility benefit assessment.  
Contingency valuation is conducted by showing scenes of different visibility 
levels to survey participants and asking for their willingness to pay value for 
better visibility.  Please refer to Paragraph 1 on p. 5-2 for a discussion on 
determining factors for visibility. 

 
6-16 SCAG did not have a study that apportioned work, commute and personal trips 

for vehicle miles and/or hours traveled.  In the absence of such information, 
another study from the Association of Bay Area Governments was used.  The 
District staff attempts to use every possible source of information in the AQMP 
Socioeconomic Analysis. 

 
6-17 The daily VHT reductions in hours by sub-region that are used for the final 

socioeconomic analysis are as follows: 
 

Business/Commute 2010 2020 

LA CO Burbank 24,885 16,331 
LA CO San Fernando 56,713 37,218 
LA CO West 51,960 34,099 
LA CO Central 55,693 36,549 
LA CO South Central 32,065 21,043 
LA CO South 45,121 29,611 
LA CO East 84,301 55,323 
LA CO Southeast 53,488 35,102 
LA CO Island 0 0 
LA CO Beach 23,936 15,708 
LA CO North 28,175 18,490 
ORANGE CO North 26,682 17,510 
ORANGE CO Central 52,213 34,265 
ORANGE CO South 57,251 37,571 
ORANGE CO West 33,241 21,814 
Northwest Riverside 46,139 30,279 
Other Riverside 48,492 31,823 
Chino-Redlands 74,550 48,923 
Other San Bernardino 5,923 3,887 
Total 800,828 525,546 

 
6-18 The calculation of VHT reductions for business trips was based on the 

methodology in the transportation research literature.  The use of the truck driver 
wage rate does not necessarily imply that VHT reductions from business trips 
apply only to truck drivers, but is simply used as a surrogate for all business trips. 

 
6-19 VHT per person may not be applicable since not everyone commutes.  The 

Socioeconomic Report already acknowledges SCAG’s contribution in the data 
compilation process in a number of places. 
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6-20 Information on the financing of transportation control measures was supplied by 
the SCAG.  SCAG provided the percentage of funding from each level of 
government, including the federal government, for each transportation project. 

 

6-21 The $1.64 billion cost is referred to all quantifiable measures.  Please note that the 
annual average control cost of all quantifiable control measures has been revised 
to be $1.63 billion from 2002 to 2020 in the final Socioeconomic Analysis.    

 
6-22 Projected costs may deviate from actual costs due to technological change and site 

differentials, among others.  The District is working with the CARB to study the 
actual costs of three AQMD rules.  The CARB provided the cost data on the 
measures over which it has jurisdiction.  The cost of control measures under the 
AQMD jurisdiction does not include contingency, construction associated with 
the re-design of a facility to accommodate the new required device, and 
permitting.  

 
The average construction cost of a refueling station was estimated at $850,000 to 
$1,700,000 for Rule 1193–Clean On-Road Residential and Commercial Refuse 
Collection Vehicles.  Land acquisition and preparation may vary from one site to 
another.  This rule is not part of the 2003 AQMP.  Thus, the Socioeconomic 
Report for the 2003 AQMP does not include Rule 1193.  During the AQMP 
process, fuel type is, in general, not specified in control measures.  Such 
information is considered during rulemaking. 

 
6-23 Chapter 3 has an extensive discussion on how costs of control measures were 

distributed among sub-regions.  Please refer to the response to Comment 6-1.   
 

6-24 The draft Socioeconomic Report also analyzed a range of potential control 
strategies that could feasibly meet the 2003 AQMP objectives.  For more details 
please see Chapter 7 (Assessment of CEQA Alternatives).  It should also be noted 
that there are sizable benefits associated with clean air.   

 
6-25 The job creation is due to the reduction in the transportation cost for businesses 

and consumers.  The savings can then be invested or spent elsewhere to stimulate 
the economy.  Additionally, less congestion increases the amenity of the local 
area, which will then become more attractive to businesses and economic 
migrants in their relocation and migration decision.   

 
6-26 The direct and indirect impact assessment is performed separately for quantifiable 

measures and benefits.  Quantifiable measures represent 30 percent of the 
emission reductions intended for attainment while quantifiable benefits assume 
100 percent emission reductions.  Chapters 4 through 6 present the total impact of 
quantified measures and benefits separately on the local economy.  Cleaner air 
will bring additional jobs and population into the area.  This will lead to an 
increase in tax revenue which, in turn, can be the source for providing additional 
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services.  Please refer to Paragraph two on p. 3-11 regarding funding for 
transportation infrastructure investments. 

 
6-27 Small businesses are more highly concentrated in non-manufacturing than 

manufacturing sectors.  Since affected facilities are not exactly known at this 
time, additional analyses of small businesses affected by each control measure 
will be performed during the individual rule development process.   

 
6-28 The employment impacts of quantifiable benefits and measures are analyzed 

separately and presented in Table 4-1 of Chapter 4.   
 
6-29 The magnitude and directional change in per capita real disposable income will 

vary by year.  The baseline per capita real disposable income (without the 2003 
AQMP) is projected to be $22,171 in 2010 and $23,936 in 2020 (in 1992 dollars). 

 
Per Capita Real Disposable Income 

Years Baseline 
Quantified 

Control Measures 
2002 $20,648 $20,666 
2003 $20,871 $20,874 
2004 $21,083 $21,085 
2005 $21,287 $21,349 
2006 $21,488 $21,522 
2007 $21,719 $21,732 
2008 $21,896 $21,892 
2009 $22,034 $22,003 
2010 $22,171 $22,129 
2011 $22,410 $22,310 
2012 $22,571 $22,490 
2013 $22,756 $22,693 
2014 $22,937 $22,896 
2015 $23,155 $23,123 
2016 $23,344 $23,309 
2017 $23,569 $23,533 
2018 $23,727 $23,688 
2019 $23,896 $23,854 
2020 $23,936 $23,915 

 
6-30 Statistical significance does not apply in this instance.  When various segments 

(various categories of benefits and costs) of the 2003 AQMP are simulated 
through REMI, the magnitude of their impacts indicates the significance of 
modeling results.  The modeling results presented in absolute values and in 
isolation can be significant.  Because of the relatively large size of the local 
economy, these values in relative magnitude and in totality (e.g., as a percent of a 
baseline parameter) can be relatively small.   

 
6-31 Your comment is noted. 
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6-32 Please refer to pp. 3-10 to 3-12 and pp. 5-3 to 5-4 in the draft Socioeconomic 

Report for the explanation. 
 
6-33 Please refer to Table 5-4.  There are no published data available on ethnic jobs by 

occupation. 
 
6-34 Please refer to Appendix C. 
 
6-35 Please see the response to Comment 4-2.   
 
6-36 This should be the second to the last paragraph on p. A-1.  The respective agency 

means the agency that is responsible for the control measure implementation. 
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7-2 
cont. 

7-3 

7-4 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER # 7 
FROM WESTERN STATES PETROLEIUM ASSOCIATION 

 
Michael D. Wang 

July 2, 2003 
 
 

7-1 Your comment is noted.  
 
7-2 Based on a suggestion received from the public, a sensitivity analysis was 

performed by selecting the lowest and highest cost-effectiveness values from four 
types control measures, which were then used to approximate the cost of the Long 
Term Tier I and II Measures.  The sensitivity test showed that the total cost of 
these measures could range from $430 to $2,606 million annually. 

 
7-3 The cost-effectiveness values presented in the draft 2003 AQMP are preliminary 

and will be revised during the rule development process.  Emission reductions for 
each control measures are discussed in Chapter IV of the draft 2003 AQMP.  
State laws do not limit cost-effectiveness analysis for the AQMP/SIP creditable 
emissions only.  Since the emissions are real, it is appropriate to consider the 
benefits and costs of reducing them.  It should be noted that emission reduction 
estimates for control measures are based on AQMP inventories; therefore, they 
are all SIP creditable by default.  During rule development, cost-effectiveness is 
based on actual emission reductions (not necessarily the same as SIP creditable 
reductions).  This approach for rulemaking is fairer, because it reflects the latest 
cost and inventory data.  The Proposed Rule 1105.1 cost-effectiveness includes 
both filterable PM10 and ammonia slip or condensable sulfate, but not the 
combination of the latter two.   

 
The District has used the Discount Cash Flow (DCF) methodology for calculating 
cost-effectiveness since the 1987 AQMP.  The DCF method represents an 
approach to evaluating the effectiveness of various alternatives.  The DCF method 
considers the same parameters (including time value of funds) as other methods.   

 
7-4 Please refer to pages 3-10 to 3-12 in Chapter 3 for the cost analysis methodology.  

The uncertainty associated with cost analysis is related to the assumptions, not the 
methodology.  These assumptions will be re-visited during rulemaking as more 
information is developed.   

 


