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1. Introduction and Executive Summary

Reader’s Note: This Report is being prepared
as the world is addressing the coronavirus
disease of 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, an
unprecedented public health crisis that has
endangered vulnerable populations and
caused sudden and dramatic shifts in our
lives. Since the economic effect has been
both significant and abrupt, the pandemic
may potentially have implications for some
of the discussion and assumptions described
herein. However, given that the length and
severity of the pandemic is still unknown, the
specific economic and population growth
implications will depend on how the crisis
and fiscal response continue to unfold over
the coming months. The economic impacts
may dissipate over the long-term, although
the exact pace and time frame for recovery
remains uncertain. Additional discussion
regarding the potential ramifications of

the pandemic on analytical assumptions is
provided later in this Report.

Introduction

The November 2018 Camp Fire (Fire)

had an enormous impact on residents

and businesses in the Tri-County Region
(Region), a rural region in Northern California
composed of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama
counties. The Fire caused massive damage,
burning more than 150,000 acres, resulting
in 86 fatalities and multiple injuries, and
destroying nearly 19,000 physical structures
in the Town of Paradise (Town) and
surrounding unincorporated communities in
Butte County, California (State), collectively
referred to as the “Paradise Ridge” or “Ridge.’
The Camp Fire has resulted in ongoing
impacts to the regional economy, as the
Region experienced major population shifts,

1 Figures exclude home-based businesses.
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a substantial decline in its regional housing
supply, and economic hardships for the
business community. It is estimated that
thousands of individual businesses were
affected by the Fire and, to date, only 15
percent of businesses in the Paradise Ridge
have resumed operations!

3CORE, the private nonprofit Economic
Development District serving the Region,
retained the consulting team of Economic &
Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) and Industrial
Economics, Inc. (IEc) (Consultant Team) to
provide the Region’s business community
with information needed to make decisions
regarding resuming and maintaining
business operations in the Region. To that
end, 3CORE sought assistance to understand
the regional economy immediately before
and after the Camp Fire disaster, analyze

the regional economic impacts of the Fire,
develop regional residential and employment
growth scenarios, and gain insight regarding
short-term implications of this event on the
Region. These analytical components are
intended to serve as a foundational element
from which the Region can embark on
planning for ongoing sustainable economic
recovery through 3CORE's forthcoming
Regional Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS).

This Study complements two other key
studies undertaken to assist the Region

in its recovery. A regional housing study
entitled The Impacts of Camp Fire Disaster
on Housing Market Conditions and Housing
Opportunities in the Tri-County Region was
prepared in September 2020 by Peloton
Research + Economics (Peloton), and a
regional population and transportation
study, led by the Butte County Association
of Governments (BCAQ) is anticipated to be
finalized in 2021.



Objectives of the Study

This Study endeavors to provide pertinent information that will facilitate long term economic
recovery in the Region. Specifically, the purpose of this Report is to provide 3CORE and the
Region’s business community with the information needed to make short-term decisions
regarding business operations. Guided by a detailed set of key questions posed by stakeholders
at the outset (see Appendix G), this Report seeks to help the Region’s economy rebuild through
preparation of the following technical components.

e Regional demographic and socioeconomic profiles that capture conditions both before and
after the Camp Fire event.

e Direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts of the Camp Fire in the Paradise Ridge, Chico,
and broader Region.

e Short-term potential residential and employment growth scenarios.

This Study is based on myriad resources available to date, including information gathered

from an extensive set of interviews with public- and private-sector stakeholders in the Region.
The Consultant Team relied on a variety of data sources, including: local and regional data sets
(IMPLAN, BCAQ); State (Department of Finance [DOF], Employment Development Department
[EDD], Department of Transportation [DOT]); and national economic data sets (US Census Bureau,
Bureau of Economic Analysis, Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA], Small Business
Administration, Woods & Poole); and, available data provided by jurisdictions in the Region.?3

Study Area

The technical components of this Study are focused on market conditions within the Tri-County
Region (see Map 1-1). Where data were available, this Study also focuses on market conditions
in the Town (and Paradise Ridge) and in the cities of Chico and Oroville, the jurisdictions most
impacted by the Fire.

Study Period

The Study has been structured to align with three points in time, as illustrated in the graphic
below: pre-disaster conditions as of 2018, existing conditions as of 2020, and potential short-term
(2025) growth scenarios, bracketed by low and high estimated projected growth.

02018 o 2020

Pre-Disaster Post-Disaster
Economic Existing
Conditions Economic

Conditions

Post-Disaster
Short-Term

] Growth Scenario

. Camp Fire Economic Conditions

ONOV. 2018 O 2025

2 IMPLAN is an economic input-output modeling tool used to examine direct, indirect, and induced impacts of an economic activity within
a regional economy.

3 Only primary data sources are listed; all data sources used in this Study are sourced with presented data.
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Map 1-1. Tri-County Region Counties and Communities
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Key Findings

Pre-Fire Regional Economy Findings

Prior to the Fire, the Region contained
almost 321,000 residents. An overwhelming
majority of residents (about 70 percent)

lived in Butte County, followed by Tehama
County (20 percent), and Glenn County (10
percent). The Region encompasses nearly
6,000 total square miles, most of which
encompass agricultural land or other

open space. A small percentage of land is
occupied by urban development, both inside
the Region’'s 10 incorporated cities and in
scattered, rural development throughout
the unincorporated portions of each county.
The Region is defined by distinct geographic
features, including the fertile Sacramento
Valley and major waterways (the Sacramento
and Feather rivers), Sierra-Nevada foothills,
and forested mountain ranges, which have
shaped land use development patterns and
the character and scale of economic activity
in the Region. Additional detail regarding the
pre-Fire regional economy can be found in
Chapter 2 and Appendices A and B.

¢ Agriculture has been and continues
to be the backbone of the Region’s
economy, although other local-
serving industries have emerged as
the Region’s strongest industries in
terms of employment. The Region is
predominantly rural with an economy
that is highly specialized in agriculture
and related economic activities, including
processing, packaging, and wholesale
trade of row and field crops, orchard and
tree products, and livestock. The regional
economy continues to add jobs in the
Agriculture industry and has diversified
with employment growth in a number of
local-serving economic activities. In terms

of employment, the Region’s economy

is largely defined by the Health Care

and Social Assistance industry, which
provides the greatest share of the area’s
jobs, represented by major employers
including: Enloe Medical Center (Chico),
Oroville Hospital (Oroville), St. Elizabeth
Community Hospital (Red Bluff), Glenn
Medical Center (Willows), Orchard Hospital
(Gridley), and Adventist Health (Paradise),
as well as various long-term care facilities,
childcare services, and other social services
establishments. As of 2018, most of the
Region’s 159,200 jobs were focused in five
industry sectors: Health Care and Social
Assistance (15 percent); Administrative
Government, which includes local, State,
and Federal Government employment,
including school district, higher
educational institutions, and military
employment (12 percent); Agriculture/
Forestry/Fisheries (12 percent); Retail Trade
(10 percent); and Accommodation and
Food Services (9 percent).4>

Recent employment (job) gains were
concentrated in existing industries of
strength for the Region. Between 2015
and 2018, the Region added nearly 12,700
jobs representing about a 9 percent
increase (an addition of about 4,200

new full- and part-time jobs annually).
Over 90 percent of this job growth was
concentrated in 5 industry categories, all
of which comprise the Region’s top 10
industries in terms of employment. The
Agriculture industry led the Region’s job
growth with 4,500 new jobs over this
period, representing 35 percent of total
employment growth. Other industries
capturing new job growth between 2015
and 2018 included: Health Care (17 percent
of growth); Other Services (e.g., repair;
laundry; personal care; etc.) (17 percent of

4 Job totals derived from IMPLAN, which reflect the average of full-time and part-time jobs consistent with how jobs are defined through
the Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Economic Accounts (BEA REA) and Bureau of Labor Statistics Census of Employment and
Wages (BLS CEW). Job totals may differ from other data sources based on a number of important data differences. For additional
information, refer to the following IMPLAN resource: https:/implanhelp.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/articles/115009505747-Comparison-of-

IMPLAN-Source-Data-for-Employment-and-Labor-Income.

5 Refer to Table B-16 in Appendix B for descriptions of industries and examples of sub-industry categories organized by North American

Industry Classification System (NAICS) industry code.
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growth); Accommodation and Food Service
(13 percent of growth); and Construction (13
percent of growth).®

e “Economic base” activities represent
a small proportion of the regional
economy and should be nurtured to
stimulate net new wealth in the Region.
Generally, a region’s economy is composed
of two types of activities: “economic base”
activities, which represent activities that
generate net new wealth and drive
growth in other industries; and “local-
serving” activities, which serve the local
population and generally move wealth
within the local area. While both types
of activities are important, the health of
a community depends on the economic
base, and therefore it deserves close
attention and monitoring.

Recent studies have found that 25
percent of the State's employment is
supported by economic base activities
compared to about 21 percent of the
Region’'s employment, indicating that
about 80 percent of the regional economy
serves the local population and will

be impacted by population increases

and declines. As of 2018, industries
comprising the majority of base-sector
employment in the Region included
Agriculture (40 percent), Professional
Services (15 percent), Manufacturing (13
percent), Wholesale Trade (10 percent),
and Finance and Insurance (10 percent).
Most of the Region’s recent job growth

in base-sector industries occurred in the
Region’s most specialized, unique base-
sector industry, Agriculture. And, while
there was tepid job growth in other base
industries, including Transportation and
Warehousing; Management of Companies
and Enterprises; and Manufacturing, the
Region lost almost 900 jobs between 2015
and 2018 in other base-sector industries
including Wholesale Trade, Information,
Finance and Insurance, and Real Estate
and Rental Leasing.

6 Ibid.
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-

Base-Sector Industries (NAICS)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11)
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction (21)
Manufacturing (31-33)

Wholesale Trade (42)
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49)
Information (51)

Finance and Insurance (52)

Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53)
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (54)
Management of Companies and Enterprises (55)

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71)

- J

¢ Industries with low specialization
but recent job growth may indicate
emerging economic strengths that merit
attention in the Region’s forthcoming
economic development strategy.
Several industries in the Region were
determined to be underrepresented (low
specialization) relative to National averages
but experienced recent employment
gains in the Region. These industries have
the potential to become more dominant
sectors of the regional economy and merit
targeted economic development activities
in collaboration with regional workforce
organizations, including the Alliance for
Workforce Development (AWD) and the
Northern Rural Training and Employment
Consortium (NoRTEC). These industries
include: Management of Companies and
Enterprises; Accommodation and Food
Service; Transportation and Warehousing;
Mining; Manufacturing; and Arts,
Entertainment and Recreation. Allindustries,
apart from Accommodation and Food
Service, represent industries with base-
sector activities, which have the potential
to not only stimulate economic growth, but
diversify and strengthen the local economy.



e The Region’s smallest sectors of the
economy also experienced recent
employment declines indicating a
lack of competitiveness and potential
gap in the workforce pipeline. A
combination of low specialization
(underrepresented in the Region
relative to the National average) and
employment declines indicate weak
and declining sectors of the regional
economy. Four of the five industries in this
category comprise industries with base
economic activities, including: Finance
and Insurance; Professional, Scientific,
and Technical Services; Wholesale Trade;
and Information. The fifth industry in
this category, Administrative and Waste
Management Services, is considered a
local-serving sector.

e The Region’s Gross Regional Product
(GRP), a measurement of the local
economy, experienced healthy short-
term growth, although most of this
growth is attributable to local-serving
industries. GRP reflects the Region's
economy in terms of “value added” goods
and services and is a common measure
of the size and productivity of a regional
economy. As of 2018, the Region had a
GRP of $13.74 billion, an increase of about
11 percent in real 2018 dollars since 2015.
In comparison, the State's GRP increased
by about 10 percent during the same
period. About half of the Region’s GRP
was driven by base-sector industries,
including economic activity in Real
Estate, Agriculture, and Manufacturing.
However, most of the growth (60 percent)
in the Region’s GRP since 2015 occurred
in local-serving industries (Health Care,
Construction, Accommodation and Food
Service, Retail). Notable increases in base-
sector industries included growth in Real
Estate and Wholesale Trade. Industries in
the Region that experienced a substantial
decline in economic activity since 2015
include: Manufacturing, Information, and
Finance and Insurance.

Pre-Fire Paradise Economy Findings

Before the devastating Camp Fire, the Town
was Butte County’s second most populous
incorporated city (about 26,400 residents
as of 2018), serving as an affordable housing
enclave for service and trades-based
workers as well as a large proportion of
retired residents. Paradise and surrounding
communities, including Magalia, Concow,
Yankee Hill, and other unincorporated Butte
County communities north of the Town,
offered a scenic, forested, rural community
setting that was unique in the Region in
contrast to the urbanized and agricultural
areas in the valley.

¢ In evaluating the composition of the
Town's economy, the most salient
finding is that the Town's economy
existed almost entirely because of,
and to serve, the local population. As
of 2018, the Town had about 12,000 jobs,
translating into a ratio of 0.9 jobs for every
housing unit, substantially lower than
the Region’'s average job-housing ratio of
1.2 jobs per housing unit and indicative
of its role as a bedroom community. The
Town's economy was almost entirely
composed of employment in local-serving
activities (over 95 percent of jobs) with
concentrations in Health Care, Public
Administration, Retail Trade, and Other
Services. The remaining jobs in the Town
(about 420 jobs) were in base-sector
activities, composed primarily of Finance
and Insurance, Agriculture, Wholesale
Trade, Information, and Manufacturing
industries. Expectedly, most residents
(70 percent) commuted to work outside
of the Town, although the Town's largest
employer, Adventist Health, which
operated Adventist Health Feather River
(also known as the Feather River Hospital)
and related health care services in the
Town employed about 1,250 staff, over half
of which resided in the Paradise Ridge.

1. Introduction and Executive Summary
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Recent employment gains in the Town
were almost entirely local-serving.

Since 2015, the Town added 355 net

new jobs almost entirely composed of
(primarily) population-based industries

(a gain of 547 jobs) combined with losses
in (primarily) base-sector industries (a

loss of 193 jobs). The top industries with
employment growth included: Other
Services (228 new jobs); Construction (154
new jobs); Health Care (147 new jobs); and
Retail Trade (82 new jobs). The primary
industries that experienced job losses
between 2015 and 2018 include: Real Estate
and Rental Leasing (a loss of 141 jobs);
Accommodation and Food Services (a loss
of 77 jobs); and Government Enterprises (a
loss of 63 jobs).

Post-Fire Structural Damage and
Socioeconomic Conditions

The Camp Fire is on record as one of
the most destructive fires in not only
the Region but in the State’s history.
Two weeks after the Camp Fire started on
November 8, 2018, the Fire was reported
as fully contained but not before it burned
over 150,000 acres of land (Fire Footprint)
and impacted almost 19,600 structures,
with approximately 96 percent of those
structures (about 18,800) considered
structurally destroyed. Eighty-six residents
perished and 17 people, including five
firefighters, were injured. The Fire
destroyed nearly 14,000 homes, almost
530 commercial and public buildings,

and thousands of infrastructure and
other utility structures in the Ridge.

Over three-quarters of the structures
destroyed were in the Town of Paradise,
ravaging nearly 11,000 housing units, 450
commercial buildings, 5 schools, and
thousands of utility structures. In addition,
it is estimated that up to one million trees
burned in the Camp Fire, with 80 percent
of those deemed to have mortal damage.
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The Camp Fire resulted in substantial
inter-regional and extra-regional shifts
in population. Following the Camp Fire,
the Region is estimated to have lost about
14,500 residents, representing a 4.5 percent
decline of its population between 2018
and 2020. As of January 2020, the Region
is estimated to comprise about 305,000
residents, nearly 6,800 fewer residents
than in the Region at the beginning of the
decade (2010). Significantly, the Town and
nearby Ridge communities are estimated
to have lost about 35,000 residents between
2018 and 2020. With a 2020 population

of just over 4,500 residents, the Town

is estimated to have lost about 21,600
residents from the Camp Fire (an 82-percent
decline in population). Similarly, as of 2020,
unincorporated Butte County is estimated
to have experienced a decline of nearly
13,500 residents (a 17-percent decline in the
unincorporated county population). Biggs
and Gridley are also estimated to have lost
residents (about 600, in aggregate) although
it is not clear whether this population loss
stemmed from the Camp Fire.

For those residents that stayed in the
Region, inter-region population shifts
indicate that immediately following the
Fire, affected Ridge residents relocated
primarily to Chico and Oroville, or, to

a lesser extent, to incorporated and
unincorporated communities in Glenn
and Tehama counties. Indeed, the City of
Chico incurred the greatest population
increase of any jurisdiction in the Region,
gaining about 18,000 new residents (a 20
percent increase). Oroville also gained a
larger than average number of affected
Ridge residents, with an estimated 1,500
new residents, representing a nearly 9
percent population increase between 2018
and 2020. In contrast to Chico, however,
Oroville had a sudden influx of about 3,400
residents (through January 2019) with over
half of the residents departing over the
following year, as the city experienced a
population decline of about 1,900 (through
January 2020).



e The Region lost about 10 percent (and

Butte County lost about 14 percent) of
its housing supply in the Camp Fire,
exacerbating a housing market fraught
with challenges that existed before the
Fire. The magnitude of Ridge residents
leaving Butte County was not unexpected
given the significant loss in housing stock
and a tight housing market that existed
pre-Fire. As documented in Peloton’s
September 2020 regional housing

study, the pre-Fire housing market was
challenged with rising owner- and renter-
occupied housing costs, rising building
costs and construction labor shortages,
limited workforce housing options, and
nearly non-existent affordable housing
production.

In the year following the Fire, nearly
11,400 residential units in the Town were
estimated to be lost, representing a
staggering loss of over 85 percent of the
Town's housing supply (just over 1,700
housing units remained in Paradise as
of 2019). An additional 3,120 residential
units were lost in unincorporated Butte
County communities, totaling a loss

of nearly 14,500 houses on the Ridge

and resulting in a 30 percent decline in
housing supply. These losses, combined
with new residential units constructed in
2018, resulted in a 10 percent decline in the
Region’s housing supply.

Between 2019 and 2020, the Town is
estimated to have added almost 50
units, representing a small fraction of
total homes lost, while an additional 800
homes were lost in unincorporated Butte
County.” In sum, between 2018 and 2020,
the Ridge is estimated to have lost nearly
15,300 homes, resulting in a 14 percent
decline in Butte County’s housing supply
(in combination with about 2,000 homes
constructed elsewhere in the county).

7

The significant population shift from
the Paradise Ridge to other areas in
and outside of the Region has directly
influenced the number of commercial
businesses in operation in the Town,
as expected given the prevalence of
employment in local-serving economic
activities. More than 600 businesses
were reported as either damaged or
destroyed by the Fire, including the

loss of many buildings of the Feather
River Hospital (clinic buildings, central
utility plant), multiple gas stations,
fast-food restaurants, and other retail
establishments, a hotel, and a large,
Safeway-anchored retail shopping
center. The Paradise Ridge Chamber of
Commerce (Chamber) provided initial
estimates that approximately 1,000 of
the 1,200 businesses in operation on the
Ridge before the Fire were lost or have
ceased operations based on the physical
destruction of their place of business,

a substantial decline in their customer
base, or because of the emotional trauma
inflicted by the disaster. This estimate is
aligned with more recent information
from the Town, which indicates about
190 businesses, or 15 percent of former
business in the Ridge, are currently in
operation. Although detailed post-Fire
employment data is not yet available,

it is estimated that the Town'’s primary
population-serving industries will have
experienced post-Fire employment
declines, including Health Care, Retail,
Accommodation, and Other Services.
Rebuilding Paradise's economy will be
inexorably tied to rebuilding housing and

repopulating the community.

This Study assumes that the additional homes lost in unincorporated Butte County is attributable to the Camp Fire (either a data
correction from homes lost in 2018 or homes that were destroyed but not demolished and counted as such until 2019).
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¢ The City of Chico, and to a lesser extent
the City of Oroville, incurred a sudden
and significant impact stemming from
recovery efforts and the significant
inter-Region population shift. The City of
Chico incurred a sudden and significant
influx of affected Ridge residents following
the Camp Fire. As the major residential
and economic center of the Region and
with its close proximity to the Ridge, Chico
played a critical role in responding to the
incident, including housing survivors left
without a home and serving as the base of
operations for the many ongoing support
efforts of State and Federal agencies such
as FEMA, California Office of Emergency
Services (CalOES), the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and the Red
Cross. City staff identified a number
of impacts and considerations for the
sustainable accommodation of existing
and future residents and businesses,
including challenges related to housing,
the unhoused population, sizable impacts
on municipal infrastructure and utilities,
and concerns regarding adequate service
provision at Enloe Hospital in Chico.
The City of Oroville expressed similar
concerns related to housing, the unhoused
population, and impacts to municipal
infrastructure and utilities. Other
jurisdictions in the Region, including Glenn
County (representing the unincorporated
county) and the cities of Orland and
Corning experienced larger-than-average
population increases and noted nominal
increases related to housing demand,
business activity, and traffic impacts.
Despite these impacts, these jurisdictions
are not eligible for Federal or State
disaster-recovery funding because of their
location outside of the Fire Footprint.
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Economic Impact Analysis Findings

This Study measures the economic impact of
the Camp Fire in the year (2019) immediately
following the Fire for three geographic areas:
the Ridge (Fire Footprint); the City of Chico;
and the Tri-County Region. Specifically, we
measure the impact of the Camp Fire in
terms of a change in Gross Regional Product
(GRP), which is among the most common
metrics used to describe economic activity
of a geographic area. Changes in GRP
indicate whether an economy is growing (i.e.,
expanding) or contracting (i.e., shrinking),
where positive growth is typically associated
with lower levels of unemployment and
increases in wages and personal income, and
negative growth may be an indicator that

an economy is entering, or in, a recession.
For each of the three geographic areas of
interest, this Study considers both negative
and positive shocks affecting GRP, where

the primary negative shocks are the loss of
people and housing, and the primary positive
shocks are increases in spending from post-
Fire recovery activities.

¢ In the first year following the Fire, we
estimate that GRP in the Fire Footprint
region declined by between 64 percent
and 81 percent. As described in Chapter
2, in evaluating the composition of the
Town of Paradise's economy, the most
salient finding is that the Town’'s economy
(and presumably the Ridge's economy)
existed predominantly because of, and
to serve, the local population. The Town's
economy was almost entirely composed
of employment in local-serving activities
(over 95 percent of jobs). Thus, the impact
of the Fire, particularly the loss of residents
to power this economy, was significant.

In the first year post-Fire, this Study
estimates loss in GRP in the Fire Footprint
to be between 64 percent and 81 percent.
By comparison, national GDP fell by 4.3
percent during the Great Recession of
December 2007 through June 2009.
During that same period, the GDP for
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California fell by 4.0 percent. The impact
in the Fire Footprint area is likely to persist
as long as the population level in the Fire
Footprint region remains low.

In the first year following the Fire, the
City of Chico experienced both negative
and positive effects, resulting in a net
increase in GRP of 4.0 percent; however,
the longer-term impact on the city is
likely to be a net loss of 2.2 percent.
Despite its location outside of the Fire
Footprint, the City of Chico experienced
significant negative and positive effects on
its GRP in the first year following the Fire.
Perhaps most significantly, the permanent
departure of an estimated 1,632 employees
who worked in the city, and the challenges
associated with replacing these workers,
may have caused GRP to decline by an
estimated 2.6 percent.

This loss is offset in the first year primarily
by extraordinary spending by residents

of the Ridge to replace goods lost in the
Fire, which we estimate increased GRP by
5.4 percent. It was also offset by increased
spending by debris removal crews and
government entities. The overall net effect
on the City of Chico's GRP is a one-year
increase of 4.0 percent. However, these
offsetting gains are a one-time shock to
the economy. The negative impact from
the loss of workers is likely to persist,
though it is offset slightly by increased
household spending by new residents of
Chico. The longer-term impact, assuming
no other changes in the economy, is an
estimated net loss of 2.2 percent of GRP.

The overall net effect on the Region

is a 1.6 percent decline in GRP in the
year immediately following the Fire.
Analysis of the Tri-County Region also
focuses on the impact of the permanent
loss of workers who left the Region after
the Fire, offset by extraordinary spending
by remaining residents to replace goods
lost in the Fire, and increased spending
by debris crews and the government. The

overall net effect on the Tri-County Region
is a 1.6 percent decline in GRP in the year
immediately following the Fire.

The single biggest effect is the loss of
employees, which has a negative impact on
GRP of 5.2 percent, and is likely to persist.
The offsetting gains are one-time shocks to
the economy. Thus, the long-term effect on
the economy could be a loss of 5.2 percent.
This loss may be understated because

we lack the data necessary to include
other types of losses, such as changes in
proprietor or rental income.

Importantly, the analysis only looks at

the year immediately following the Fire
and does not consider the impacts of
subsequent events, such as the COVID-19
pandemic, the 2020 fires, or future housing
development and infrastructure projects.
In addition, the estimates presented in this
Study are developed using IMPLAN, a static
model that relies on fixed relationships and
linkages between households, businesses,
and government entities. These models are
most useful in examining small, incremental
shocks to an economy. The Camp Fire
event, in contrast, represents a significant
shock to the economy, likely altering many
of the existing relationships in the IMPLAN
model. Thus, all estimates in this Study
should be viewed as providing the reader
with information about the magnitude of
the potential changes, rather than precise
estimates of the likely impact on GRP.
Detailed discussion of the approach used
to analyze the short-term economic impact
of the Fire, including key assumptions and
limitations, is provided in Chapter 4.

Finally, it is important to note that measuring
the change in GRP does not provide a
complete picture of the impact of a disaster
on a regional economy. GRP represents a
measure of the “flow” of economic well-being
in an area - the production of goods and
services in an economy. It is common to see
an increase in GRP in affected communities
immediately following a disaster as goods
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and services are used for post-disaster
recovery activities. However, disasters also
affect capital “stocks,” including produced
capital (homes, businesses, factories, roads,
schools, health care), human capital (an
educated and trained population), and
natural capital (land, water, energy sources).
The impacts to capital stocks is particularly
important for the Camp Fire given the
magnitude of the destruction, including loss
of life, the exodus of 14,500 people from the
Tri-County Region after the Fire, and the loss
of approximately 14,000 homes. However,
estimating the value of lost capital stocks,

as well as the effect of these losses on future
production (output) and the overall well-
being of the community, requires more
complex modeling that is beyond the scope
of this project. Accordingly, this Study instead
discusses the impact of the Fire on the
Region's capital stocks qualitatively both in
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.

Short-Term Growth Projections
(2020-2025)

Growth projections estimated in this

Study provide a wide range of low to high
projections for population, housing, and
employment by county in the Region, based
on compilation of several data sources,
including DOF, BCAG, EDD, DOT, and Woods
& Poole (see Appendix H). The forecasts
reflect total and average annual growth for
each county in the Region over the next five
years (2020-2025) and are bracketed by low
to high projection estimates, which capture
(explicitly or not) myriad factors affecting
the pace of short-term growth. Given its
historical and projected continued role as
the economic hub of the Region, residential
and employment growth will be driven by
the successful completion of new housing

in Butte County, including new residential
development primarily located in Chico,
Oroville, and the unincorporated county, and
rebuilding efforts in Paradise and other Ridge
communities. New housing construction is
anticipated to spur growth by attracting new
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residents, expanding the labor force, and
supporting the additional creation of jobs.
Detailed discussion regarding each set of
bracketed projectionsis provided in Chapter 5.

e Estimated Population Projections. Total
population change, which encomypasses
a combination of births, deaths, and net
migration in the Region, is estimated to
range from the addition of 4,000 to almost
21,000 new residents between 2020 and
2025. This level of growth translates into
average annual growth of about 800 and
4,180 new residents per year over the
next five years. For comparison, in the
nine years preceding the Fire, average
annual growth rate was about 1,700 people
per year. Butte County is estimated to
constitute between 50 percent to nearly
90 percent of total projected population
growth in the Region, adding about 2,000
to 18,250 new residents, or about 400 to
3,650 new residents each year. Importantly,
data provided by the California
Department of Finance (DOF) suggest
that a significant increase in in-migration
of new residents to Butte County from
outside of the region, at more than three
times the historical rate, is necessary to
achieve the high population projection.
While recent trends suggest interstate
migration from California coastal to inland
counties could lead to increased rates
of in-migration, the Region is unlikely to
attract the level of in-migration estimated
by DOF absent compelling shifts in the
regional economy including new, key
employment generators and significant
housing construction.

¢ Estimated Housing Projections. Between
2000 and 2025, the Region is projected
to add between 8,600 and 15,600 new
residential units, equaling about 1,700
to 3,130 new units annually. Both the
low and high annual average estimates
represent a significant increase over the
Region’s historical annual average (where
the Region added about 1,060 housing
units annually between 2000 and 2018),

n



consistent with the expectation that the
Region will accommodate greater housing
production to regain significant losses in
housing supply after the Camp Fire. The
low housing projection estimate represents
an additional 660 units per year and the
high estimate represents a nearly 2,070-
unit increase per year over the Region’s
long-term historical average. Consistent
with population estimates, growth

in the Region is driven by estimated

new housing in Butte County, which is
projected to represent 88 to 93 percent

of all new housing in the Region, led by
residential growth in Chico, followed by
unincorporated portions of Butte County,
and Oroville, per BCAG’s assumptions.

Estimated Employment Projections.
Projected employment growth in the
Region is estimated to range between
2,500 and 9,400 new jobs over the next
five years, translating into an average

of about 500 to 1,890 new jobs added
annually. These employment projections
bracket historical, long-term employment
gains, where the Region added an
average of about 925 new jobs annually
between 2000 and 2018. Notably, based
on historically low job growth projected
for Butte County under BCAG's medium-
growth scenario, employment may be
concentrated in Tehama County, which

is projected to add nearly 1,300 jobs and
comprise over 50 percent of job growth in
the Region over the next five years. Under
the high employment estimate, however,
the locus of job growth is anticipated to
shift back to the historical and projected
continued economic hub of the Region,
Butte County. Over the next five years and
based on DOT employment projections
by industry, adjusted to align with the
Region’s economic composition and
recent job gains, this Study estimates
employment growth will be focused in
the Agriculture, Construction, Health &
Education, and Leisure industries.®
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Post-Fire Economic Considerations

¢ The key disruption to economic

activity is the reduction in the available
workforce, as well as the reduction in
consumers of the services provided by
these workers and the remaining Tri-
County regional workforce. Available
information suggests that the Fire resulted
in the loss of many middle-income
workers who are unlikely to return, which
may result in a demographic distribution
more heavily skewed to lower- and higher-
income groups. The ability of the Region
to replace workers and re-balance income
distribution hinges on its ability to plan for
and successfully construct an adequate
supply of new, affordable housing,
particularly in Butte County, including
Chico, Oroville, Paradise, and other
unincorporated areas of the county.

A key tenet of the Region’s forthcoming
economic development strategy should
focus on ways to support and stimulate
housing production to counteract

the significant loss of housing in the
Region from the Fire and the economic
implications of a restricted housing
market. The economic health of local,
regional, and national economies is
inextricably linked to the capacity to not
only deliver adequate housing to meet
demand, but to offer a range of housing
types (i.e, different densities, sizes, tenure),
located close to services and amenities,
and constructed to an acceptable building
standard. A local jurisdiction’s ability to
attract and retain skilled workers relies on
an adequate supply of housing in well-
maintained and inclusive neighborhoods.
Conversely, a restricted supply of housing
has been demonstrated to contribute

to economic instability and constrain
economic growth by restricting labor
mobility, increasing socioeconomic
inequality, and increasing business costs.
The forthcoming economic development

The Leisure industry, which is based on DOT's industry label, comprises NAICS' Accommodation and Food Services and Arts,

Entertainment, and Recreation industries combined.
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strategy should identify opportunities

to partner with both jurisdictions and
existing organizations (including the
Camp Fire Collaborative, Rebuild Paradise,
and other organizations addressing the
Region’s housing challenges) to align
housing programs and policies to facilitate
housing and requisite infrastructure and
services to serve new housing.

Given the pre-Fire composition of

the regional and Paradise (and by
extension, Ridge) economies, recovery
of the Region will rely on both housing
production and economic development
policies and programs to sustain
various business sectors. The number of
rooftops necessary to support and sustain
industries pertains to those industries
supportable by the local population,
principally the Retail industry. While there
are rules of thumb related to “rooftop”
thresholds, retailers rely on a host of siting
criteria, and thresholds vary based on
market conditions in a defined trade area.
An alternative approach is to understand
total household spending and spending
patterns, as well as other sources of retail
spending (e.g., employees and visitors)
and compare that to the sales potential of
specific retailers or store types desired by
the community.

Base-sector employment will be reliant
on “rooftops,” although primarily as a
function of regaining lost population
and, importantly, labor force. Growth

in employment and GRP of base-
sector industries will be dependent on
a comprehensive regional economic
development strategy that leverages
strengths and opportunities (e.g.,
Agriculture and Health Care industries;
higher educational institutions;
recreational amenities) and addresses
identified weaknesses and threats (e.g.,
construction labor shortages; inadequate
broadband) to realize desired economic
development outcomes. To assist in
supporting base-sector industries,
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strategies employed in the forthcoming
CEDS should focus on: addressing
negative perceptions of the Region
following the Camp Fire; developing

a branding and marketing strategy to
highlight regional strengths; identifying
resources to support viable industry
cluster targets; coordinating and aligning
relationships with school districts,
workforce development organizations, and
higher educational institutions to bolster
the workforce pipeline; and supporting
inter-jurisdictional collaboration on
housing development and other economic
development initiatives.

Post-Fire challenges have the potential
to significantly impact short-term

and longer-term growth projections
and will require regional collaboration
and targeted resources, policies, and
programs to mitigate effects. Challenges
related to shortages in construction labor,
high building costs, a large number of
underinsured individuals or difficulty

in obtaining or renewing insurance,

long wait periods for disbursements

from insurance and the post-Fire PG&E
settlement funds, reduced land values,
and a greater awareness of the risk of
wildfire present challenges that will
require regional jurisdictional collaboration
and targeted policies and programs in
3CORE's forthcoming Regional CEDS to
ensure construction activity demands
and regional economic development
objectives can be met. And, achievement
of short-term and continued employment
growth in key growth industries will hinge
on the Region’s ability to plan for and
accommodate an adequate supply of
housing, for the purpose of attracting and
retaining a skilled labor force.
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Local governments face significant
long-term challenges that differ by
jurisdiction. As discussed in Chapters

3 and 4, the Camp Fire resulted in a
staggering loss of over 15,000 housing
units and displaced an estimated 35,000
residents. Changes in housing and
population of this magnitude have direct
implications on key revenue sources for
local governmental entities, in the form
of reduced revenues from property taxes
and general sales and uses taxes. We
considered the long-term challenges
faced by the Town of Paradise and the City
of Chico, the two localities experiencing
the most significant and contrasting
impacts from the Fire. The principal
challenge facing the Town is continuing to
provide critical public services necessary
to support and spur community recovery
and rebuilding. Funding from the

recent PG&E settlement should assure
the ongoing provision of these critical
public services, although funding gaps
remain for additional infrastructure and
services including water and sewer, and
broadband.

In contrast, the principal challenge

facing the City of Chico is a sudden
massive growth in population without a
commensurate increase in housing units.
Housing is a key mechanism used by

local governments to generate revenue
that funds both basic municipal services
and functions, and investment in public
infrastructure. While property tax and DIF
revenues will increase as new housing is
constructed, the Fire creates a timing gap
between the city's current population and
the increases in revenue that are needed
to accommodate the increased population
and to facilitate ongoing economic activity
and growth.

Next Steps

The Camp Fire changed the residential

and socioeconomic composition of the
Region, and the timeline for regaining lost
population, housing, and businesses will
depend on both internal factors (strengths
and weaknesses specific to the Region) and
external factors (opportunities and threats to
the Region). It is important to recognize that
some factors influencing recovery are beyond
the Region’s control (e.g., national economic
trends, State housing policy). The Region is
at an important milestone as it embarks on
a regional economic development strategy
to help address and expedite the Region’s
recovery. The strategy should comprise

a strategic action plan that addresses

the challenges described herein. Specific
objectives and policies should include:
ensuring equitable access to financial
resources for rebuilding; supporting a range
of housing options throughout the Region
for the Region’s varied labor force; improving
damaged infrastructure and identifying
resources to fund new infrastructure and
municipal services (including improved
broadband capacity) to serve new
development; placemaking initiatives to
attract and retain talent; and supporting
workforce development training and
readiness as well as expanding employment
opportunities in both Agriculture and other
potential emerging industries in an effort to
diversify the economy. The strategy should
also leverage the Region’s existing economic
development ecosystem and, importantly,
ensure residents and businesses are invested
in recovery efforts by prioritizing the needs
and preferences of the community.
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Organization of the Report

Following this introductory chapter
summarizing key findings, the remainder of
this Report is organized into the following
chapters:

e Chapter 2 presents a demographic and
socioeconomic overview of the Region
prior to the Camp Fire, offering key
trends related to the Region’s population,
housing, labor supply, and economic
structure. This pre-Camp Fire profile
focuses on market conditions as of 2018
or, in some cases, the latest available data
before the Fire.

e Chapter 3 describes the history of wildfires
and the Camp Fire event, as well as the
demographic and socioeconomic impacts
of the disaster. The post-Camp Fire profile
focuses on residential, housing, and
household conditions. Note that regional
socioeconomic data representing post-Fire
conditions were not available for many key
metrics.

e Chapter 4 presents the detailed economic
impacts of the Camp Fire event for
three geographic areas: the Ridge (Fire
Footprint); the City of Chico; and the
Region. This analysis measures the impact
of the Camp Fire in the year immediately
following the Fire (2019), where the
primary negative shocks examined are
the loss of people and housing, and the
primary positive shocks are an increase
in spending from post-Fire recovery
activities.

e Chapter 5 examines short-term potential
residential and employment growth
scenarios in the Region, based on
numerous projection data inputs. This
chapter also discusses the implications
of the Fire on the Region’s housing, labor
force, and overall economy.
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This Study also includes several technical
appendices with data and analysis
supporting the information presented in the
Report chapters.

Appendix A presents the detailed
demographic and socioeconomic
profile of the Region, based on the
summary presented in Chapters 2 and
3. This appendix is primarily focused on
socioeconomic conditions before the
Fire and, where data was available, also
summarizes post-Fire conditions.

Appendix B presents detailed data tables
that support the regional demographic
and socioeconomic profile.

Appendix C describes the data sources
and assumptions used to quantify the
positive and negative shocks that occurred
in the first year following the Camp Fire
for each of the three geographic areas
examined in Chapter 4.

Appendix D presents detailed tables
summarizing all data inputs and
assumptions used to estimate the short-
term economic impacts of the Camp Fire
for each geographic area analyzed.

Appendix E provides a detailed
breakdown of the estimated lost output
by industry due to the loss of employees
in the first year following the Fire from the
City of Chico and the Tri-County Region.

Appendix F summarizes the anecdotal
responses of an online survey prepared by
the Consultant Team to over 100 Human
Resources (HR) professionals to better
understand the impact of the Fire on
companies in the Region.

Appendix G summarizes key questions
posed by 3CORE on behalf of regional
stakeholders at the outset of this Study.

Appendix H presents supporting
calculations underpinning the estimated
residential and employment projections
presented in Chapter 5.
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2. Tri-County Region Pre-Camp Fire

he Region faces a significant undertaking

as it embarks on planning for economic
recovery following the Camp Fire. As the
Region moves forward, understanding
the context of the economic ecosystem
before the event occurred is of paramount
importance. In particular, understanding the
socioeconomic conditions present before
a sizable portion of the population left the
Region will provide a comparative foundation
from which to evaluate post-Fire conditions,
provide businesses with needed information
to make informed short- and long-term
operational decisions, and determine
the requisite programs and policies that
jurisdictions and economic development
entities will need to implement to attract and
retain business and encourage sustainable
economic growth.

This chapter summarizes key findings

from the detailed profile of socioeconomic
conditions in the Region leading up to

the Camp Fire event in November 2018, as
presented in Appendix A and supporting
data tables in Appendix B. This chapter
focuses on findings from different elements of
the regional economic ecosystem, including:
demographic characteristics; housing

and households; labor force; the Region'’s
economic structure; and real estate market
conditions. The profile presents conditions at
the regional level initially, with many findings
relating to the City of Chico, given its large
influence in the Region, and concludes with
a separate section to distinguish pre-Fire
conditions specific to the Town of Paradise.

Introduction to the Tri-
County Region

The Tri-County region (Region) comprises
Butte, Glenn, and Tehama counties and

is located in northern California about 90
miles north of the Sacramento region, the
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closest large metropolitan area. The Region
encompasses nearly 6,000 total square miles
(5,900 land square miles), most of which

are allocated to agricultural land or other
open space. A small percentage of land is
occupied by urban development, both inside
the Region’s 10 incorporated cities and in
scattered, rural development throughout
the unincorporated portions of each county.
The Region is defined by distinct geographic
features, including the Sacramento Valley,
Sierra-Nevada foothills, and forested
mountain ranges, which have shaped land
use development patterns and the character
and scale of economic activity in the Region.
See Map 2-1 for the Region’s context within
northern California and Map 2-2 for a detailed
map of the Region.

Map 2-1. Tri-County Region Context
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Map 2-2.Tri-County Region Counties and Communities
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Camp Fire Regional Economic Impact Analysis

The Sacramento Valley covers a significant
portion of the Region. It is part of the State

of California’s (State) vast Central Valley and
stretches from Redding in the north to the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta south
of Sacramento and west of Stockton. The
Region’s waterways include the Sacramento
River and its tributaries, including the
Feather River, which provide abundant

water and rich, fertile soils for cultivating

a diverse array of crops in the Region and
throughout the Central Valley, one of the
most productive agricultural regions in the
world. Relatedly, the Oroville Dam in Butte
County, constructed in the late 1960s, has
been instrumental in the State's water supply
for agricultural irrigation, municipal, and
industrial purposes and serves as a significant
source of ongoing hydroelectricity for the
Region and beyond.

The Region’s valley is surrounded by
mountain ranges including the coastal,
Siskiyou, and Sierra Nevada mountains to

the west, north, and east, respectively, and
contains multiple national forests, including
Lassen, Plumas, and Mendocino. In addition,
there are multiple wildlife refuges, providing
protected wintering sites for migratory
waterfowl. These natural features, as well as
the Region’s waterways and myriad parks and
open space provide a considerable number of
outdoor recreational opportunities, bolstering
quality of life for residents and supporting
tourism activity.

The transportation network in the Region
serves an important economic development
function in facilitating goods movement
and connecting residents and visitors with
other population centers. In addition to the
Union Pacific Railroad lines, in operation
since the late 1800s, major transportation
infrastructure in the Region include two key
north-south highways: Interstate 5 (I-5) and
California State Highway 99 (Hwy 99), which
connect the Region to major cities in and
outside of the State. California State Highway
70 (Hwy 70) travels east-west and connects
the Region to Reno, Nevada. Other key intra-
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regional transportation connections include:
California State Highway 149 (Hwy 149), which
connects the cities of Oroville and Chico;
California State Highway 32 (Hwy 32), which
connects the cities of Chico and Orland;
Highway 162 (Hwy 162), which connects the
cities of Oroville and Willows to the west;
and Skyway and California State Route 191
(SR 191) connect Paradise and other Ridge
communities with Chico and Oroville and
Hwy 90 and 70, respectively.

In addition, the Region is served by over 20
public and private airports, some of which
are devoted to agricultural (e.g., pest control),
medical (hospital heliport), or State uses
(seaplane base on Lake Oroville, the reservoir
created by the Oroville Dam). Municipal
airports, including those in Corning, Chico,
Red Bluff, Oroville, and Willows, support the
regional economy by providing a commercial
and passenger connection to statewide and
interstate markets.

The Region is home to California State
University (CSU), Chico (formerly the Northern
Branch of the California State Normal School,
which was established in the late 1800s), and
Butte College, a community college with

a primary campus in Oroville and several
satellite campuses in Chico and one satellite
campus in Orland (Glenn County). With

a combined enrollment of almost 30,000
students and over 4,000 staff, as of the 2018-
19 school year, these educational institutions
have been instrumental in generating
substantial economic activity for the Region
in terms of jobs, consumer spending,
municipal tax revenue, and research and
innovation. The Region also houses a satellite
campus of Shasta Community College in Red
Bluff (Tehama County), with an estimated
enrollment of about 9,200 students.

The Region has been and continues to be
predominantly rural with an economy that is
highly specialized in agriculture and related
economic activities, including processing,
packaging, and wholesale trade of row and
field crops, orchard and tree products, and
livestock. The regional economy continues to
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add jobs in the Agriculture industry and has
begun to diversify with recent employment
growth largely occurring in local-serving
economic activities, including Health

Care, Other Services, Construction, and
Accommodation and Food Services.

Pre-Fire Socioeconomic
Profile of the Region

Regional Population and Housing

As of July 2018, the Region contained almost
321,000 residents, representing one of the
smallest regions in the State (about 1 percent
of total State population). An overwhelming
majority of residents live in Butte County
(about 228,000 residents), followed by
Tehama County (about 64,000 residents), and
Glenn County (almost 29,000 residents).? See
Figure 2-1.

Largely, urbanized areas in the Region are
located in the valley and reflect historical
settlement patterns adjacent to prime
agricultural land and major transportation
corridors. The singular exception is the
urbanized area of the Town of Paradise and
adjacent unincorporated communities in
Butte County, located in the Sierra Nevada
foothills, collectively called the Ridge.

The Region’s most populous city is Chico
representing about 30 percent of total
population. The Region contains nine other
small to medium-sized incorporated cities
and a substantial amount of rural, residential
development in unincorporated portions of
each county.

Since 2010, the Region experienced

modest growth, growing at about half the
State's average annual growth rate. The
Region’s growth has been almost entirely
concentrated in Butte County (90 percent
of regional population growth) and, in Butte

9 Refer to Table A-1in Appendix A.

10 Ibid.

1 Refer to Table A-4 in Appendix A.
12 Refer to Table A-6 in Appendix A.

Figure 2-1. County Population (July 2018)

Tehama
County,
20.0%

Glenn
County,

9.1%

Source: California Department of Finance; EPS.
See Table A-1in Appendix A.

County, the majority of growth occurred

in the City of Chico (85 percent of Butte
County growth).® Prior to the Camp Fire, the
Region contained about 138,000 housing
units, comprising about 60 percent single-
family homes and 40 percent multifamily
and manufactured homes. Expectedly, Butte
County contained the overwhelming majority
of homes in the Region (72 percent)." Most
homes in the Region were owner-occupied
and the rate of home ownership was higher
than the State average, indicating a high
degree of community stability. Vacancy
rates, as of 2018, for both owner- and renter-
occupied homes were low, consistent with
residential vacancy rates in the State. In 2018,
the median housing value in the Region was
about $236,000, ranging from a median low
of $200,000 (Tehama County) to a median
high of $250,000 (Butte County).”2

As of 2018, the Region’s median housing
value was approximately half the statewide
median housing value. Despite the
substantially lower value, population
centers in the Region were not immune to
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experiencing the affordable housing crisis
that has plagued the State. This was most
pronounced in the City of Chico. Despite a
five-year increase in housing production in
the City of Chico as a response to limited
supply of for-sale and rental housing,
continued job growth, and low interest
rates, the City continued to identify a lack of
affordable housing as a significant issue.® In
the months leading up to the Fire, the Chico
housing market was beginning to experience
some price corrections but low inventory
precluded.”*

Figure 2-2. Regional Economic Statistics (2018)

Figure 2-2 illustrates the elements of the
regional economy for the two jurisdictions
most impacted by the Camp Fire relative to
the remainder of the Region, immediately
prior to the disaster. Chico supplied about
one-third of the Region’s labor force but
housed about half of the Region'’s jobs and,
closely correlated, contributed to about

half of the Region’s Gross Regional Product
(GRP), reflective of the value of goods and
services produced in the Region. Paradise
represented almost 10 percent of the Region’s
residents and housing and contributed about
7.5 percent towards the Region’s labor force,
employment, and GRP.

Paradise, Chico, and Remainder of Region as Percentage of Total Region
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Source: State of California Department of Finance; US Census Bureau; IMPLAN; EPS. See Appendix A for more details.

13 Policy Consulting Associates, LLC, 2018. City of Chico Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Plan. [online] Available at: http:/
buttelafco.org/sites/default/files/resources/Final%20Chico%20MSR-SOI1%20P1an%20%200ct%202018.pdf [Accessed July 2020].

14 Epley, R., 2020. Chico housing market looks completely different after Camp Fire. Chico Enterprise-Record, [online] Available at: https:/
www.chicoer.com/2018/12/02/chico-housing-market-looks-completely-different-after-camp-fire/ [Accessed July 2020].
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Regional Socioeconomic
Characteristics

The Region has an aging population, with
nearly one-third of its residents aged 55 or
older relative to about one-quarter of the
State's population. However, CSU Chico's
student population generates a substantially
higher proportion of young adults in

Chico, lowering the overall median age of
the Region, which closely aligns with the
statewide median age. Nevertheless, an
aging population signals concerns regarding
the future extent and capabilities of the
Region's labor force.> See Figure 2-3.

As shown in Figure 2-4, residents are
substantially less diverse than the State, with
an overwhelming proportion identifying as
White (about 70 percent). In contrast, the
State’s population is predominantly composed
of non-White persons (about 60 percent).

The Region has become slightly more

diverse over the last decade, with moderate
percentage gains for persons identifying as
Hispanic or Latino, Asian, and multiple races.’®

Median household income and per capita
income, which provide a barometer
regarding an area’s standard of living, were
about $47,000 and $26,000, respectively,
about 75 percent of the statewide average.
Further, a substantial percentage of the
Region’s population (20 percent) fell below
the poverty line, significantly higher than the
statewide rate of 14 percent.”

Figure 2-4. Race and Ethnicity Composition (2018)
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Figure 2-3. Median Age (2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. See Table B-1in Appendix B.

As a corollary to income, a considerably
smaller proportion of the Region’s

residents have attained degrees beyond

an Associate’s degree, influenced by

notably low percentages in Glenn and
Tehama counties. In the Region, about 23
percent of residents age 25 and older have
attained a Bachelor's or Master’s degree,
compared with 33 percent of residents in

the State. Expectedly, given the presence

of CSU Chico, the largest concentration of
residents with higher education degrees

are in Chico. However, this characteristic has
not elevated income levels, on average, for
Chico residents, primarily because of the age
(indicative of lessor skills and experience) and
predominant occupations (e.g., sales, office
and administrative support, food preparation)
of its residents.”®

}

6.9%
f_‘_| . . .
I. Hispanic or Latino

W White

Black or African American

24.1% W American Indian and Alaska Native
—_— )
. i Asian
California R | I Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. See Table B-12 in Appendix B.

15 Refer to Table B-1in Appendix B.
16 Refer to Table B-2 in Appendix B.
17 Refer to Table B-4 and Table B-5 in Appendix B.
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18 Refer to Table A-3 in Appendix A.
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Regional Labor Force (Resident
Employees)

Despite adding over 9,000 new residents to
the Region, the labor force experienced a loss
of over 1,300 employed residents. This trend

is likely because of the increasingly older
demographic in the Region, represented by
either an increase of residents exiting the
workforce through retirement, an increase of
retired-age people locating to the Region, or
some combination of these factors.

As of 2018, the Region’s labor force of about
141,000 residents were employed in the
following top industries: Health Care and
Social Assistance (16 percent); Retail Trade
(14 percent); and Educational Services (10
percent).” Given Chico's prominence in the
Region, these were also the top industries
of the city's residents, although residents
were most likely to be employed in the Retail
Trade industry, followed by Health Care and
Educational Services. The State's labor force
parallels the Region in terms of the top two
industries (Health Care and Retail), while the
State’s third largest industry, Manufacturing,
diverges from the Region.

The labor force includes all residents of
an area age 16 and older who are classified
as both employed and unemployed.
Conceptually, the labor force level is the
number of people who are either working or
actively looking for work.

Since 2010, the composition of the Region's
labor force did not change dramatically but
there were notable shifts in industries in which
the Region’s residents were employed. For
example, the Region experienced increases
in employed residents in industries that were
already significant (Accommodation and
Food Services, Agriculture, and Retail Trade),
while the proportion of employed residents
declined in industries that represented

small proportions of the labor force (Mining,
Wholesale Trade, and Construction). A notable
exception included a large decrease in
residents employed in Educational Services
(which composed a larger percentage of the
labor force). Refer to Figure 2-5 for the top
industries in which the Region'’s labor force

is employed and the total and percentage
change in the labor force by industry
between 2010 and 2018.

Figure 2-5. Regional Labor Force Totals and Percent Change by Industry (2010-2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2403); CA EDD Average
Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS. See Table A-10 in Appendix A.

19 Refer to Table A-10 in Appendix A.

Economic & Planning Systems | Industrial Economics, Inc.

23



Correlated with resident employment
industries, the Region’s labor force held
positions in these key occupations: Office
and Administrative Support (11 percent);
Sales (10 percent); Management (9 percent);
Transportation and Material Moving (8
percent); and, Food Preparation and Serving
(7 percent).

As of 2018, the mean annual wage for all
occupations for the resident workforce in

the Region was just under $46,000, about

80 percent of the State’'s mean annual wage.
The mean annual wage for occupations in
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry was the sole
occupation category to exceed the State
average, although the mean wage, at $28,000,
is well below the regional average.

Since 2010, the overwhelming majority
of gains in resident occupations have
come in Health Care Support and other
technical health-related occupations,

strengthening the Region’s workforce in

this industry. In contrast, despite the large
percentage of residents employed in Office
and Administrative Support occupations, the
Region experienced significant losses in this
category since 2010.

It is notable that increases in the Region’s
labor force were concentrated in occupations
that correspond with either a low degree of
training (e.g., health care support; material
moving; farming, fishing, and forestry; food
preparation) or a high degree of training (e.g.,
health diagnosing; business and financial
operations; life, physical, and social science),
but occupations with a medium degree

of training (e.g., installation, maintenance,
and repair; law enforcement; construction
and extraction) all experienced declines.?®
Refer to Figure 2-6 for an illustration of the
Region’s labor force trends by occupation.

Figure 2-6. Regional Labor Force Totals and Percent Change by Occupation (2010-2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2401); CA EDD Average
Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS. See Table A-14 in Appendix A.

20 Levels of training by occupations are based on information provided by O*NET, a source on key characteristics of workers and occupations

utilized by US Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Regional Economy

The Region is home to over 6,200

business establishments, with almost all
establishments (96 percent) characterized
as small businesses employing fewer than
50 employees. Nearly half of establishments
were composed of Health Care, Retaill,
Construction, and Accommodation and Food
Services businesses. Between 2012 and 2018,
industries with the largest increases in the
number of establishments in the Region
were Construction, Accommodation and
Food Service, and Educational Services.”

Unsurprisingly, the number of Retail
establishments in the Region experienced

a significant decline over this period. The
Region was not immune from the economic
conditions stemming from the Great
Recession as well as an oversupply of retail
space in larger population centers, and an
increased market share of e-commerce
activity, which resulted in bankruptcies,
store closures, and consolidations among a
wide range of formerly successful brick-and-
mortar retail chains.?? That said, the Retail
sector is a large component of the regional
economy and will continue to play a role as
tenants, concepts, and formats continue to
adapt to changing market conditions.

Employment (Jobs)

Agriculture has been and continues to be
the backbone of the Region’s economy,
although other industries have emerged as
top industries in terms of employment. The
Region’s economy is largely defined by the
Health Care and Social Assistance industry,
which provides the greatest share of the
area’s jobs, represented by major employers
including: Enloe Medical Center (Chico),
Oroville Hospital (Oroville), St. Elizabeth
Community Hospital (Red Bluff), Glenn

21 See Table A-21 in Appendix A.

Medical Center (Willows), Orchard Hospital
(Gridley), and Adventist Health (Paradise),
as well as various long-term care facilities,
childcare services, and other social services
establishments.

As of 2018, the Region had about 159,200
jobs, an increase of nearly 12,700 jobs since
2015. Five industry sectors account for the
majority of the Region’s total employment:
Health Care and Social Assistance (15
percent); Administrative Government, which
includes local, State, and Federal Government
employment, including school district,
higher educational institutions, and military
employment (12 percent); Agriculture/
Forestry/Fisheries (12 percent); Retail Trade
(10 percent); and Accommodation and Food
Services (9 percent).”® See Figure 2-7.

Employment in economic activities that
generate net new wealth and drive growth in
other segments of the economy are referred
to as “export” or base-sector industries. As of
2018, these base-sector activities represented
about 21 percent of the Region’s jobs,

led by Agriculture, Professional Services,
Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, and Finance
and Insurance. The remaining 83 percent of
jobs are represented by jobs in “local-serving”
activities supported by existing wealth in the
economy.?* See Table 2-1. Refer to Table B-16
for descriptions of industries and examples
of sub-industry categories organized by

the North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS).

Employment Trends (2015-2018)

Since 2015, the Region experienced job growth
in both local-serving and base industry
sectors. Although not all jobs translate into
base-sector activities that generate net

new wealth in the Region, it is notable that
about 40 percent of net new jobs were in

22 lsidore, C., 2017. Retail bloodbath: Bankruptcy filings pile up. CNN Money, [online] Available at: https:/money.cnn.com/2017/06/13/news/

companies/retail-bankruptcies/index.html [Accessed May 2020].

23 See Table A-24 in Appendix A.
24 See Table A-30 in Appendix A.
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Figure 2-7. 2018 Regional Employment by Industry and 2015 Comparison
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Source: IMPLAN; EPS. See Table A-23 in Appendix A.

Table 2-1. Regional Base-Sector Employment (2018)

Regional Base Economy

Total Economic Base Base Percent Base
Employment Share Employment Employment
Base-Sector Industries (NAICS)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 18,848 78.3% 14,754 44.9%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (54) 6,744 62.3% 4,205 12.8%
Manufacturing (31-33) 8,224 47.5% 3,908 1.9%
Wholesale Trade (42) 3,036 99.0% 3,007 9.2%
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,950 58.5% 2,894 8.8%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 4,340 41.0% 1,781 5.4%
Management of Companies and Enterprises (55) 658 100.0% 658 2.0%
Information (57) 1139 55.9% 637 1.9%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 5,659 9.8% 556 1.7%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction (21) 499 66.9% 334 1.0%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 2,127 59% 126 0.4%
Total Employment (Incl. Population-Based Industries) 159,208 20.6% 32,859 100.0%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.
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base industry sectors, with the most growth
occurring in the Region’s most specialized,
unique industry, Agriculture. The Region

saw job growth in other base industries,
including: Transportation and Warehousing;
Management of Companies and Enterprises;
and Manufacturing. However, the Region lost
almost 900 jobs in other base industry sectors
(Wholesale Trade, Information, Finance and
Insurance, Real Estate and Rental Leasing).?®

The remaining 60 percent of net new

jobs were concentrated in local-serving
industries that were already a dominant
part of the Region’'s economy: Health Care,
Accommodation and Food Services, “Other
Services” (an industry comprising repair and
maintenance services and other personal
care services), and Construction.

Notably, about 75 percent of net employment
growth were in industries with below-
average regional earnings (Agriculture, Other
Services, Construction, Accommodation and
Food Service). Industries that experienced
employment growth with higher than average
wages included: Health Care, Transportation
and Warehousing, Manufacturing, and
Management of Companies and Enterprises.

Gross Regional Product

GRP reflects the Region's economy in terms
of “value added” goods and services and is a
common measure of the size and productivity
of a regional economy. As of 2018, the Region
had a Gross Regional Product (GRP) of $13.74
billion, an increase of about 11 percent in real
2018 dollars since 2015. In comparison, the
State's GRP increased by about 10 percent
during the same period. About half of the
Region's GRP was driven by base-sector
industries, including economic activity in
Real Estate, Agriculture, and Manufacturing.
However, most of the growth (60 percent) in
the Region’s GRP since 2015 occurred in local-
serving industries (Health Care, Construction,
Accommodation and Food Service, Retail).

25 See Table A-24 in Appendix A.
26 See Table A-29 in Appendix A.
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Notable increases in base-sector industries
included growth in Real Estate and Wholesale
Trade. Industries in the Region that
experienced a substantial decline in economic
activity since 2015 include: Manufacturing,
Information, and Finance and Insurance.?®

Specialized Industries

In evaluating the relative strength and
weakness of industries in the Region before
the Camp Fire, a location quotient analysis on
the percentage of regional employment by
industry relative to the nation’s percentage of
employment by industry was conducted.

-

Location quotients (LQ) are useful for
evaluating the industries that are unique
and specialized in a regional economy.
As measured here, a location quotient
shows the industry’s share of an area’s
employment relative to the national
average. For example, a location quotient
of 2.0 indicates that an industry accounts
for twice the share of employment in the
area than it does nationally, and a location
quotient of 0.5 indicates the area’s share of
employment in the occupation is half the

national share.

- J

The Agriculture sector emerged as the
single-most highly specialized industry in the
Region by a large margin. Other industries
were determined to have a moderate level of
specialization in the Region but experienced
recent employment declines (Real Estate),
or, industries were determined to have a low
specialization in the Region but experienced
recent employment gains, representing
industries that have the potential to become
more dominant sectors of the regional
economy. These industries included
Management of Companies and Enterprises;
Accommodation and Food Service;
Transportation and Warehousing; Mining;
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Manufacturing; and Arts, Entertainment
and Recreation. A combination of low
specialization and employment declines
indicate weak sectors of the regional
economy and included Information; Finance
and Insurance; and Professional, Scientific,
and Technical Services. Figure 2-8 provides
an overview of the status of regional base
industries as of 2018.7

Nonresidential Real Estate Market
(2017)

Most nonresidential space in the Region is
located in Butte County. As of 2017, which
captures annual 4th quarter nonresidential
market conditions before the Camp Fire,
nonresidential development in Butte County
accounted for nearly 80 percent of retail
space, over 90 percent of office space, and 74
percent of industrial space in the Region.

Nonresidential development between 2010
and 2017 was almost exclusively comprised
of new retail development, with the Region
adding almost 480,000 square feet of space,
predominantly in Butte and Tehama counties.
A nominal amount of office and industrial
space was added in Butte County during this
same time. While retail inventory increased
in total, the Region experienced negative
net absorption in the retail sector (-196,000
square feet) since 2010, indicating a decline in
physically occupied space or, conversely, an
increase in vacant retail space. Between 2010
and 2017, the Region experienced nominal
positive net absorption in the office sector
(3,800) and more substantial positive net
absorption in the industrial sector (143,000).
Vacancy rates have been low, with the
exception of a recent uptick in retail vacancy,
although lease rates appear to have declined
in all sectors, indicating anemic demand for
nonresidential space in the Region.?®

Figure 2-8. Regional Labor Force Totals and Percent Change by Industry (2010-2018)
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Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis; IMPLAN; EPS. See Figure A-29 in Appendix A.

27 See Figure A-10 in Appendix A and Table B-12 in Appendix B.
28 See Table B-13, Table B-14,and Table B-15 in Appendix B.
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Pre-Fire Socioeconomic
Profile of Paradise

Paradise Population and Housing

Before the devastating Camp Fire, the

Town of Paradise (Town) was Butte County'’s
second most populous incorporated city with
about 26,400 residents, as of January 2018.%°
Located on a ridge in the western foothills
of the Sierra Nevada with elevations ranging
from 1,500 to 2,200 feet above sea level, the
Town occupies an area identified as the
Lower Ridge. Surrounding unincorporated
communities, including Magalia, Concow,
Yankee Hill, and other unincorporated Butte
County communities north of the Town
constitute the Upper Ridge. The Ridge
communities offered a scenic, forested, rural
community setting that was unique in the
Region in contrast to the urbanized and
agricultural areas in the valley.

The Town was originally settled during

the Gold Rush era and grew slowly and
organically before experiencing rapid
population growth in the years leading

up to incorporation in 1979.3° The Town
emerged at this time as an attractive place
for retirees who sought the rural, forested
setting of the Ridge. In recent years, a
younger demographic was also drawn to the
area, although the Town's growth slowed
substantially, with just 200 residents added
between 2010 and 2018.%

The Town is located within reasonable
commuting distance of the City of

Chico (8 miles) and established itself as

a predominantly residential bedroom
community, aided by the prevalence of older,
single-housing units, which positioned the
community as an affordable housing enclave

29 See Table A-1in Appendix A.

to many of Chico and Butte County’s service
and trades-based workers. Indeed, 85 percent
of the Town'’s housing stock was constructed
before 1990, significantly higher than the
Region (just over 70 percent) and the State
(about 75 percent).*?

Prior to the Camp Fire, Paradise had nearly
13,100 housing units, comprising about 70
percent single-family detached homes,

15 percent multifamily homes, and 15
percent manufactured homes. The Town's
percentage of multifamily homes was
significantly smaller than the percentage
in the Region (over 20 percent).®®* Based on
conversations with stakeholders, community
sentiment and sewer capacity deficiencies
led to a challenging entitlement process
for multifamily uses, substantially limiting
development of this housing type.

Like population growth, growth in housing
was nominal, with the Town adding an
average of 14 units annually since 2010.
Most homes were owner-occupied, with
renters occupying 35 percent of the Town's
housing stock. Vacancy rates, as of 2018, for
both owner- and renter-occupied homes
were low (about 3.0 percent and 6.5 percent,
respectively), although not as low as the
overall average vacancy rates for the State,
a metric indicative of the State's pervasive
housing crisis. In 2018, the median housing
value of homes in the Town was just under
$220,000, representing about 90 percent
of the Region's median housing value and
about half of the State’s median housing
value.3#

30 Sebai, N., 2018. Paradise Isn't Lost, It's in Butte County. KQED The California Report, [online] Available at: https://www.kged.org/
news/11655609/paradise-isnt-lost-its-in-butte-county [Accessed May 2020].

31 See Table A-1in Appendix A.
32 See Table A-5in Appendix A.
33 lbid.
34 |bid.
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Paradise Socioeconomic
Characteristics

As of 2018, the Town's residents were
substantially older (a median age of almost
50 versus the Region’s median age of 37) and
less racially and ethnically diverse than the
Region, with 15 percent of the population
representing non-white residents relative to
30 percent in the Region. While the Town'’s
residents were less likely to have attained a
degree of higher education (Bachelor's or
Master’s degrees), they were more likely to
have graduated from high school, attended
some college, or attained an Associate's
degree relative to the Region’s population.
Median household income in the Town was
roughly equivalent to the regional average
although it is notable that a substantially
lower percentage of the population (about 13
percent) lived below the poverty ling, relative
to the Region (20 percent).®

Paradise Labor Force (Resident
Employees)

The Town'’s labor force comprised about
11,000 residents, with almost half employed
in three industries: Health Care; Retail Trade;
and Accommodation and Food Service.
Notably, over 25 percent of residents were
employed in the Health Care industry,
substantially higher than the proportion of
residents regionally (16 percent) or statewide
(12.5 percent), although this industry
represents the largest proportion of labor
force employment for each of the three
geographies. The percentages of employed
residents in the Town working in the Retail
industry (13.5 percent) and Accommodation
and Food Service industry (8.2 percent) were
consistent with the regional proportion and
slightly higher than the State’s proportion for
these industries. It is worth acknowledging
that the Professional, Scientific, and Technical

Figure 2-9. 2018 Paradise Employment by Industry and 2015 Comparison
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Administrative Government THO—— 1,72

Retail Trade — 1,034

Other Services (except Public Admin,) M mm——— 974
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Accommadation and Food Services ~WESS——— 629
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation ™ 354
Finance and Insurance W 305
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Services ™ 794
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs W8 235
Government Enterprises #9189
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting ™" 126
Manufacturing ™ /8
Information ™ /4
Educational Services ¥ 58
Wholesale Trade # 50
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Transportation and Warehousing ! 20
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Source: IMPLAN; EPS. See Table A-25 in Appendix A.
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35 See Table A-2 in Appendix A, and Table B-1, Table B-2, Table B-4, and Table B-5 in Appendix B.

30

2. Tri-County Region Pre-Camp Fire



Camp Fire Regional Economic Impact Analysis

Services represents the 4th largest industry
for employed residents statewide (nearly 9

percent of the total labor force) yet comprised

less than 3 percent of the labor force in
Paradise.*®

In terms of occupational categories, almost
40 percent of the Town'’s labor force were
employed in Management; Sales & Related,;
and Office and Administrative Support
occupational categories, consistent with

the top occupations of the residents both
regionally and statewide. Unsurprisingly,
about 15 percent of the Town's residents were
employed in health care-related occupations
compared with 11 percent in the Region and
less than 9 percent in the State.

Paradise Economy
Employment (Jobs)

As of 2018, the Town had about 12,000 jobs,
translating into a ratio of 0.9 jobs for every
housing unit, substantially lower than the
Region’s job-housing ratio of 1.2 jobs per
housing unit and indicative of its role as a
bedroom community.?® Expectedly, most
residents (70 percent) commuted to work
outside of the Town, primarily to Chico,
Oroville, and other locations outside of the
Region.*® Although remarkably, the Town's
largest employer, Adventist Health, which
operated Adventist Health Feather River
(also known as the Feather River Hospital)
and related health care services in the

Town employed about 1,250 staff and over
half resided on the Ridge.*® One reason for
this high percentage stemmmed from the
requirement for many medical professionals
to reside within a certain distance (and drive
time) from their place of work.

36 See Table A-9 in Appendix A.

37 See Table A-13 in Appendix A.

38 See Table A-18 in Appendix A.

39 See Table A-19 in Appendix A.

40 Stakeholder interview, Adventist Health, July 2020.

Economic & Planning Systems | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Approximately 1,200 businesses operated in
the Ridge prior to the Camp Fire.# Many of
these businesses were located in the Town's
central business district, located along both
sides of Skyway, the Town's direct roadway
connection to the City of Chico. Nearly 40
percent of the Town's jobs were within the
Health Services industry, which served the
local population in the Ridge and were
concentrated in the Town'’s primary employer
(Adventist Health) as well as other health
care and social assistance establishments
(Atria Paradise; Feather Canyon Senior

Living; Sunshine Assisted Living; Feather

River Health Clinic).2 Other major employers
included government and special districts
(Town of Paradise; Paradise Irrigation District;
Paradise Unified School District) and retail
establishments (Save Mart, Holiday Market;
Safeway). Similar to limits on multifamily
development, the Town also restricted new
commercial development based on both sewer
system deficiencies and groundwater capacity.

In evaluating the composition of the Town's
economy, the most salient finding is that

the Town's economy existed predominantly
because of, and to serve, the local population.
The Town’'s economy was almost entirely
composed of employment in local-serving
activities (over 95 percent of jobs) with
concentrations in Health Care, Public
Administration, Retail Trade, and Other
Services. The remaining jobs in the Town
(about 420 jobs) were in base-sector activities,
composed primarily of Finance and Insurance,
Agriculture, Wholesale Trade, Information, and
Manufacturing industries.®®* See Table 2-2.

The Town contained relatively little industrial
development. Agricultural uses, once an
economic driver of the Town, represented a
small component of the overall economy and
included vineyards, orchards, and grazing
land in the southern part of Paradise.**

41  Stakeholder interview, Paradise Ridge Chamber of Commerce,
January 2020.

42 See Table A-20 in Appendix A.
43 See Table A-31 in Appendix A.
44 |bid.
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Table 2-2. Paradise Base-Sector Employment (2018)

Total
Employment

Paradise Base Economy

Economic
Base Share

Employment

Percent Base
Employment

Base-Sector Industries (NAICS)
Finance and Insurance (52) 305 43.0% 131 31.0%
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 126 98.2% 124 29.2%
Wholesale Trade (42) 50 100.0% 50 1M.7%
Information (571) 74 54.5% 40 9.5%
Manufacturing (31-33) 78 46.7% 37 8.6%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (54) 294 8.7% 25 6.0%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 20 51.7% 10 2.4%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction (21) 10 44.0% 4 1.0%
Management of Companies and Enterprises (55) 2 100.0% 2 0.5%
Total Employment (Incl. Population-Based Industries) 12,012 3.5% 424 100.0%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.

Employment Trends (2015-2018)

Since 2015, the Town added over 550 net new
jobs almost entirely composed of (primarily)
population-based industries (a gain of 733
jobs) combined with losses in (primarily)
base-sector industries (a loss of 180 jobs).4> 4¢
The top industries with employment growth
included: Other Services (309 new jobs);
Construction (159 new jobs); Health Care (147
new jobs); and Retail Trade (95 new jobs).
The primary industries that experienced job
losses between 2015 and 2018 include: Real
Estate and Rental Leasing (a loss of 141 jobs);
Government Enterprises (a loss of 63 jobs);
and Professional Services (a loss of 38 jobs).

Gross Regional Product

As of 2018, the Town had a Gross Regional
Product (GRP) of $1.04 billion, led by
economic activity in Health Care; Real

Estate; and Administrative Government, and
representing about 8 percent of the Region’s
GRP. Although the Town’'s GRP experienced

45 See Table A-25 in Appendix A.

a 20 percent increase from 2015 (in real 2018
dollars), its proportion of the overall regional
economy remained static. Industries that
experienced gains in economic activity
between 2015 and 2018 included Health Care,
Real Estate (despite employment losses),
Construction, and Retail Trade. Industries

in the Town that experienced declines

since 2015 included: Utilities; Finance and
Insurance; Government Enterprises; and
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting.?

It is worth noting that there was economic
activity in the Town and elsewhere in the
Ridge that is not reflected in characteristics
identified in the Report (e.g., labor force,
employment, GRP). Based on conversations
with stakeholders, the Town had a
“significant” shadow economy that consisted
of unreported cash transactions, likely
focused on goods and services in the typical
Retail Trade and Other Services industries.

46 Asshown in Table 2-2, not all employment in base-sector industries is categorized as having base-sector employment.

47 See Table A-28 and Table A-29 in Appendix A.
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Nonresidential Real Estate Market
(2017)

Since 2010, the Town experienced minimal
nonresidential activity, precluded in large
part by key infrastructure deficiencies related
to sewer, roadways, and utilities, although

a no-growth community sentiment also
played a role. As of 2017, inventory in the
Town represented a small fraction of space
in the Region (less than 5 percent). Between
2010 and 2017, the Town added about 18,400
square feet of retail space (about 9,000

new retail space in 2013 and 2014) to total
nonresidential inventory, but no additional
office or industrial space. During this same

period, the Town experienced negative net
absorption in the retail sector (-277,000
square feet), office sector (-92,000), and
industrial sector (-73,000), indicating less
physically-occupied space in 2017 compared
with occupied space in 2010.4¢ Vacancy
rates, however, are low, reflecting less than
5 percent vacancy across all sectors. This
demand created some upward pressure on
lease rates for retail space, rising from $0.75
per square foot to $1.25 per square foot per
month for a triple net lease, over $.10 per

square foot higher than the regional average.

Lease rates for office space remained
stagnant over this period; lease rates for
industrial space were unavailable.*®

Figure 2-10. Nonresidential Inventory in Region and Paradise as Percentage of Region (2017)
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Source: CoStar; EPS. See Table B-13, Table B-14, and Table B-15 in Appendix B.

48 Net absorption is defined as the sum of square feet that became physically occupied, minus the sum of square feet that became

physically vacant during a specific period.

49 See Figure A-12 in Appendix A and Table B-13, Table B-14, and Table B-15 in Appendix B.
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3. The Camp Fire Event and Immediate
Response

he Region's prominent Map 3-1. Camp Fire Burn Area

geographic features — open TR T L
space and forested areas —and ‘ Cal Fire confirms PG&E transmission line malfunctioned Nov. 8
hot, dry summer climate have i By 'IJ‘" -

contributed to an extensive history
of large, damaging wildfires,
primarily within wildland-urban
interface areas in the foothills of
Butte County.®® Fire history maps
dating back to the early 1900s show
a significant portion of the hills

of Butte County east of Hwy 99
have burned and resulted in a loss
of property and life® The Camp
Fire, however, stands alone as the
deadliest and most destructive fire
in not only the Region but in the
State’s history.

| Camp Fire started 6:33 a.m. Nov. 8 near Pulga

5 MILES

This chapter details the Camp Fire

event, the immediate recovery Source: Cal Fire; San Francisco Chronicle.
response, and known socioeconomic
impacts to the Region, focusing on
changes to the area’s population and
housing supply and specific impacts on
the Region’s most impacted jurisdictions.
This chapter provides the underpinnings
for the subsequent chapter, which
documents the estimated economic
impacts of the disaster in the Region.

fire in the unincorporated Butte County
community of Pulga, located about 10
miles north of the Town of Paradise.
Aided by drought conditions and wind
gusts of up to 35 miles per hour, the Fire
spread rapidly and in six hours devastated
significant portions of the unincorporated
communities of Concow, Yankee Hill,

. and Magalia, and the Town of Paradise.?
Camp Fire Event Paradise's geography, located on a ridge
between two canyons, and one route to
the west (Skyway) made it particularly
vulnerable.

On November 8, 2018, a faulty electric
transmission line owned by the utility,
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), sparked a

50 Wildland-urban interface areas refer to areas where urban development is located adjacent to open space, or “wildland” (e.g.,
forested areas).

51 St.John, P.and Phillips, A., 2018. With Butte County's wildfire history, Paradise tried to change its fate; but there was no way to
plan for this. Napa Valley Register via The Los Angeles Times, [online] Available at: https:/napavalleyregister.com/news/state-
and-regional/with-butte-countys-wildfire-history-paradise-tried-to-change-its-fate-but-there-was-no/article_7ba22b29-6af9o-
53d6-bd89-44aadlb9ac3e.html [Accessed June 2020].

52 Urban Design Associates, 2019. Long-Term Community Recovery Plan, Paradise, California.

53 Gee, A.and Anguiano, D., 2018. Last day in Paradise: the untold story of how a fire swallowed a town. The Guardian, [online]
Available at: https:/www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/dec/20/last-day-in-paradise-california-deadliest-fire-untold-story-
survivors [Accessed May 2020].
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About 52,000 residents in Ridge communities Structural Damage from Fire
and near the cities of Chico and Oroville
were evacuated. Many residents perished
in their homes and vehicles as they tried to
escape. All told, the Fire caused the deaths
of 86 residents and injured 17, including five

firefighters.>*

Two weeks after the Camp Fire started,

on November 25, 2018, the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
(CAL Fire) reported the Fire was fully
contained but not before it burned over
150,000 acres of land (see Map 3-1) and
impacted almost 19,600 structures, with
approximately 96 percent of those structures
(about 18,800) considered structurally
destroyed (see Table 3-1).

Table 3-1. Structures Damaged by Damage Category

Structural Damage

Destroyed Major Minor Affected Total
(>50%) (26 - 50%) (10 - 25%) (1-9%) Structures
Residential [1]
Paradise 10,707 3 35 355 11,100
Concow / Yankee Hill 423 - 9 435
Magalia 2,095 1 55 2,157
Rural Unincorporated 758 - 42 807
Total Residential 13,983 4 51 461 14,499
Commercial/Public/Quasi-Public [2]
Paradise 492 5 15 66 578
Concow / Yankee Hill 1 1 - 4
Magalia 23 - 1 7 31
Rural Unincorporated 12 2 2 1 17
Total Commercial 528 18 76 630
Other [3]
Paradise 3153 10 19 54 3,236
Concow / Yankee Hill 270 1 7 286
Magalia 532 1 1 539
Rural Unincorporated 338 3 5 22 368
Total Other 4,293 15 32 89 4,429
Total Structures 18,804 27 101 626 19,558
% of Total 96.1% 0.7% 0.5% 3.2% 100.0%

Source: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, February 2020; EPS.

1 Includes mixed commercial/fresidential structures.
[2] Includes commercial buildings multistory and single story, schools, and churches.
[3] Includes utility miscellaneous structures.

54 Bobrowsky, M., 2019. Camp Fire death toll rises to 86 after man who suffered third-degree burns dies. The Sacramento Bee, [online]
Available at: https:/Awww.sacbee.com/news/california/fires/article233683422.html [Accessed May 2020].
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The Camp Fire destroyed nearly 14,000
homes, almost 530 commercial and public
buildings, and thousands of infrastructure
and other utility structures in the Ridge
(see Table 3-2). Over three-quarters of the
structures destroyed were in the Town of
Paradise, ravaging nearly 11,000 housing
units, 450 commercial buildings, 5 schools,
and thousands of utility structures. Of the
schools that were destroyed, there were 2
elementary schools (Paradise Elementary
and Ponderosa Elementary), a secondary
school (Honey Run Academy), a high school
(Ridgeview High School), and an Adult
Learning Center.® It is estimated that 95
percent of the Town burned, although,
incredibly, key civic structures including
Town Hall, the police station, and several fire
stations remained intact.*®

Table 3-2. Structures Destroyed by Type of Structure

North of the Town, in the unincorporated
community of Magalia, over 2,000 homes
were destroyed, along with a few dozen
commercial and school structures and
hundreds of utility structures. About 400
housing units were lost in the unincorporated
communities of Concow and Yankee Hill, and
an additional 750 housing units were lost in
other unincorporated communities in Butte
County.

According to Cal Fire, more than 600
businesses were reported as either damaged
or destroyed by the Fire, including the loss

of many buildings of the Feather River
Hospital (clinic buildings, central utility plant),
multiple gas stations, fast-food restaurants,
and other retail establishments, a hotel, and
a large, Safeway-anchored retail shopping

Destroyed Structures by Geographical Area

Concow/ Rural Total
Paradise Yankee Hill Magalia Unincorporated  Structures
Residential
Single-Family 8,043 209 1179 448 9,879
Multifamily 273 - 3 - 276
Motor/Mobile Home 2,380 214 913 310 3,817
Mixed Use Residential n - - - 1
Total Residential 10,707 423 2,095 758 13,983
Commercial/Public/Quasi-Public
Comm.,, Single-Story 400 1 17 12 430
Comm., Multistory 47 - 2 - 49
Church 19 - - - 19
Schools 26 - 4 - 30
Total Commercial/Public/Quasi-Public 492 1 23 12 528
Other
Infrastructure 4 - 1 2 7
Misc. Utility Structure 3,149 270 531 336 4,286
Total Other 3,153 270 532 338 4,293
Total Structures 14,352 694 2,650 1,108 18,804
% of Total 76.3% 3.7% 14.1% 59% 100.0%

Source: California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, February 2020; EPS.

55 Stakeholder interview, Paradise Unified School District, June 2020.

56 Ailworth, E., 2019. A Year After Fire Destroyed Paradise, a Gutsy Group Fights to Rebuild. The Wall Street Journal, [online] Available at:
https:/Mww.wsj.com/articles/paradise-remade-finding-a-home-in-the-ashes-of-a-town-consumed-by-fire-11571669314 [Accessed July 2020].
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center.%” %8 %9 The Paradise Ridge Chamber

of Commerce (Chamber) has been unable
to verify the exact number of businesses

lost because the Town did not have a formal
business license requirement and, thus, no
records to reference. Initial estimates from
the Chamber indicated approximately 1,000
of the 1,200 businesses in operation on

the Ridge before the Fire were lost or have
ceased operations based on the physical
destruction of their place of business, a
substantial decline in their customer base,
or because of the emotional trauma inflicted
by the disaster.®° © This estimate is aligned
with more recent information from the Town,
which indicates about 190 businesses of

the 1,200 former businesses are currently in
operation.?? In addition, unique tourist

Figure 3-1. Real Estate Trends: Paradise (2010-2019)
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attractions including Paradise’s Gold Nugget
Museum and the Honey Run Covered Bridge
(located outside of Paradise, south of Butte
Creek Canyon) were destroyed.

Before the Fire, the Town's nonresidential
inventory represented about 6 percent of the
Region’s retail and office space and about

1 percent of the Region’s industrial space.
The Fire destroyed about 486,000 square
feet of nonresidential space, with remaining
inventory representing approximately 4
percent of retail, 4.5 percent of office, and
less than 1 percent of industrial space in

the Region. Vacancy rates for retail and
office space rose dramatically from pre-Fire
conditions, indicative of the population-
serving nature of the local economy and the
significant population decline. See Figure 3-1.
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Source: CoStar; EPS. See Table B-13, Table B-14, and Table B-15 in Appendix B.

57 Comstock's Magazine, 2019. Back to Paradise. [online] Available at: https:/Mww.comstocksmag.com/longreads/back-paradise-camp-fire-

one-year-business [Accessed June 2020].

58 Shulman, A. and Schultz, J.,2018. Camp Fire: What is and isn't still standing in the Paradise Area. Redding Record Searchlight, [online]
Available at: https:/www.redding.com/story/news/local/2018/11/09/camp-fire-paradise-wildfire-destroyed-buildings/1945268002/ [Accessed

April 2020].

59 Johnson, R, 2018. Feather River Hospital: “We don't know if we will reopen” after Camp Fire. Chico Enterprise-Record, [online] Available at:
https://mww.chicoer.com/2018/11/28/feather-river-hospital-we-dont-know-if-we-will-reopen-after-camp-fire/ [Accessed August 2020].

60 Stakeholder interview, Paradise Ridge Chamber of Commerce, January 2020.

61 This estimate excludes total or affected home-based businesses.

62 Moench, M., 2020. ‘People are soul tired": 2 years after the Camp Fire destroyed Paradise, only a fraction of homes have been rebuilt. San
Francisco Chronicle, [online] Available at: https://www.sfchronicle.com/california-wildfires/article/People-are-soul-tired-2-years-after-

the-15708762.php [Accessed November 2020].
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Emergency Response and
Recovery Efforts

Numerous Federal and State agencies, led

by Federal Emergency Management Agency

(FEMA) and California Office of Emergency
Services (CalOES), aided with recovery
efforts. In the days immediately following
the Fire, local government, and State and

Federal agencies organized teams of experts

from the California State Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and US
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA)
to inspect affected properties, remove

household hazardous waste, and ensure the
properties are safe for debris removal crews.

Fire-related debris removal for the Camp

Fire was the largest such effort in the State's

history. Jointly managed by CalOES and

California Department of Resources Recycling

and Recovery (CalRecycle), crews removed

3.66 million tons (or 7.3 billion pounds) of ash,
debris, metal, concrete and contaminated soil
from nearly 11,000 properties damaged by the
Camp Fire over a nine-month period (ending
on November 19, 2019). Crews worked six days
a week to remove debris, which included the
deployment of over 3,000 people. According

to CalRecycle, the total tonnage removed
from the Camp Fire was equivalent to 10
Empire State Buildings.®®

In addition to debris removal efforts led
by CalOES and CalRecycle, local utilities
also deployed thousands of staff to repair
infrastructure damaged by the Fire

and restore utility services to affected
communities and customers in Butte

County. As of November 2018, PG&E reported

the deployment of 3,700 employees and
contractors to the Region to inspect and
repair infrastructure damaged by the Fire,
with an estimated total of 12,000 utility
poles and more than 400 miles of power
lines within the Fire Footprint.** Comcast
estimated the loss of more than 100 miles
of infrastructure.®® To expedite service
restoration, PG&E requested assistance from
more than 15 utility companies across the
United States and Canada. Since the Fire,
PG&E has taken efforts to underground
electric distribution lines in the Town and
surrounding areas in the Fire Footprint. To
date, PG&E has undergrounded seven miles
of power lines and completed 30 miles

of trenching in preparation of additional
infrastructure undergrounding.®®

It is estimated that up to one million trees
burned in the Camp Fire, with 80 percent of
those deemed to have mortal damage. Over
190,000 of these standing, burnt trees are
on public right-of-way or private properties
and pose a public safety hazard.?” As of
October 2019, PG&E had taken down 91,000
trees threatening power lines in the Fire
Footprint.®® The Butte County Department
of Public Works is working to remove about
6,650 standing burnt trees within the county
road right-of-way, in accordance with FEMA
guidelines.® In addition, the Town and
Butte County have required private property
owners to either enter a government tree
program to remove the trees at no out-of-
pocket cost or register to participate in a
private tree program to identify and remove
the trees on their own. As of July 29, 2020,
the assessment of trees needing removal,

63 CalRecycle, 2019. One Year After Deadliest and Most Destructive Fire in State History, California Completes Debris Removal Operation for
Camp Fire. [online] Available at: https:/Awww.calrecycle.ca.gov/NewsRoom/2019/11nov/21 [Accessed June 2020]

64 Pacific Gas & Electric, 2018. PG&E Continues Response and Restoration Efforts in Butte County; Receives Support from Mutual-Assistance

Partners. [online] Available at: https:/mwww.pge.com/en/about/newsroom/newsdetails/index.page?title=20181130_pge_continues_response_

and_restoration_efforts_in_butte_county_receives_support_from_mutual-assistance_partners [Accessed July 2020].

65 Urseny, L, 2019. Camp Fire: Internet service likely restored in late February. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available at: https:/mww.
chicoer.com/2019/01/10/internet-service-likely-restored-in-late-february/ [Accessed June 2020].

66 Pacific Gas & Electric, undated. PG&E’s Actions Since the 2018 Camp Fire. [online] Available at: https:/www.pge.com/en_US/safety/
emergency-preparedness/natural-disaster/wildfires/pge-actions.page [Accessed August 2020].

67 Von Kaenel, C.,, 2019. Town of Paradise and Butte County set to approve tree removal program. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available
at: https:/Mww.chicoer.com/2019/10/21/town-of-paradise-and-butte-county-set-to-approve-tree-removal-program/ [Accessed July 2020].

68 lbid.

69 Butte County Recovers, undated. Tree Removal. [online] Available at: buttecountyrecovers.org/private-property-tree-removal/ [Accessed

July 2020].
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representing the first step in the tree removal
process on private properties estimated to

be 45 percent complete, although many of
owners of remaining properties have yet to
enroll in either program.”

Adding to existing sewer and groundwater
deficiencies present before the disaster
(discussed in Chapter 2), the Camp Fire
resulted in contamination of the Town'’s
drinking water by harmful volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), including but not
necessarily limited to benzene. The
contamination is extensive, both in the
water, moving around in pipes, and in some
of the pipes themselves.” The Town's water
purveyor, the Paradise Irrigation District
(PID), has managed the remediation process,
issuing warnings not to consume or bathe in
the contaminated water, distributing bottled
water, testing water for contamination levels,
and determining an ultimate infrastructure
solution to allow for more widespread
rebuilding.

Initially, PID proposed a complete overhaul
of the water system, including both the
mainlines, which deliver water from the
treatment plant throughout the town, and
the smaller pipes (or service laterals) that
deliver water from the mainlines to individual
properties. A complete overhaul of the

entire system, however, was cost-prohibitive,
especially with the loss of 90 percent of the
district's customer base. PID instead initiated
a comprehensive process to: (1) sample and
test all mainlines and service laterals to
standing homes, (2) replace service laterals at
standing homes that do not meet California
drinking water standards, and (3) replace
service laterals at all burned lots, prioritizing
those customers ready to rebuild. As of May

2020, PID has tested and confirmed that all
of its mainlines are free of contamination.
Service laterals to surviving structures and
new rebuilds are similarly cleared based on
testing or replacement. Water advisories
still exist, however, for burned lots. Based on
random sampling, PID estimates 48 percent
of services laterals to burned lots meet
drinking water standards.”? PID established
a goal of replacing 650 service laterals; as

of September 2020, PID (and its contractor)
have replaced a total of approximately 1,000
service laterals."”®

Immediate Demographic
and Housing Impacts in the
Region

Population Impacts (2018-2020)

The Camp Fire had a significant impact on
residents in the Region, as detailed in Table
A-1. Following the Camp Fire, the Region is
estimated to have lost about 14,500 residents,
representing a 4.5 percent decline of its
population between 2018 and 2020. This
marked a significant contrast from average
annual population increases between 2010
and 2018, in which the Region gained nearly
1,000 residents annually.

As of January 2020, the Region is estimated
to comprise about 305,000 residents, nearly
6,800 fewer residents than in the Region

at the beginning of the decade (2010). And,
while it is notable that these data show a net
loss in the Region of nearly 4,500 residents
between 2018 and 2019 and an additional net
loss of about 10,000 residents between 2019
and 2020, it is uncertain whether this reflects
actual population trends in each year or a
revision based on additional data collected.

70 Anderaos, D., 2020. Paradise Rebuilding and Recovery: More grant funding coming through. Action News Now. [online] Available at:
https://mwww.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Paradise-Rebuilding-and-Recovery--571946141.html [Accessed July 2020].

71 Bizjak, T., 2019. Rare toxic cocktail fromn Camp Fire is poisoning Paradise water. It could cost $300 million to fix. The Sacramento Bee.
[online] Available at: https:/www.sacbee.com/news/local/environment/article228969259.html [Accessed July 2020].

72 Paradise Irrigation District, May 2020. Water Quality Advisory - Vacant Lots / Temporary Housing / Rebuilds. [online] Available at: pidwater.

com/wagadvisory [Accessed July 2020].

73 Paradise Irrigation District, September 2020. Paradise Irrigation District Community Relations Committee Meeting Agenda (Water
News). [online] Available at: https:/pidwater.com/docs/agendasminutes/committee-meetings/1871-community-relations-committee-

september-8-2020/file [Accessed September 2020].
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As discussed in Chapter 5, future population
and housing is projected to reverse this short-
term decline and increase through 2025 (the
duration of short-term projections identified
in this Study).

to have lost about 21,600 residents from

the Camp Fire (an 82 percent decline

in population). Similarly, as of 2020,
unincorporated Butte County is estimated
to have experienced a decline of nearly
13,500 residents (a 17 percent decline in the
unincorporated county population).” Biggs
and Gridley are also estimated to have lost
residents (about 600, in aggregate) although

Significantly, the Town and nearby Ridge
communities are estimated to have lost
about 35,000 residents between 2018 and
2020.7% With a 2020 population of just over

4,500 residents, the Town is estimated

it is not clear whether this population loss
stemmed from the Camp Fire. See Table 3-3.

Table 3-3. Tri-County Regional Population Trends, Post Camp Fire (January 2018 - January 2020)

Population Total

Population Change

As of Jan 1 of Each Year Total Change % Change
Jurisdiction 2018 2019 2020 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 | 2018-2020 | 2018-2020
Butte County
Biggs 1,985 2,053 1,852 68 (201) (133) (6.7%)
Chico 92,286 109,688 110,326 17,402 638 18,040 19.5%
Gridley 6,863 7,058 6,402 195 (656) (461) (6.7%)
Oroville 17,896 21,31 19,440 3415 (1,871) 1,544 8.6%
Paradise 26,256 4,485 4,631 (21,771) 146 (21,625) (82.4%)
Unincorporated 81,088 76,926 67,640 (4162) (9,286) (13,448) (16.6%)
Total Butte County 226,374 221,521 210,291 (4,853) (11,230) (16,083) (7.1%)
Glenn County
Orland 7,834 8113 8,323 279 210 489 6.2%
Willows 6,115 6,080 6,208 (35) 128 93 1.5%
Unincorporated 14,561 14,502 14,869 (59) 367 308 21%
Total Glenn County 28,510 28,695 29,400 185 705 890 31%
Tehama County
Corning 7,527 7,534 7,620 7 86 93 1.2%
Red Bluff 14,133 14,166 14,245 33 79 n2 0.8%
Tehama 438 442 445 4 3 7 1.6%
Unincorporated 42,331 42,501 42,819 170 318 488 1.2%
Total Tehama County 64,429 64,643 65,129 214 486 700 11%
Tri-County Region 319,313 314,859 304,820 (4,454) (10,039) (14,493) (4.5%)
State of California 39,586,646 39,695,376 39,782,870 108,730 87,494 196,224 0.5%

Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1,
2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark; EPS.

74 Although unincorporated Butte County represents several coommunities beyond those in the Ridge, it is assumed that the majority, if not
all, of the population declines incurred between 2018 and 2020 reflect losses in Ridge commmunities from the Camp Fire.

75 The percentage decline does not depict the impacts solely to Ridge communities because both the 2018 and 2020 population figures
include unincorporated community populations outside of the Ridge.
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Butte County is estimated to have lost over
16,000 residents, while Glenn and Tehama
counties, in aggregate, added nearly 1,600
residents. For those residents that stayed in
the Region, inter-region population shifts
indicate that immediately following the

Fire, affected Ridge residents relocated
primarily to Chico and Oroville, or, to a lesser
extent, to incorporated and unincorporated
communities in Glenn and Tehama counties.

Indeed, the City of Chico incurred the
greatest population increase of any
jurisdiction in the Region, gaining about
18,000 new residents, representing a 20
percent increase in population, as many
affected Ridge residents resettled following
the destruction of their homes. Initially,
Chico’s population swelled by about 17,400
seemingly overnight (through January 2019);
the following year, the city gained another
640 residents (through January 2020). By way
of comparison, Chico had experienced an
average annual population increase of about
750 additional residents since 2010. Oroville
also gained a larger than average number of
affected Ridge residents, with an estimated
1,500 new residents, representing a nearly 9
percent population increase between 2018-
2020. In contrast to Chico, however, Oroville
had a sudden influx of about 3,400 residents
(through January 2019) with over half of the
residents departing over the following year,
as the city experienced a population decline
of about 1,900 (through January 2020).

Housing Impacts

The magnitude of Ridge residents leaving
Butte County was not unexpected given

the significant loss in housing stock and a
tight housing market that existed pre-Fire.
In the year following the Fire, nearly 11,400
residential units in the Town were estimated
to be lost, representing a staggering loss of
over 85 percent of the Town's housing supply
(just over 1,700 housing units remained

in Paradise as of 2019). An additional 3,120
residential units were lost in unincorporated
Butte County communities, totaling a

loss of nearly 14,500 houses in the Ridge
and resulting in a 30 percent decline in

the housing supply in the Ridge.”® These
losses, combined with new residential units
constructed in 2018, resulted in a 10 percent
decline in the Region’s housing supply. See
Table 3-4.

Between 2019 and 2020, the Town is
estimated to have added almost 50 units,
representing a small fraction of total homes
lost, while an additional 800 homes were
lost in unincorporated Butte County.”” In
sum, between 2018 and 2020, the Ridge is
estimated to have lost nearly 15,300 homes,
resulting in a 14 percent decline in Butte
County’s housing supply (in combination with
about 2,000 homes constructed elsewhere in
the county).

Based on data on housing trends by housing
type, the Ridge (the Town and other Ridge
communities) lost over 10,100 single-family
detached homes, and about 5,100 single-
family attached, multifamily, and mobile
home units, in aggregate. The Town lost
almost 90 percent of its supply of single-
family detached homes, over 70 percent of
its supply of single-family attached and other
multifamily residential units, and all 2,100
mobile home units.”®

76 Note this number is roughly approximate to the number of destroyed residential units presented in Table 3-2. It is presumed that a small
portion of the units in other damage categories shown in Table 3-1 were deemed to be unlivable and were demolished.

77 This Study assumes that the additional homes lost in unincorporated Butte County is attributable to the Camp Fire (either a data
correction from homes lost in 2018 or homes that were destroyed but not demolished and counted as such until 2019).

78 Refer to Table A-5 in Appendix A for more information.
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Table 3-4. Tri-County Regional Housing Trends Post-Camp Fire (January 2018 - January 2020)

Total Housing Units Change in Housing Units

As of Jan 1 of Each Year Total Change % Change

Jurisdiction 2018 2019 2020 2018-2019 | 2019-2020 | 2018-2020 | 2018-2020

Butte County

Biggs 692 695 696 3 1 4 0.6%
Chico 39,810 40,378 41,738 568 1,360 1928 1.4%
Gridley 2,517 2,526 2,540 9 14 23 0.4%
Oroville 7,333 7337 7391 4 54 58 0.1%
Paradise 13,091 1,720 1,766 m,371) 46 (1,325) (86.9%)
Unincorporated 35,910 32,791 31,991 (3119) (800) (3.919) (8:7%)
Total Butte County 99,353 85,447 86,122 (13,906) 675 (13,231) (14.0%)

Glenn County

Orland 2,937 3,064 3,071 127 7 134 4.3%
Willows 2,459 2,458 2,458 m 0 m (0.0%)
Unincorporated 5774 5,788 5,805 14 17 31 0.2%
Total Glenn County 11,170 11,310 1,334 140 24 164 1.3%

Tehama County

Corning 2,867 2,868 2,882 1 14 15 0.0%
Red Bluff 5945 5,950 5954 5 4 9 0.1%
Tehama 196 196 196 0 6] 0 0.0%
Unincorporated 18,628 18,641 18,682 13 4] 54 0.1%
Total Tehama County 27,636 27,655 27,74 19 59 78 0.1%
Tri-County Region 138,159 124,412 125,170 (13,747) 758 (12,989) (10.0%)
State of California 14,157,502 14,235,201 14,329,863 77,699 94,662 172,361 0.5%

Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-
2020, with 2010 Benchmark; EPS.
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Research conducted by CSU Chico evaluated
mailing address data and demographic
characteristics of Camp Fire survivors and
found that residents dispersed across 45
states after the Fire but most remained

in California (about 80 percent) and the

vast majority relocated to neighboring

cities including Chico, Oroville, Red Bluff or
Yuba City (outside of the Region, in Sutter
County).” See Map 3-2.

Map 3-2. Camp Fire Survivors Across the United States

into residents’ ability to resettle in Chico
versus move more than 30 miles away. Half
of the households with incomes higher

than $150,000 moved to Chico compared to
about a quarter of the people earning less
than $50,000. Residents with home values
between $225,000 and a half a million dollars
were also more likely to live in Chico. These
trends underlie the tight housing market as
well as the likely benefits wealthier residents

Source: Peter Hansen, GIS specialist, Department of Geography and Planning, CSU Chico

The CSU Chico research found that older
residents were more likely to have moved
farther than 30 miles from Paradise,
potentially because of their retirement
status (i.e., not bound to a particular location
because of an existing job) or household
income limitations. Socioeconomic
characteristics of residents, including

household income and the value of residents’

former homes, were determined to factor

had with respect to receiving homeowner's
insurance settlement payments.®

In the immediate months following the Fire,
Federal, State, and local partners worked
collaboratively to establish several different
housing programs to assist individuals and
families impacted by the Fire, including
short-term lodging assistance at local
hotels, motels and other accommodations;

79 Finch 11, M., 2019. Research shows where former Paradise residents went after town was wiped out. The Sacramento Bee. [online] Available
at: https://Mww.sacbee.com/news/california/fires/article237304364.html [Accessed July 2020]..

80 Ibid.
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direct financial assistance; low-interest

loans; and disaster case management
services. FEMA also worked with local and
State partners to provide direct housing
solutions, most notably the development

of several temporary sites at which FEMA
placed manufacturing housing units (MHUSs)
and recreational vehicles (RVs) for use by
individuals and families displaced by the

Fire. In total, FEMA established 14 small-scale
direct housing sites at commercial locations
in Butte County and several surrounding
counties (including Glenn, Sacramento,
Sutter, Tehama and Yuba counties). FEMA
also established four group sites in the

cities of Gridley, Chico, and Oroville with a
combined capacity of approximately 400
MHUs.®' The City of Gridley hosted the largest
of these group sites — a site 72-acres in size at
which FEMA built over 200 brand new MHUSs;
families began moving into the camp in July
2019.828% Across these sites, FEMA housed a
total of 684 families at no cost for a period

of 18 months.8 As of January 2020, FEMA
reported the total number of families housed
in FEMA sites was 414 households.®®

Immediate Regional
Response and
Jurisdictional Impacts

Regional Response

Following the Camp Fire, the Region's public-,
voluntary, and private-sector organizations
coalesced to address immediate needs.

While jurisdictions in the Region housed
affected residents and recovery crews,

as discussed later in this chapter, several
existing and newly-formed entities focused
efforts on raising and disbursing funding,
administering relief programs, and providing
other resources to affected residents and
businesses. A selection of these efforts is
outlined below.

e The North Valley Community Foundation
(NVCF), a nonprofit based in Chico, has
been instrumental in implementing relief
efforts in the Region, awarding grants via
the Camp Fire Relief Fund, Butte Strong
Fund, and donor-designated funds. NVCF
also provides a collection of community
resources for residents impacted by
wildfires.

° Through the Camp Fire Relief Fund,
210 grants were awarded in the first
6 months following the Fire for relief
and response. The money was given
to organizations and government
agencies working directly with Camp
Fire survivors, often in the form of
direct assistance. The Camp Fire Relief
Fund grant program closed April 2019.
However, NVCF's assistance continues
with the Butte Strong Fund.®®

° The Butte Strong Fund, was
established post-Fire by the NVCF,
Sierra Nevada Brewing Co. and the
Aaron Rodgers NorCal Fire Recovery
Fund, along with dozens of financial
sponsors and many more recovery

81 Butte County Recovers, 2020. FEMA Temporary Housing Update-January 21, 2020. [online] Available at: https:/buttecountyrecovers.org/
fema-group-site-information/ [Accessed July 2020].

82 City of Gridley, undated. FEMA - Gridley Camp Fire Community. Accessed online at: http://gridley.ca.us/news/fema-gridley-camp-fire-
community.

83 FEMA, 2019. Construction Begins on Gridley Temporary Housing Community. [online] Available at: https:/Awww.fema.gov/inews-
release/2019/05/17/4407/construction-begins-gridley-temporary-housing-community [Accessed July 2020].

84 Before the program ended on May 12, 2020, FEMA approved a 12-month extension through May 12, 2021. The extension allows families
unable to find another place to live to remain in FEMA housing, but required them to pay Fair Market Rent (as established by the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development). On Apr. 9, 2020, FEMA announced the suspension of rent collection for Camp Fire
survivors until July 1, 2020 to help ease the financial burden on survivors because of the COVID-19 pandemic. On May 27, 2020, FEMA
announced three-month extension, the first rental payment for residents in temporary housing is currently anticipated as Oct. 1, 2020.
FEMA, undated. FEMA Extends the Suspension of Rent Collection for Camp Fire Survivors. [online] Available at: https:/www.fema.gov/es/
news-release/20200716/fema-extends-suspension-rent-collection-camp-fire-survivors [Accessed July 2020]

85 Butte County Recovers, 2020. FEMA Temporary Housing Update-January 21, 2020. [online] Available at: https:/buttecountyrecovers.org/
fema-group-site-information/ [Accessed July 2020].

86 NVCF, undated. [online] Available at: https:/Awww.nvcf.org/camp-fire-recovery [Accessed December 2020].
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project partners. Monies collected as
part of this fund have been disbursed
to provide grant-funding for housing,
children and youth services, health
and wellness, education, community
development, and business recovery.®”

¢ The Golden Valley Bank Community
Foundation, a nonprofit based in Chico,
and 40 local business fundraising partners
implemented relief efforts immediately
after the impacts of the Camp Fire were
known. The foundation opened funds to
collect donations from all over the country
to help in short and long-term relief efforts
directly to affected residents as well as to
local service providers.88

¢ Butte County Recovers is the official
website for Butte County’s disaster
response and recovery efforts. Since the
Fire, this website has tracked important
recovery metrics, provided resources
on housing and shelters, mental health
and family services, the Paradise Ridge
Zone Captain system, countywide and
municipal services, insurance claims,
Federal assistance, among other
resources.®®

e The Camp Fire Collaborative, formerly
the Camp Fire Long Term Recovery Group,
formed immediately after the Camp Fire
as a group of organizations providing
individual assistance (i.e., disaster case
management; construction management;
unmet needs; wellness; volunteer
management; donations management)
and overseeing community recovery
initiatives related to housing, economic
and workforce recovery, and community
well-being.*°

e The Rebuild Paradise Foundation, a
nonprofit based in Paradise, whose
mission is to support the long term rebuild
efforts of Butte County’s disaster affected
residents, businesses, and workforce.”
Additional information regarding Rebuild
Paradise is provided later in the chapter.

e The Paradise Ridge Chamber of
Commerce, a business network based
in Paradise, and Make it Paradise, the
Town's official rebuilding website, provide
numerous rebuilding resources for
affected residents and businesses.®?

Jurisdictional Impacts

The jurisdictions in the Region most
impacted by the Camp Fire include the
Town and broader Ridge communities

in unincorporated Butte County, and the
cities of Chico and Oroville, both of which
experienced large population increases as
Camp Fire survivors searched for temporary
or permanent housing.

Other jurisdictions in the Region,

including Glenn County (representing the
unincorporated county) and the cities of
Orland and Corning experienced larger-
than-average population increases and
noted nominal increases related to housing
demand, business activity, and traffic
impacts.®

Coinciding the significant population losses,
EDD estimates Butte County’s labor force
declined by about 2,600 resident employees
in the year following the Fire (through
December 2019), with most of those losses
concentrated in Chico (a decline in the city's
labor force of about 1,250) and Paradise (a

87 Butte Strong Fund, undated. [online] Available at: https:/buttestrongfund.org/ [Accessed December 2020].

88 3CORE, undated. [online] Available at: https:/3coreedc.org/camp-fire-relief-efforts/ [Accessed December 2020]; Golden Valley Bank
Community Fund, undated. [online] Available at: https:/Awww.goldenvalley.blog/camp-fire-relief-efforts [Accessed December 2020].

89 Butte County Recovers, undated. [online] Available at: https:/buttecountyrecovers.org/agencies/campfire/ [Accessed December 2020].

90 Camp Fire Collaborative, undated. [online] Available at: https:/Awvww.campfire-collaborative.org/ [Accessed December 2020].

91 Rebuild Paradise Foundation, undated. [online] Available at: https:/www.rebuildparadise.org/ [Accessed December 2020].

92 Paradise Ridge Chamber of Commerce, undated. [online] Available at: http://www.paradisechamber.com/ [Accessed December 2020];
Make it Paradise, undated. [online] Available at: https:/makeitparadise.org/ [Accessed December 2020].

93 Information derived from in-person interviews and emailed stakeholder outreach responses from the cities of Corning and Orland and
Glenn County. Note, all cities and counties in the Region were solicited for information on how the Camp Fire impacted their jurisdiction.
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decline in the Town'’s labor force of about
450). Consistent with population data, it
appears a portion of individuals in the labor
force resettled in Glenn County (with an
increase of nearly 200); Tehama County’s
labor force increased nominally in the year
following the Fire (with an increase of about
90 employed residents). In aggregate, the
Region'’s labor force declined by about 2,300,
while unemployment remained changed
nominally suggesting the number of jobs

in the Region declined commensurately.®
However, as described further in Chapter 4,
the Region’s labor force may have contracted
more than these estimates indicate.®

While shifts in population are still occurring,
it is important to document the initial
impacts experienced within the most-
impacted jurisdictions in order to evaluate
economic impacts and the long-term
potential for sustainable growth and
economic prosperity. Quantitative economic
impacts will be described in further detail in
the following chapter.

Town of Paradise

Following the devastation of the Fire, the
Town, Butte County, and myriad disaster-
recovery agencies understandably focused
on clean-up efforts in the Ridge and the
challenging endeavor of charting the
Town's new future, including rebuilding
homes and implementing economic
development programs and policies. In
June 2019, the Town released its Long-Term
Community Recovery Plan, the culmination
of an extensive stakeholder engagement
process that identified a set of projects that
encapsulated a vision for reconstructing the
community. Projects identified in the Long-
Term Community Recovery Plan and by Town

94 Refer to Table A-8 in Appendix A.

staff as the highest priority for rebuilding the
community are described below.%® 7

Installing an underground sewer system.
Identified as a hindrance to residential
and commercial growth before the Fire,

a sewer system, including a wastewater
treatment facility, should be installed in
commercial areas to incentivize economic
growth and reduce environmental
impacts.

Updating the Town’s General Plan.
Originally prepared in 1979, the Town's
General Plan has never been updated.
Engaging in an update would allow
the community and Town to align
reconstruction priorities.

Completing Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program (HMGP) projects. The Town
identified seven projects in total that would
improve current and ongoing public safety.
These include: tree removal, including the
removal of trees on private lands (currently
underway); hardening of standing
structures, to strengthen fire resistance;
implementing an emergency warning
system in the event of a future disaster;
updated code enforcement policies and
procedures; vegetation management to
reduce fuel loads and fire risk; preparation
of a Storm Drainage Master Plan; and
hydroseeding/revegetation, given the
extensive loss of trees from the Fire.

Improving Broadband. One way to
change the dynamics of the local economy
would be to vastly improve broadband
capacity for Ridge residents to allow for
remote teleworking opportunities. A

study is currently underway to examine
broadband feasibility.®®

95 EDD's estimates at a subcounty area rely on a mix of information collected in different years and ratios developed based on earlier (pre-
Fire) information. More accurate estimates of the remaining population and workers will be available when the 2020 Census is released.
Refer to the labor force impact discussion in Chapter 4 and Table 4-4 and Table 4-6 for estimated workers lost in Chico and the Region,

respectively.

96 Urban Design Associates, 2019. Long-Term Community Recovery Plan, Paradise, California.

97 Stakeholder interview, Town of Paradise, January 2020.

98 Anderaos, D., 2020. Paradise Rebuilding and Recovery: More grant funding coming through. Action News Now. [online] Available at:
https:/www.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Paradise-Rebuilding-and-Recovery--571946141.html [Accessed July 2020].
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As described in the previous chapter, the pre-
Fire economy of the Town was almost entirely
composed of population-serving economic
activity, led by significant employment in the
Health Care industry. With the large decline
in residents and loss of many businesses’
physical locations, including reduced
operations at the Adventist Health facilities in
the Town (translating into about 1,000 fewer
staff post-Fire) rebuilding Paradise’s economy
will be inexorably tied to rebuilding housing
and repopulating the community.

A year after the Fire (November 2019), a mere
11 homes had been rebuilt, representing

0.1 percent of homes lost.??1°° |n February
2020, the Town created a resource called the
Building Resiliency Center (BRC), a physical
location staffed with public and private agency
representatives for the purpose of providing
rebuilding, finance, and insurance assistance
to residents, investors, and new property
owners. Rebuild Paradise Foundation, a local
nonprofit created post-Fire, also provides
resources focused on retaining and attracting
both residents and businesses. Rebuild
Paradise Foundation has assembled resources
to enable many homeowners to secure
insurance. Currently, two years following the
Fire, 400 single-family homes and 70 units

in multifamily buildings in the Town and

an additional 100 homes in unincorporated
areas of Butte County have been rebuilt
(representing approximately 4 percent of

the homes that were lost).®' However, the
biggest challenge related to rebuilding

is centered on housing affordability, in
particular, high building costs and high labor
costs, due to shortages in trades workers.

City of Chico

As described previously in this chapter,

the City of Chico incurred a sudden and
significant influx of affected Ridge residents
following the Camp Fire. As the major
residential and economic center of the
Region and with its close proximity to

the Ridge, Chico played a critical role in
responding to the incident, including housing
survivors left without a home and serving as
the base of operations for the many ongoing
support efforts of State and Federal agencies
such as FEMA, CalOES, EPA, and Red Cross.'0?
In March 2019, City of Chico staff identified a
number of impacts and considerations for the
sustainable accommodation of existing and
future residents and businesses.”® Despite
these significant impacts, Chico is not eligible
for Federal or State disaster-recovery funding
because it is not located in the Fire Footprint.

¢ Housing. Chico's housing market was
strained before the Fire, with limited
supply and high prices relative to median
wages. High demand for housing in
Chico is expected to persist because of
the significant loss of housing stock in
the Ridge and the sizable percentage
of the affected labor force that lived in
the Ridge and worked at Chico-based
employers.®* Although increasing housing
production is a regional challenge, the City,
as the economic hub of the Region, has
recognized the need to ensure permanent
housing options as quickly as possible
because of the nexus between available
housing and a healthy local economy,
including a stable and robust labor force
and the sustained retention and attraction

99 Siegler, K., 2019. The Camp Fire Destroyed 11,000 Homes. A Year Later Only 11 Have Been Rebuilt. National Public Radio, [online] Available
at: https:/Mww.npr.org/2019/11/09/777801169/the-camp-fire-destroyed-11-000-homes-a-year-later-only-11-have-been-rebuilt [Accessed

June 2020].

100 Note this figure differs from the number of additional homes depicted data obtained through the California Department of Finance
(DOF) shown in Table 3-4. It is assumed the figure shown for calendar year 2019 is partially a correction of homes lost shown in the

previous year.

101 Moench, M., 2020. ‘People are soul tired’: 2 years after the Camp Fire destroyed Paradise, only a fraction of homes have been rebuilt. San
Francisco Chronicle, [online] Available at: https://www.sfchronicle.com/california-wildfires/article/People-are-soul-tired-2-years-after-

the-15708762.php [Accessed November 2020].

102 City of Chico, 2019. Camp Fire Related Needs and Opportunities to Expedite Permanent Housing.

103 Stakeholder interview, City of Chico, January 2020.

104 City of Chico, 2019. Camp Fire Related Needs and Opportunities to Expedite Permanent Housing.
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of businesses. About 10 percent of the
Chico workforce lost their homes and
were not readily available to continue their
jobs, which has had a significant effect

on local businesses. To that end, the City
identified numerous initiatives to promote
housing development, including using

a streamlined development review and
entitlement process to expedite projects,
implementing the City's 2030 General
Plan that identifies opportunity sites for
housing, incentivizing Accessory Dwelling
Unit (ADU) development, expediting

the provision of needed, regional
infrastructure, and securing grant funding
to support affordable housing projects.

Unhoused Population. The number

of people experiencing homelessness

in Butte County increased in 2019 by

16 percentage points, partly due to the
Camp Fire. Most responding to a survey
that included people sheltered with

FEMA support, emergency shelters,
transitional shelter, or no shelter, indicated
that they sleep in Chico (43 percent),
although it represented a slight decline
from the previous year. Around one in
four — 23 percent — of those who were
unsheltered indicated they were Camp
Fire survivors and that it was their first
time experiencing homelessness. Fifteen
percent said they were Camp Fire survivors
and had already been experiencing
homelessness before. 1

Streets & Traffic. Average Daily Traffic
volumes increased, on average, 25 percent
initially, and then declined to 18 percent.
Accidents had also increased 24 percent
year over year. Chico identified over a
dozen transportation improvements
needed sooner than anticipated in

order to support a safe and functional
transportation network, support the
development of new housing in Chico and
facilitate economic activity in the city.

Public Safety. Both police and fire
department staffing have been strained
responding to public safety calls for service
from the additional 19,000 residents. Using
a conservative staffing model, City of Chico
staff estimated the need for 20 new police
officers and 10 new support staff. Chico's
police department fielded a high volume
of calls from those seeking mental health
services.

Sewer. Chico experienced a consistent
increase of 16 percent in daily average
flows, which equates to an additional 1
Million Gallons per Day (MGD). In addition,
bio-solids removal increased by about
70 percent. Prior to the Camp Fire, staff
was filling a bio-solids trailer once every
two days, now the city is filling about
one per day. The city has concerns about
treating the increased flow without

a corresponding monthly sewer rate
increase.

Refuse. Chico experienced an increase

of 62 percent in disposal tonnage for the
period covering December 2018 through
February 2019 relative to the previous year.
City employees were working longer days
to account for this significant increase

in disposal needs. Based on a multi-year
contract agreement, the city has not
incurred extra costs related to this increase
but may realize added cost when the
contract is next negotiated.

Business & Labor Markets. Various factors,
including the housing shortage, increased
commute times for employees who moved
out of the area, quality of life challenges
related to the sudden population gain,
have had an impact on economic activity
in the city. For example, one of the city’s
largest employers shifted some of its
higher paying jobs to another location in
the US.

105 Von Kaenel, C., 2019. Butte County snapshot of homelessness shows increase from Camp Fire. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available

at: https:/Mww.chicoer.com/2019/06/18/butte-county-snapshot-of-homelessness-shows-increase-from-camp-fire/ [Accessed June 2020].
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e Tourism. Because of a lack of hotel
availability in the months following the
Fire, the city lost tourism-related economic
activity.

¢ Enloe Hospital. Initially, there were
significant impacts after the Fire to
Enloe Hospital in Chico, with increases
in patient volume. The destruction of
several nursing homes, assisted living
centers, pharmacies, urgent care centers
and other clinics in the Ridge has put
significant pressure on the organization.
The hospital is providing millions of dollars
in services that it cannot charge insurance
for because it is expected to, but cannot
find, alternative care centers. Enloe has
been fortunate to recruit over 100 former
Feather River employees, but have lost
around 100 employees who could not
find housing. Enloe has lost several key
physician recruits recently due to the
housing shortage, and it appears that
more and more employees are deciding
to retire early and leave the area, thinking
that now is the best time to sell their
homes. It was noted, anecdotally that the
hospital is hearing from more and more
employees and medical staff members
that the erosion of Chico’s quality of life is
encouraging them to leave the area.

City of Oroville

The City of Oroville experienced a
proportionally large inflow of Ridge residents
following the Fire, with a sudden large
temporary residential population, about half
of which departed over the following year.
That said, the overall population increase over
the two-year period was over five times the
typical average annual growth experienced
by the city. The City housed Camp Fire
survivors in a FEMA camp. In addition, the city
was host to 1,500 debris clean-up workers and
their clean up vehicles, which were primarily
dump trucks. Immediately following the Fire,
Oroville experienced significant impacts

106 Stakeholder correspondence, City of Oroville, June 2020.

from the increased residential population
but, similar to Chico, is not eligible to receive
Federal or State disaster-recovery funding. A
summary of noted impacts follows.'%®

¢ Housing. Within two months of the Fire,
all the available rental housing inventory
were absorbed and homes that were for
sale quickly had multiple offers on them.

e Roadway Infrastructure and Municipal
Services. The increase in residential
population resulted in a similar increase
for demand on services. The increased
population adversely impacted roads,
sewer capacity, and ability to use resources
to address the city's future needs.

The City received no additional revenue,
yet roads were destroyed by the weight

of debris clean-up trucks which the
workers used to travel to and from the

Fire Footprint, but also used as personal
vehicles traveling all around Oroville
including many roads that were never
meant to accommodate heavy vehicles.
The maintenance and replacement of the
damaged roadways has been estimated at
$9.5 million dollars creating a short-term
and long-term financial crisis for the City.
Two camps were set-up just outside of city
limits within Butte County in order to use
the City's available services for the workers
but avoid paying City impact fees for
sewer, roads, and drainage.

Sewer capacity, which the City expected
to last for the next decade, has been
absorbed by the increased residents. The
Sewerage Commission Oroville Region
(SC-OR) has seen a 17 percent increase of
influent sewage flows at the wastewater
treatment plant from 2018 to 2019. While
SC-OR's sewer connections, measured

in Equivalent Dwelling units (EDU'’s),

has only increased 1.2 percent since 2018
for new sewer connections (including

a FEMA camp for displaced Camp Fire
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families), many families in the Oroville area
took in displaced family and friends into
their homes after the Camp Fire, which
increased sewage flows. The excess plant
flows are also attributed to an increase in
hauled septage. SC-OR saw an increase

in hauled septage from four emergency
work camps to clean up Paradise after the
Camp Fire. These four camps are within
SC-OR's sphere and relied on septage
haulers to transport their waste.

¢ Unhoused Population. Butte County
experienced an uptick in its unhoused
population following the Camp Fire. Of
the people that were unsheltered, the
second largest percentage indicated they
sleep in Oroville (35 percent), representing
an increase in that population. The trend
could end up stretching resources in
Oroville, a smaller city.1?”

107 Von Kaenel, C., 2019. Butte County snapshot of homelessness shows increase from Camp Fire. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available
at: https:/Mww.chicoer.com/2019/06/18/butte-county-snapshot-of-homelessness-shows-increase-from-camp-fire/ [Accessed June 2020].
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4. Short-Term Economic Impact of the

Camp Fire

In this Chapter, we develop estimates of
the short-term economic impact of the
Camp Fire for three geographic areas: the
Ridge (Fire Footprint), the City of Chico, and
the Tri-County Region. Our analysis builds
on the information provided in Chapter 2
describing the configuration of the pre-Fire
economy; the size of the economy measured
in terms of economic output; the sectors that
were thriving and those in decline; and the
living, commuting, and spending patterns
of households and workers within the
community. It also builds on the information
in Chapter 3 describing the Camp Fire event
and the recovery activities that have taken

place in the first 18 months following the Fire.

Summary Conclusions

We measure the impact of the Camp Fire

in the year immediately following the Fire
(2019) as a change in Gross Regional Product
(GRP), which is among the most common
metrics used to describe economic activity
of a geographic area. Changes in GRP
indicate whether an economy is growing (i.e.,
expanding) or contracting (i.e., shrinking).

Positive growth in GRP is typically associated
with lower levels of unemployment and
increases in wages and personal income,
while negative growth may be an indicator

that an economy is entering, or in, a recession.

For each of the three geographic areas of
interest, we considered both negative and
positive shocks affecting GRP, where the
primary negative shocks are the loss of
people and housing, and the primary positive
shocks are increases in spending from post-
Fire recovery activities. The results of our
analysis are presented in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1. Estimated First Year (2019) Change in GRP
Following the Camp Fire

Geographic Region Change in GRP

Fire Footprint -64% to -81%
City of Chico +4.0%

Tri-County Region -1.6%

In the first year post-Fire, we estimate a loss in
GRP in the Fire Footprint between 64 percent
and 81 percent. For Chico, we estimate a one-
year gain in GRP of 4.0 percent and for the Tri-
County Region, a one-year loss of 1.6 percent.
For purposes of comparison and context,
during the Great Recession of December 2007
through June 2009, national gross domestic
product (GDP) fell by 4.3 percent.®® During
that same period, the GDP for California fell
by 4.0 percent.®® |n the following text boxes,
we summarize the results of our analysis for
each region in more detail.

108 Rich, R, 2013. The Great Recession: December 2007 - June 2009. [online] Available at: https://www.federalreservehistory.org/essays/great_

recession_of_200709 [Accessed August 2020].

109 Federal Research Bank of St. Louis, 2020. Real Total Gross Domestic Product for California. [online] Available at: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/

series/CARGSP [Accessed August 2020].
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Fire Footprint (within the perimeter of the Camp Fire boundaries)

As described in Chapter 2, in evaluating the composition of the Town of
Paradise’'s economy, the most salient finding is that the Town’'s economy
existed predominantly because of, and to serve, the local population. It was
almost entirely comprised of employment in local-serving activities (over 95
percent of jobs). Thus, the impact of the Camp Fire, particularly the loss of
residents to power this economy, is significant.

Because detailed information describing the specific types of businesses
that were lost or displaced is not readily available, we use two different
approaches to estimate the change in GRP within the Fire Footprint.

e Value Added (income-based estimate): We assume that the income
earned by employees and businesses, corporate profits, taxes,
and rental income decreased in proportion to the number of lost
households. We add back the value added from local government
spending to account for the tax revenue backfill provided by the State
and insurance payments received by government entities.

e Final Demand (expenditure-based estimate): We assume
expenditures by households, investments, and net exports each
decreased in proportion to the number of lost households. We add in
the incremental increase in post-Fire spending by local government
relative to pre-Fire levels.

In each case, we also include increased spending in the Region by crews
involved in debris removal and recovery efforts.

We find the overall change, including direct, indirect, and induced effects,
ranges from a loss of 64 percent to 81 percent of the Fire Footprint's GRP
(final demand and value-added approaches, respectively). In both cases, the
contribution of increased spending by debris removal and recovery efforts
increased overall GRP by just under 1 percent.

To evaluate the reasonableness of these estimates, we also obtained sales tax
data for the Fire Footprint from 2016 through 2019. We applied the percent
reduction in sales indicated by these data to the output of the relevant
industry sectors, and we assumed a nearly total loss of output in the Health
Care and Social Assistance sector. The result is a decline in GRP of 57 percent.
Because taxable output represents only a portion of total output, this result
suggests our lower-bound estimate of 64 percent is reasonable, and the loss
could be higher.

The loss in GRP is likely to persist while the population level in the Fire
Footprint remains low. Additionally, the funding backstop provided by the
State to local government entities, which is currently a major contributor to
the Region's economy, is unlikely to serve as a permanent source of revenue.

4. Short-Term Economic Impact of the Camp Fire
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City of Chico

Despite its location outside of the Fire Footprint, the City of Chico also
experienced significant effects on its GRP, both negative and positive, in the
first year following the Fire.

Most significantly, we estimate a 2.6 percent decline in GRP due to the
permanent departure of an estimated 1,632 workers from the Region and the
challenges associated with replacing these workers. In the first year, however,
this loss is offset primarily by extraordinary spending by residents of the Ridge
to replace goods lost in the Fire and to a lesser extent by increased spending
by debris removal and recovery crews. It is also offset by increased spending
by households displaced from the Fire Footprint and local government.

Impact Category Percent Change in GRP

Lost worker output at local businesses > 6%
and organizations =R
Increased routine household spending 04
by new residents living in the region '
Extraordinary spending to replace 48
household goods lost in the Fire '
Extraordinary spending to replace 05
automobiles '
Increased spending by debris removal 0.8
and recovery crews '
Increased government spending <0.1
Total 4.0%

Note: Percentages may not sum due to rounding.

The overall net effect on the City of Chico's GRP is a one-year increase of
4.0 percent. Importantly, the positive increase represents a one-time shock
to the economy. In contrast, the negative impact from the loss of workers is
likely to persist, though it is offset slightly by increased household spending
by new residents of Chico. The longer-term impact, assuming no other
changes in the economy, is an estimated net loss of 2.2 percent of GRP.

(Note: This analysis only looks at the year immediately following the Fire. We
do not consider the impacts of subsequent events, such as the impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic and the transition to remote learning at Chico State
University and Butte College (all campuses), 2020 fires, or future housing
development and infrastructure projects.)
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Tri-County Region

Our analysis of the Tri-County Region also focuses on the impact of the
permanent loss of workers who left the Region after the Camp Fire, offset
by extraordinary spending by remaining residents to replace goods lost in
the Fire, and increased spending by debris and recovery crews, and local
governments.

Impact Category Percent Change in GRP

Lost worker output at regional 5,99
businesses and organizations e
Extraordinary spending to replace 57
household goods lost in the Fire '
Extraordinary spending to replace 03
automobiles ’
Increased spending by debris removal 06
and recovery crews '
Increased government spending 0.1
Total -1.6%

Note: Percentages may not sum due to rounding.

The overall net effect on the Tri-County Region is a 1.6 percent decline in
GRP in the year immediately following the Fire. The single biggest effect

is the loss of an estimated 5,467 workers from the region, which has a
negative impact on GRP of 5.2 percent, and is likely to persist. The offsetting
gains are one-time shocks to the economy. Thus, the long-term effect on
the economy could be a loss of 5.2 percent. This loss may be understated
because we lack the data necessary to include other types of losses, such as
changes in proprietor or rental income.

(Note: This analysis only looks at the year immediately following the Fire. We
do not consider the impacts of subsequent events, such as the impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic and the transition to remote learning at Chico State
University and Butte College (all campuses), 2020 fires, or future housing
development and infrastructure projects.)
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Measuring the change in GRP, however,
tells an incomplete story of the effect of
the disaster on the regional economy.
GRP represents a measure of the “flow”
of economic well-being in an area - the
production of goods and services in an

economy. It is commmon to see an increase in

GRP in affected communities immediately
following a disaster as goods and services

are used for post-disaster recovery activities.

However, disasters also affect capital

“stocks,” including produced capital (homes,

businesses, factories, roads, schools, health
care), human capital (an educated and

trained population), and natural capital (land,

water, energy sources). The destruction,
damage, or accelerated depreciation of

these stocks can have long-term effects on a

region’s ability to recover to and improve its
pre-disaster standard of living. The impacts

to capital stocks is particularly important for

the Camp Fire given the magnitude of the

destruction, including loss of life, the exodus
of 14,500 people from the Tri-County Region

after the Fire, and the loss of approximately
14,000 homes.

Given the substantial impacts of the Camp
Fire on the Region's human and produced
capital, estimates of the economic impact
of the Fire would include the impact of lost
capital stocks. Estimating the value of lost
capital stocks, as well as the effect of these

losses on future production (output) and the
overall well-being of the community, requires

more complex modeling that is beyond the

scope of this project. Accordingly, we instead
discuss the impact of the Fire on the Region's

capital stocks qualitatively both in this
chapter and in Chapter 5.

In the remainder of this chapter, we discuss
our analysis in greater detail. Specifically,
we describe (1) the challenges of measuring
the economic impact of a disaster like the
Camp Fire; (2) our approach, including

110 Clouse, C., 2020. How IMPLAN Works. [online] Available at: https:/implanhelp.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/articles/360038285254-How-IMPLAN-

Works [Accessed August 2020].

key assumptions, and results; (3) and our
conclusions and the limitations of our
analysis. Additional detail is provided in
Appendices C through E.

Challenges in Measuring
the Economic Impact of
the Camp Fire

Our analysis of the economic impact of the
Camp Fire relies on an input-output (I-O)
modeling tool, IMPLAN, described in greater
detail later in this chapter. While IMPLAN is

a tool that is widely and commonly used to
estimate the economic impact of a one-time
shock to an economic region, it has two key
limitations. First, the functional relationships
between inputs and outputs in the model
are fixed. Thus, it assumes the buying and
spending relationships between various
components of the economy will not change,
regardless of the size of the shock to the
economy. Second, the model provides a one-
time, static snapshot of changes in output,
rather than an estimate of changes in the
overall economic well-being of a region. Each
of these limitations is discussed below.

Fixed Functional Relationships in I-O
Models

[-O models use data collected from a

variety of Federal sources to map the

buying and selling relationships between
industries, governments, and households
within a region."™ For example, the model
may include a coefficient where for every
$200,000 of output from a given industry,
one full-time employee is needed to produce
that output, and the employee costs $90,000.
The model assumes this relationship is
constant, regardless of how much output

is produced (i.e,, if $1 million of output is
produced, 5 employees are needed)." It

11 In reality, as a company grows, there may be economies of scale, or synergies, between employees, such that only 3 to 4 employees are

needed to grow to $1 million in output.
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assumes there are no constraints on the
supply of raw materials or employees (if more
output is desired, materials and employees
are always available), and it is static with
regard to prices (the price of labor never
changes, regardless of the demand for
employees)."?

As a result, while I-O models help analysts
understand how a one-time event might
ripple through an economy, directly and
indirectly affecting output and employment
in various sectors, it is generally most useful
for understanding the short-term, initial
impacts of a one-time event. If the impact
of an event is large enough to change prices
or the relationships (coefficients) between
industries, governments, and households,
[-O models are less useful. Given the scale of
the changes resulting from the Camp Fire,
we believe it is possible that some of the
inter-relationships included in IMPLAN have
changed.™ As a result, the analysis included
in this chapter can provide a sense of the
order of magnitude of the economic impact
of the event but cannot provide information
about whether changes in relationships
between key entities have occurred.

Focus on Output Rather Than
Overall Economic Well-being

There are many different indicators of the
economic welfare, or well-being, of a society
or a region. One commonly used metric

is gross domestic product (GDP), or GRP.
GRP measures the production of goods

and services in the region. These goods and
services are the products or outputs created
from engaging a region’s available assets

or capital. For example, farmers use land,
labor, tractors, water, and sunlight to produce
agricultural crops. Similarly, an automotive

manufacturer uses steel, labor, machinery,
and a factory to produce a car. Thus, society
takes these “factors of production” to produce
output.

We can measure the economic well-being of
a region by the quantity of its output (GRP),
which is a measure of the “flow"” of well-being
in the region. Or, we may measure it as the
value of the factors of production (assets) that
provide for the production of the outputs.
These factors of production are known as
“capital” and are measured as “stocks” of
well-being rather than the flow of well-being.
While both are important measures, GRP

is a static indicator of the flow of well-being
at a specific time, whereas the measure

of capital stocks, referred to as “inclusive
wealth,” reflects the potential for the region
to continue to produce flows of economic
well-being in the future.

Popularized in by United Nations University
International Human Dimensions Program
(UNU-IHDP), a region’s assets or capital stocks
are classified into three broad categories:™

¢ Natural capital: minerals, energy
resources, land, forests, water, etc.;

¢ Produced capital: factories, roads, schools,
ports, rail, health care;

¢ Human capital: population by age class
and educational level.

Measuring a region’s inclusive wealth (i.e., the
sum of the value of its natural, produced, and
human capital), provides an indication of the
ability of a region to continue to improve its
standard of living by generating increased
GRP. Thus, while measuring the one-time
change in GRP is useful, when there is a major
impact to factors of production, impacts to
inclusive wealth must also be considered.

112 Clouse, C., 2020. Assumptions. [online] Available at: https://implanhelp.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/articles/360044458734-Assumptions

[Accessed August 2020]

13 Our analysis relies on IMPLAN's 2018 dataset, the most current information available at the time we prepared this analysis. Future datasets
produced by IMPLAN will incorporate 2020 Census data and will likely capture many of the changes in relationships resulting from the

Camp Fire.

14 UNU-IHDP and UNEP, 2012. Inclusive Wealth Report 2012. Measuring Progress Toward Sustainability. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.
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For example, imagine that a flood destroys a
key bridge to a rural town. The bridge carried
90 percent of the transportation to and

from the town. There will be an immediate
impact on the town GRP as the alternative
routes require a lengthy detour and hours of
additional driving time. This detour will impact
the intermediate expenditures in the GRP, as
increased fuel cost must be subtracted from
local economic output. This impact will be
temporary for the period needed to replace
the bridge. In this scenario, the construction
company repairing the bridge is from
another city and workers will commute to the
site, thus there will be no local GRP benefits
from the bridge construction. However, the
community will receive a FEMA grant to
replace the bridge, and thus the produced
capital will be restored and, in fact, increase,
because the bridge will have a longer lifespan
(and therefore greater value) than the lost
bridge. Once the bridge is completed the
town would return to pre-flood GRP.

However, the temporary detour is through
an adjoining county on roads that were

not designed to withstand this additional
traffic. During the six months that were
needed to repair the bridge, the adjoining
county received the equivalent of 10 years
of normal traffic on its roads and bridges.
This additional wear and tear on the
transportation infrastructure resulted in
depreciation of the produced capital and
thus a loss in inclusive wealth to the county.
This will mean immediate maintenance and
reduced life expectancy of its transportation
capital, which will have a negative short- and
mid-term impact on its GDP.

Similarly, the Camp Fire had a substantial
impact on the natural, human, and produced
capital. As described in Chapter 3, including
the loss of life, approximately 14,500 people
left the Tri-County Region after the Fire
(representing 4.5 percent of the regional
population). Approximately 14,000 housing
units were lost, or 14 percent of the pre-

Fire housing stock in Butte County.™ The
Fire also devastated other produced capital
(businesses, utility infrastructure, roads,
schools, health care) in the Ridge, and the
overnight increase in population in the
surrounding communities, coupled with the
clean-up activities, caused rapid depreciation
of capital stock in other parts of the Tri-
County Region."® Additionally, productivity
may have been affected both in the short-
term, due to the mental health impact of the
event, and in the longer-term if individuals
with key skill sets left the region.

Ideally, our analysis would estimate the
impact of the Camp Fire on both GRP and
the Region's inclusive wealth. However,
quantifying the value of capital stocks is
challenging (e.g., placing a value of natural
resources, valuing changes in the education
and skill set of the remaining population).
Furthermore, understanding the mid-term to
long-term effects of changes in capital stocks
on GRP requires sophisticated modeling tools
that allow for factor substitution (i.e., land,
labor, and capital) in response to changes

in availability or price. Computable general
equilibrium (CGE) models are one such tool,
however, these models are generally only
available at a global, country, or multi-state
level. Such a model could be constructed

for the Tri-County Region using information
in IMPLAN as a starting point; however, the
development of such a model is beyond the
scope of this current effort."”

15 According to the Butte County Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, the reduction in property value (land plus structures) resulting from
the Camp Fire is estimated to be $1.8 billion. (Personal communication on August 21, 2020). Because it represents a loss of a capital stock,
rather than a flow, the value of this type of loss is not included in our analysis of a change in GRP.

116 For example, the City of Chico's roadways and sewer system experienced rapid depreciation as a result of the sudden increase in residents
and debris removal and recovery activities, accelerating the need for expensive repairs and expansions. It estimates the costs attributable
to the fire are nearly $100 million for street facilities and over $40 million for the sewer system (Mark Orme, City Manager, City Council
Agenda Report, Meeting Date 10/1/19). These types of costs are not included in our analysis of a change in GRP.

N7 If 3CORE or its partners are interested in learning more about the development and use of a region-specific CGE model, we are happy to
connect you with researchers at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) who would be happy to discuss this option.
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Methodology

As described in the prior section, GRP does not provide a complete picture

of the economic well-being of a community. However, monitoring changes

in GRP over time can provide a sense of whether an economy is expanding

or shrinking. Estimating the initial impact of the Camp Fire on GRP can also
provide an indication of the relative magnitude of the economic consequences
of the event.

In this section, we consider the impact of the Camp Fire within the Tri-County
Region in the year immediately following the Fire (2019). To estimate pre-

and post-Fire GRP, we rely on IMPLAN, which serves as an excellent source

of pre-Fire data on the size of an existing economy, the relative contribution
and importance of various industries in that economy, and household income
and spending. Furthermore, because it defines the linkages between entities
within the economy, it can be used to predict how changes in economic
activity (e.g., production or employment) may affect the size of GRP.

How is GRP Measured?

GRP represents the total market value of the goods and services produced
within a region in a year. Conceptually, it is calculated as follows:"®

e N

CRP=C+[1+G+NM

Where,

C = personal consumption expenditures, also referred to as
“consumer spending” on the goods and services purchased
by consumers who are the final users of those products;™

| = Investments, also referred to as “business spending” on
fixed assets such as land, buildings, and equipment, plus
investment in unsold inventory, and purchases of homes by
consumers;

G = Government spending by Federal, State, and local
governments to provide goods and services, such as schools
and roads; and

NM = Net exports, also known as “exports minus imports” (X-M).

- J

118 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, undated. What is GDP? [online] Available at:
https:/Mwww.bea.gov/system/files/2020-04/GDP-Education-by-BEA.pdf [Accessed August 2020].

119 The reference to “final users” is important. Purchases of intermediate goods that are used in production are
not included. For example, the purchase of an automobile would generally be considered a purchase by a final
user. Purchases of parts by the automobile manufacturer and used to build the car would be considered an
intermediate purchase and are not included.
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In practice, economists measure GRP
different ways, depending on data availability.
In the IMPLAN model, GRP can be viewed
from two different perspectives:

e Income Approach measures GRP as the
sum of income generated by production.
It includes: compensation of employees
(wages, salaries, benefits, payroll taxes, etc.);
proprietor income (the income earned
by sole proprietors and unincorporated
businesses); rental income (income from
property ownership); corporate profits;
net interest (paid by business); taxes on
production and imports (sales tax, property
tax, custom duties, and other taxes and
fees) less government subsidies (TOPI); net
business transfer payments (net payments
by businesses to persons, government, and
the world, for which no current services are
performed); and surplus of government
enterprises. The sum of these incomes is
equivalent to Value Added in IMPLAN.2°

¢ Expenditure Approach measures GRP as
the sum of expenditures by consumers
(final users), as described in the GRP
formula described above. In other words,
it is a measure that combines household
final consumption, government final
consumption, and gross capital formation,
and it is equivalent to Final Demand in
IMPLAN.?

For example, in 2018, IMPLAN reports that the
Total Value Added for the Tri-County Region
was $13.7 billion (2020 dollars). It also reports
that Final Demand for the Region was $13.7
billion. In other words, whether measuring
the income earned by entities (i.e., individuals,
companies, governments) in the region, or
expenditures by final users in that region, the
GRP for the Region is the same. Value Added
and Final Demand are effectively “two sides
of the same coin.”

Regions Analyzed

We estimate the change in GRP for three
related geographic areas, including:

e Fire Footprint, which approximates the
area located within the perimeter of
the Camp Fire, consisting of the two zip
codes that represent the Town of Paradise
(95969) and the adjacent, unincorporated
community of Magalia (95954).2 These
two areas account for 92 percent of the
total number of residential structures
destroyed by the Fire.

e City of Chico which, as discussed in
Chapter 3, has played, and continues to
play, a critical role in post-Fire recovery due
both to its proximity to the Fire Footprint
and its role as the economic hub of the
Region.

e Tri-County Region. As described in
Chapter 2, the economies (i.e., the
people and businesses) of each of the
individual jurisdictions in the Tri-County
are interconnected and, as described in
Chapter 3, the Camp Fire resulted in a
profound change in the distribution of
both people and businesses within and
between these jurisdictions, including the
Fire Footprint and the City of Chico.

By separately examining the economic
impacts at these three geographic scales,

we gain an understanding of not only the
change in the size of the economies of the
individual jurisdictions most directly affected
by the Camp Fire but also how these changes
ripple out and impact the broader Tri-County
regional economy.

120 Demski, J., 2020. Understanding IMPLAN: Measures of GDP. [online] Available at https:/blog.implan.com/understanding-implan-

measures-of-gdp [Accessed August 2020].
121 lbid.

122 Due to limitations related to the geographic resolution of many of the data sources relied upon in this analysis, we are required to make
certain assumptions to approximate the study area for the geographic area we are defining as the Fire Footprint. Refer to Appendix C for
additional discussion on the approach we follow to define this study area, including our reasons for including or excluding certain zip codes.
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Model Construction

Overall economic activity in the Tri-County
Region has likely been affected by the Camp
Fire in several ways. As described in Chapter
3, the Fire destroyed nearly 14,000 homes,
almost 530 commercial and public buildings,
and thousands of utility structures and
related infrastructure. The Paradise Ridge
Chamber of Commerce (Chamber) estimates
1,000 to 1,200 businesses in operation on the
Ridge before the Fire were lost or have ceased
operations based on physical destruction of
their place of business, a substantial decline
in their customer base, and/or because of the
emotional trauma inflicted by the disaster.”
Of the 35,000 people displaced by the Fire,
approximately 14,500 people (representing
4.5 percent of the total Tri-County population)
left the Region completely by the end of the
first year post-Fire (see Table 3-3). This loss in
population has likely caused GRP to shrink,
as fewer people are contributing to the
production of goods and services and earning
income. This loss may persist for many years,
depending on the rate of population recovery,
as discussed later in Chapter 5.

Counterbalancing the effect of these lost
businesses and workers is a temporary
increase in spending associated with the
response and recovery from the disaster.
Immediately following the Camp Fire,
displaced residents would have made
unanticipated purchases to replace or repair
goods lost or damaged in the Fire (e.g., cars,
clothes, housewares). Additionally, in the year
following the Camp Fire, numerous Federal
and State agencies sent crews and experts to
the Region to aid in the recovery effort. For
example, the fire-related debris removal effort
involved the deployment of over 3,000 people
to the Region over a 9-month period.””* Local
utilities also deployed thousands of staff

to repair infrastructure damaged by the

Fire and restore utility services to affected
communities and customers in Butte County.

These recovery efforts, and the associated
spending by workers temporarily housed in
the area, likely had a positive impact on GRP
in the year immediately following the Camp
Fire.

In the coming years, economic data collected
by Federal and State agencies will likely
provide evidence of the net change in GRP
resulting from these various activities. For
example, as IMPLAN updates its data files,
analysts can compare reported GRP for

each of the three regions of interest to their
pre-Fire, or baseline GRP (included in this
Report). To isolate the effect of the Camp Fire
and eliminate potential confounding factors
also affecting economic activity, such as the
current COVID-19 pandemic, they can compare
2018 and 2019 GRP to similar communities

in California that are located outside of the
Tri-County Region and were unaffected by the
Camp Fire. However, currently, such analysis is
not possible. The most recent data available in
IMPLAN reflect 2018 conditions, which largely
pre-date the Fire. Instead, to estimate the
possible economic impact of the Camp Fire,
we must construct a model based on data
and assumptions about the different changes
that occurred.

Our methodology for modeling the effect in
each of the three regions relies on IMPLAN
and varies based on the types of changes

in economic activity that occurred and the
availability of data quantifying the change

in activity. The IMPLAN application allows
analysts to enter an event (e.g,, a change in
output, employment, or compensation) for a
given industry sector, and then estimates the
direct, indirect, and induced impacts of that
event.

e Direct effects represent the changesin
production or expenditures in the study
area resulting from the initial “shock” to
the economy (e.g., new dollars spent by
debris removal crews at local restaurants,
retail stores, or other local businesses).

123 Stakeholder interview, Paradise Ridge Chamber of Commerce, January 2020. This estimate excludes home-based businesses.

124 CalRecycle, 2019. One Year After Deadliest and Most Destructive Fire in State History, California Completes Debris Removal Operation for
Camp Fire. [online] Available at: https:/Awvww.calrecycle.ca.gov/NewsRoom/2019/11nov/21 [Accessed June 2020].
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¢ Indirect effects are the “ripple” impact
of local businesses buying goods and
services from other local businesses as a

result of the initial change in production or
expenditures (e.g., local restaurants serving

cleanup crews must purchase supplies
and materials to operate, increasing the
output of businesses providing these
intermediate goods).

¢ Induced effects reflect changes in
household consumption arising from
changes in employment and associated
income (e.g., a server working in the
restaurant or employees of businesses
supplying intermediate goods may
see increases in their income, which
they spend on groceries at the local
supermarket, increasing that store’s
output).

IMPLAN sums and reports changes in Value

Added and Final Demand resulting from
the direct, indirect, and induced effects of
the initial change in activity. We can then
compare the change in Value Added or
Final Demand to estimates of 2018 GRP

to understand the direction (positive or
negative) and magnitude of the change in
GRP resulting from the event.

The most challenging part of using IMPLAN,
or any I-O or general equilibrium model, is
quantifying the initial shock to the economy.
Analysts must develop estimates of the initial
shock using available data sources; IMPLAN
does not provide this information. For each
region of interest, we first identify the series
of shocks that occurred as a result of the
Camp Fire, and then we identify the data
used to quantify each shock. Because we lack
comprehensive, detailed data describing the
change in employment or output by directly
affected businesses, or the characteristics

of the people who left the Region (e.g.,
distribution by household income level), we
make simplifying assumptions.””® As a result,
our model is essentially a “what if” analysis of
how certain types of shocks affect GRP.

Figure 4-1 summarizes our assumptions
about the negative and positive shocks
affecting output in each of the three regions
of interest. Impacts across the three regions
are not additive. For example, losses and
gains occurring in the Fire Footprint region
also occur in the Tri-County Region. Rather,
each region is examined independently.

125 From January through August 2020, our team conducted extensive data collection and stakeholder outreach to gather available data for
this modeling effort. Available baseline data are presented in Chapter 2 and Appendices A and B of this report, and data and information
about the damage caused by the fire and initial recovery efforts are provided in Chapter 3.
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Figure 4-1. Camp Fire Economic Events: First Year Post-Fire
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Key Assumptions and
Results

In this section, we describe the assumptions

we make to estimate each of the events in

the boxes in Figure 4-1. We also describe the

results of our analysis for each of the three
geographic regions.

Fire Footprint

Within the Fire Footprint, two key losses
occurred: the loss of households and
businesses. The scope and scale of these
losses likely had a profound effect on GRP.
As described in Chapter 3, more than 1,000
of 1,200 businesses in the Ridge were lost
or have ceased operation, including the

Feather River Hospital, multiple gas stations

and fast-food restaurants, a hotel, and a
large, Safeway-anchored retail shopping

center.”® Data indicate that office and retail
space were also lost (Table 3-1). However, we

were unable to identify more detailed data

describing the number of businesses affected

in each industry and the annual revenue
and employment of these businesses. Thus,
estimating the decrease in GRP based on a
reduction in employment or output in the
Region is challenging.

As described in Chapter 2, in evaluating
the composition of the Town of Paradise’s

economy, the most salient finding is that the
economy existed predominantly because of,
and to serve, the local population. The Town's

economy was almost entirely composed of
employment in local-serving activities (over
95 percent of jobs), with concentrations in
Health Care, Public Administration, Retail
Trade, and Other Services?” Therefore, one

option for estimating the reduction in GRP in
2019 resulting from the Camp Fire is to make
the simplifying assumption that the change

in GRP is proportional to the reduction in
the number of households in the region. We
can enter this loss into IMPLAN using two
different approaches:

¢ Value Added (income-based estimate):
We assume total Value Added in the
Region decreases in proportion to
the number of lost households, based
on the assumption that the income
earned by employees and businesses,
corporate profits, taxes, and rental
income will decrease proportionally
with population. IMPLAN reports a
total of 17,585 households in the Fire
Footprint, and California DOF reports
14,490 housing units were destroyed.
Therefore, we assume Total Value Added
in the Fire Footprint is reduced by 82.4
percent (14,490/17,585 *100 = 82.4).128 We
add the value added associated with
government spending in the form of relief
funding (backfill from the California State
Legislature to cover property tax revenue
losses and insurance proceeds received by
the government) and increased spending
by the local government, over and above
its annual budget, on fire response and
recovery (see Appendix C).

¢ Final Demand (expenditure-based
estimate): Using information in IMPLAN
about the baseline value of Final
Demand, we assume that expenditures
by households (Household Demand),
investments (Capital), and net exports
(Exports, Imports) each decreased by
82.4 percent. We make no change
to government spending (State/
Local Government Demand, Federal
Government Demand, Institutional Sales)
(see Appendix C) because local, State, and
Federal agencies continued to provide
services (e.g., schools, municipal functions)
in the year following the Fire using relief

126 Comstock's Magazine, 2019. Back to Paradise. [online] Available at: https:/Avww.comstocksmag.com/longreads/back-paradise-camp-fire-

one-year-business [Accessed June 2020].

127 We assume the structure of the economy was similar in Magalia and unincorporated portions of the Fire Footprint.

128 We note that the number of housing units lost includes units located in parts of unincorporated Butte County that are outside of Paradise

and Magalia, adding to the upward bias in this estimate (where only Paradise and Magalia households are counted in the denominator).
Therefore, this approach should be viewed as a high-end estimate of the potential impact on GRP.
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funding provided by the California State
Legislature and insurance payments.

In each case, we also add the value added
associated with increased spending in the
Fire Footprint region by debris removal

and recovery crews (see Appendix C). The
leftmost column in Figure 4-1 summarizes
the positive and negative changes affecting
GRP in the Fire Footprint region.

The results of these two approaches are
shown in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3. In 2018,
GRP for the Fire Footprint region was $1.3
billion (2020 dollars). Under the income-based
approach, GRP decreased by approximately
81 percent. Under the expenditure-based
approach, GRP decreased by approximately
64 percent. In both cases, the contribution of
increased spending by debris crews and the
local government increased overall GRP by
approximately 1 percent.

To evaluate the reasonableness of a loss of
GRP of 64 to 81 percent, we also obtained
sales tax data for the Fire Footprint from
2016 through 2019 (see Appendix C). We
applied the percent reduction in sales
indicated by these data to the output of

all industry sectors included in IMPLAN.
Because the sales tax data do not reflect
changes in output for the Health Care and
Social Assistance sector, the single largest
economic sector in the Fire Footprint region,
we assumed a 99 percent loss of output in
that sector. The result is a decline in GRP of 57
percent (see Appendix C). Because taxable
output represents only a portion of total
output, this result suggests our lower-bound
estimate of 64 percent is reasonable, and
the loss could be higher. Economic activity
generated by post-Fire cleanup and recovery
activities likely had little impact on overall
GRP given the magnitude of the population
and business losses.
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Table 4-2. Economic Impact of the Camp Fire on the Fire Footprint: Value Added (Income-Based Estimate) Approach ($2020)

Modeled
Change Direct Indirect Induced Total % of Baseline
Lost value added (income-based estimate) ($1,077,840,793) -82.4%
Increased spending by debris crews $30,501,067 $11,929,413 $236,180 $98,751 $12,264,344 0.9%
Local Government Revenue Backfill $7,425,000 $2,951,173 $102,846 $17,497 $3,071,515 0.2%
Increased Government Spending $3,310,339 $1,315,742 $45,852 $7,801 $1,369,395 0.1%
Total $41,236,406 $16,196,328 $384,878 $124,048 ($1,061,135,539) -81.1%

We present unrounded dollar impacts to facilitate replication of our analysis. The percent change is rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent, rather than two significant figures,
for presentation purposes (totals may not sum due to rounding).

Source: IMPLAN; IEc Analysis

Table 4-3. Economic Impact of the Camp Fire on the Fire Footprint: Final Demand (Expenditure-Based Estimate) Approach ($2020)

Modeled
Change Total % of Baseline

Lost final demand (expenditures-based

approach) $0 $0 $0 ($845,982,661) -64.7%

Increased spending by debris crews $30,501,067 $11,929,413 $236,180 $98,751 $12,264,344 0.9%

Local Government Revenue Backfill $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%

Increased Government Spending $3,310,339 $1,315,742 $45,852 $7,801 $1,369,395 0.1%
Total $33,811,406 $13,245,155 $282,032 $106,551 ($832,348,923) -63.6%

We present unrounded dollar impacts to facilitate replication of our analysis. The percent change is rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent, rather than two significant figures,
for presentation purposes (totals may not sum due to rounding).

Source: IMPLAN; IEc Analysis
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City of Chico

It is likely that the City of Chico’'s economy
was also affected by the Camp Fire, both
negatively and positively. Perhaps most
importantly, the city likely experienced
changes in both the number of workers
available to businesses within Chico and
the employment of Chico residents. Both
changes are described in the bullets below.

¢ Chico employees who lived on the Ridge
and lost homes. As discussed in Chapter
2, approximately 26.9 percent of the
residents of Paradise (and presumably the
larger Fire Footprint region) commuted
to work in Chico.”® Most of these workers
likely lost their homes, and the tight
housing market in Chico (see Chapter 3)
would have made it difficult for many to
find new, permanent housing within a
similar commuting distance.™ In the 13
months following the Fire, 16,083 displaced
residents left Butte County (see Table 3-3),
representing approximately 46 percent of
total displaced residents (16,083/35,000=
0.46). In terms of a direct economic
impact, Chico businesses would have
suffered from reduced output associated
with lost employees who left the county.

e Chico residents who worked in Paradise
and lost jobs. Prior to the Fire, 6,500
people were employed at jobs in Paradise.
Of those individuals, 4,064 lived outside of
Town, in other communities such as Chico.
Some of those individuals likely lost their
jobs at businesses and organizations (e.g.,
Feather River Hospital, Paradise schools)
that were destroyed, closed, or reduced
operating capacity as a result of the
Camp Fire. In terms of a direct economic
impact, if these individuals were unable

129 See Table A-20 in Appendix A.

to find new employment, their household
spending at businesses in Chico would
have declined.

Anecdotal evidence supports the assumption
that businesses and other organizations

in Chico lost workers. For example, prior to
the Fire, Adventist Health, which operated

a hospital in Paradise and several clinics in
Chico, Paradise and Corning, had 1,249 staff
and 170 active physicians living in Butte
County. After the Fire and the destruction

of a portion of Adventist Health's Feather
River Hospital, only 258 staff and 23 active
physicians remained. While we do not have
exact counts of the change in employment in
Chico, we know that the staff living in Chico
decreased by 219 people and the number of
physicians also decreased.™

Similarly, the Paradise Unified School District
(PUSD) was also a large employer on the
Ridge. After the Fire, enrollment declined
significantly. The school district lost 2,500
students in the 2019-2020 school year, a 60
percent decline relative to the 2018-2019
school year.® As a result, PUSD reduced its
staffing by 168 full-time equivalents (FTEs) in
2019-2020 (a reduction of 43 percent), and it
anticipates further reductions through 2022.
Chico residents employed by PUSD may have
been among the school staff who lost jobs as
a result of the loss of students and families
from the area.™

The City of Chico staff also note that various
factors, including (1) the tight housing
market described in Chapter 3, (2) increased
commute times for employees who moved
out of the area, and (3) quality of life
challenges related to the sudden population
gain, have had an impact on local employers’

130 Average commmute time in the Tri-County Region is 25 minutes, below the average commute time in the State of about 30 minutes (see

Appendix A).
131 Stakeholder correspondence, Adventist Health, July 2020.

132 Stakeholder correspondence, Paradise Unified School District, June 2020.

133 We note that Chico may have also experienced an increase in employment in its school district to address the influx of students

associated with families that permanently resettled in the area.
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ability to attract and retain new employees.®*

For example, one of the city’s largest

employers shifted some of its higher paying

jobs to another location within the United
States.™®

As described in Chapter 3, CSU Chico

conducted a study of the residents who left the

area. They found that older residents were most
likely to have moved farther than 30 miles from
Paradise, potentially because of their retirement

status or household income limitations.

Displaced residents with higher incomes and/

or who had owned more valuable homes
were more likely to have moved to Chico.”®

Lacking more precise data on employment

shifts after the Fire, including the information

about the number of jobs lost, the
occupations affected, and the income of
the affected individuals, we make a series
of simplifying assumptions intended to
help gauge the potential magnitude of the
negative impact on Chico's economy. As

discussed in Chapter 3, 35,073 residents were

displaced from the Fire Footprint, which is
equal to approximately 14,701 households
assuming an average of 2.39 persons per
household.® Based on an average of 0.9
workers per household, we estimate 13,231

employed residents were affected by the Fire,
of which 26.9 percent worked in Chico before
the Fire, and 46 percent of these employees
left the city permanently by year's end.®® As

shown in Table 4-4, the result would be a

loss of about 1,632 employees in Chico (14,701

displaced households * 0.9 * 0.269 *0.46 =
1,632 lost employees).

We assumed the distribution of lost
employees across occupations and

industry sectors matches the distribution of
employees that existed prior to the Fire. Using
IMPLAN, we estimated the reduction in GRP
associated with these lost employees. This
estimate of the impact on the City of Chico’s
economy may be understated because it
does not include lost household spending
associated with Chico residents who lost jobs
on the Ridge.

The loss described above is likely offset

by several positive impacts in terms of
expenditures in Chico following the Camp
Fire. These positive shocks include:

¢ Increased household spending by
displaced residents from the Ridge.
Immediately following the Fire, Chico’s
population increased by 17,402 people.
These new residents likely increased
the amount of household spending at
establishments in the City of Chico.

e Extraordinary spending to replace/repair
lost or damages goods (i.e., cars, clothes,
housewares, electronics). In addition to
normal, household spending, displaced
residents likely shopped in Chico to
replace items destroyed in the Fire.

¢ Spending by debris removal crews
in Chico. In addition to the increased
spending by recovery and debris removal
crews in Paradise, these crews likely also
spent money in Chico.

134 In July 2020, the Human Resources (HR) Group hosted by Butte College distributed a web survey to over 100 human resources
professionals in the county to better understand the impact of the Camp Fire. The results of the survey suggest that businesses currently
have more open positions and are having a more difficult time filling these positions. Respondents also noted that the emotional and
mental health impact of the Camp Fire has resulted in more time off and absences. However, we note that due to the low response rate
for the survey, these results should be viewed as anecdotal. For a summary of the survey, see Appendix F.

135 Stakeholder interview, City of Chico, January 2020.

136 Finch I, M., 2019. Research shows where former Paradise residents went after town was wiped out. The Sacramento Bee. [online] Available
at: https://www.sacbee.com/news/california/fires/article237304364.html [Accessed July 2020].

137 We note that this estimate of displaced households differs from the estimate of the loss of housing units (14,490) obtained from the
California Department of Finance (see Table 3-4 in Chapter 3 of this report). Because we are interested in the number employees (people)
lost from the region, we use population-based estimates in this portion of the analysis. In our analysis of the Fire Footprint, because we do
not have an estimate of the baseline number of people living in that area prior to the fire, but we know the number of households based
on IMPLAN data, we rely on housing unit-based estimates to calculate a percent reduction in the population.

138 This assumption is more likely to overstate than understate the reduction in the workforce in Chico as a result of the Fire. The displaced
residents who ultimately left the county may have been more likely to be retirees or people who already worked outside of the county
(rather than in Chico). Thus, this figure should be viewed as a high-end estimate of the workforce loss attributable to the Fire.
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Table 4-4. Estimated Number of Chico Employees Lost Because of the Camp Fire

Measure Formula Value Sources

Number of residents A 35,073 | Equal to the sum of people that left Paradise and

displaced the unincorporated areas of Butte County as of
January 1,2020 (Table 3-3)

Average persons per HH B 2.39 | IMPLAN

Number of HH displaced C=A/B 14,701 | Calculation

Number of workers per HH D 0.9 | Table A-19 in Appendix A

Number of employed E=C*D 13,231 | Calculation

residents affected

Percentage of workers F 26.9% | Table A-20 in Appendix A

employed in Chico

Number of Chico G=E*F 3,559 | Calculation

employees affected

Number of displaced H 459% | Equal to 35,073 divided by 16,083, where 35,073is

residents that left County the total number of people displaced due to the

permanently Camp Fire and 16,083 is the number of people that
left Butte County as of January 1, 2020 (Table 3-3).

Estimated number of lost I=G*H 1,632 | Calculation

Chico employees

Numbers in the table do not calculate due to rounding.

¢ Increased local government spending.

To meet the increased demand for

services created by the sudden influx in
residents in Chico, the City re-allocated
existing resources. Recognizing the role
that the City is playing in the post-Fire
recovery, the State legislature provided a
one-time grant of $3 million to the City in

September 2019.

We include the increased expenditures

associated with each of these events in our
model, adding the resulting gain in Value

The results of our analysis of the City of Chico
region are shown in Table 4-5. In 2018, GRP
for the City of Chico region was $6.3 billion
(2020 doIIars)Bgas shown in Table A-27 in
Appendix A. The events discussed above
result in an overall net increase in GRP of

4.0 percent in 2019. Importantly, GRP shrank
by 2.6 percent due to the loss of workers, an
impact that is likely to last multiple years.
This loss was counterbalanced by an increase
in GRP of 6.6 percent (rounded) associated
with increased spending by displaced
people, the response and recovery crews,

Added to the lost Value Added resulting from
the reduction in number of employees in the
city (see Appendix C for a detailed discussion
of the assumptions and data used to quantify
each event). These additions and subtractions
are illustrated in the center column in Figure
4-1. Importantly, the positive impacts are
one-time, short-term gains, while the loss of
output experienced by Chico employers who
lost employees or are having trouble hiring is
likely to be a longer-term loss.

and the government. These increases in GRP
are largely discrete, one-time events. Thus,
absent other changes in the economy, the
ongoing impact of the Camp Fire on the City
of Chico region is likely to be negative. Our
analysis suggests that the GRP gain of 0.4
percent associated with household spending
by newly permanent Chico residents

is not enough to offset the 2.6 percent

loss associated with having fewer overall
employees in the Region.

139 Also see Appendix E for a detailed breakdown of the lost output by industry from the loss of 1,632 employees from the Chico area. We
note that the results in Appendix E assume lost employees are distributed across industries in proportion to employment distribution
across industries prior to the fire. This assumption may not accurately reflect post-Fire conditions if certain industries (e.g., health care)

disproportionately lost employees.
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Table 4-5. Economic Impact of the Camp Fire on the City of Chico ($2020)

Camp Fire Regional Economic Impact Analysis

Change Indirect Total Baseline

Lost employees (1,632) ($132,379,317) ($21,188,209) ($10,978,780) ($164,546,307) -2.6%
Increased household spending $94,073,405 $0 $0 $23,741,638 $23,741,638 0.4%
Extraordinary home spending $886,748,502 $234,141164 $46,627,399 $21,434,094 $302,202,658 4.8%
Extraordinary auto spending $64,999,834 $28,839,135 $2,053,437 $3,373,454 $34,266,026 0.5%
Increased spending by debris crews $30,501,067 $11,929,413 $1,867,407 $1,055,577 $14,852,397 0.2%
Increased hotel spending by debris crews $48,280,203 $29,241,239 $4,892,596 $2,635,577 $36,769,413 0.6%
Increased government spending $3,000,000 $1,192,393 $398,338 $120,057 $1,710,789 <0.1%

Total $1,127,601,378 $172,964,027 $34,650,969 $41,381,618 $248,996,613 4.0%

We present unrounded dollar impacts to facilitate replication of our analysis. The percent change is rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent, rather than two significant
figures, for presentation purposes (totals may not sum due to rounding).

Source: IMPLAN; IEc Analysis
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Tri-County Region

Finally, we estimate the impact the Camp
Fire had on the GRP for the entire Tri-County
Region. From this broader perspective,
some of the losses experienced by the Ridge
are gains to other communities within the
Region. For example, while 35,000 residents
were displaced from the Ridge, the net
change in the regional population one

year post-Fire was approximately 14,500
people. While still significant, the size of the
permanent loss demonstrates that some
individuals were able to find alternative
housing. Unfortunately, information
describing the net change in the number
and type of businesses in the Tri-County
Region is unavailable.

Therefore, to estimate the impact of the
Camp Fire on the Tri-County’s GRP, we
focus on the lost output associated with

the permanent departure of workers. Using
information about the average household
size and employment rates within the
Region, and applying it to the 14,493
individuals who left that area, we estimate
that 5,467 workers were lost.“® We assume
the distribution of lost employees across
occupations and industry sectors matches
the distribution of employees that existed
prior to the Fire. Using IMPLAN, we estimate
the lost Value Added associated with the
output these workers would have produced if
they had remained in the area.™

This loss is offset by temporary increases

in expenditures to replace or repair

goods damaged in the Fire, spending by
debris removal crews, and increased local
government spending on disaster recovery.
For a detailed description of our assumptions
in calculating this spending, see Appendix C.

We add the increase in Total Value Added

to the reduction in GRP resulting from the
reduced worker output described above.
The net effect is the change in GRP resulting
from the Fire in 2019.

The results of this analysis are provided in
Table 4-6.%? |In 2018, GRP for the Tri-County
Region was $14 billion (2020 dollars). The
events discussed above result in an overall
decrease in GRP of 1.6 percent (rounded) in
2019. Specifically:

e The loss of employees has a negative
impact of 5.2 percent on the Tri-County
economy;

e This loss is partially compensated for
by positive impacts resulting from the
extraordinary spending to replace goods
lost in the Fire (2.7 percent), replace
automobiles (0.3 percent), spending by
crews associated with the response and
recovery (0.6 percent), and increased
government spending (0.1 percent)
associated with grants and other funding
in response to the Fire.

This estimate of the impact on the Tri-
County Region may be understated because
our calculation does not include all the
losses that may have occurred, such as lost
proprietor or property (rental) income in the
Fire Footprint. Additionally, we note that of
the categories of impact we were able to
quantify, the negative impact of the loss

of workers is likely to last multiple years,
suggesting the longer-term effect of the
Fire on Tri-County GRP is likely to continue
to be negative, absent other changes in the
economy.

140 Our estimate assumes the households that left the Tri-County Region due to the fire are similar in demographic composition (i.e., age)
to the average household prior to the fire. If the households that left were disproportionately weighted towards older individuals who are
no longer in the workforce, our estimate of lost workers may be overstated. As of December 2019, EDD estimated a loss of 2,306 workers
in the Tri-County Region (see Table A-8). However, EDD’s estimates at a subcounty area rely on a mix of information collected in different
years and ratios developed based on earlier (pre-Fire) information. More accurate estimates of the remaining population and workers will

be available when the 2020 Census is released. .

141 This assumption may lead us to overstate or understate the impact on GRP if particular industries were affected more significantly by the

loss in employees.

142 Also see Appendix E for a detailed result by industry from the loss of 5,467 jobs from the Tri-County Region.
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Table 4-6. Economic Impact of the Camp Fire on the Tri-County Region ($2020)

Camp Fire Regional Economic Impact Analysis

Change Indirect Total Baseline

Lost employees (5,467) ($485,794,222) ($108,353,878) ($124,718,136) ($718,866,235) (5.2%)
Extraordinary home spending $886,748,502 $233144,461 $69,057,623 $70,375,899 $372,577,984 2.7%
Extraordinary auto spending $64,999,834 $28,701,268 $3,026,055 $8,928,336 $40,655,659 0.3%
Increased spending by debris crews $61,002,133 $23,771,337 $5,263,558 $6,823,522 $35,858,417 0.3%
Increased hotel spending by debris crews $48,280,203 $28,429,618 $6,700,738 $7,926,350 $43,056,706 0.3%
Increased government spending $15,127,951 $5,927,600.98 $2,846,261.48 | $2,148,252.66 $10,922,115 0.1%

Total |  $1,077,256,602 ($165,387,572) ($21,252,033) | ($28,359,081) ($214,998,686) (1.6%)

We present unrounded dollar impacts to facilitate replication of our analysis. The percent change is rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent, rather than two significant
figures, for presentation purposes (totals may not sum due to rounding).

Source: IMPLAN; |IEc Analysis
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Conclusions and
Limitations

In this chapter, we use IMPLAN, a linear

[-O model, to estimate the change in GRP
in three separate regions in the year (2019)
immediately following the Camp Fire. Our
analysis suggests the following conclusions:

Fire Footprint: As described in Chapter

2, in evaluating the composition of the
Town of Paradise's economy, the most
salient finding is that the Town’s economy
(and presumably the Ridge's economy)
existed predominantly because of, and

to serve, the local population. The Town's
economy was almost entirely composed
of employment in local-serving activities
(over 95 percent of jobs). Thus, the impact
of the Fire, particularly the loss of residents
to power this economy, was significant.

Based on our analysis, GRP in the Fire
Footprint region may have decreased by
64 percent or more. The one-year loss

is unlikely to exceed 81 percent of GRP

due to the residents and businesses
remaining in the area and the continued
funding and operation of governmental
entities. However, such changes in GRP are
significant. By comparison, national GDP
fell by only 4.3 percent during the Great
Recession of December 2007 through June
2009 During that same period, the GDP
for California fell by 4.0 percent** The
impact in the Fire Footprint area is likely

to persist as long as the population level in
the Fire Footprint region remains low.

City of Chico: Despite its location outside
of the Fire Footprint, the City of Chico
also experienced significant effects on its
GRP in the first year following the Fire,
both negative and positive. Perhaps most
significantly, the permanent departure of

an estimated 1,632 employees from the
region, and the challenges associated
with replacing these workers, would have
caused GRP to decline by an estimated 2.6
percent.

This loss is offset in the first year primarily
by extraordinary spending by residents

of the Ridge to replace goods lost in the
Fire, which we estimate increased GRP by
5.4 percent (rounded). It was also offset
by increased spending by debris removal
crews and government entities. The
overall net effect on the City of Chico's
GRP is a one-year increase of 4.0 percent.
However, these offsetting gains are a one-
time shock to the economy. The negative
impact from the loss of workers is likely
to persist, though it is offset slightly by
increased household spending by new
residents of Chico. The longer-term
impact, assuming no other changes in the
economy, is an estimated net loss of 2.2
percent of GRP.

Tri-County Region: Our analysis of the
Tri-County Region also focuses on the
impact of the permanent loss of workers
who left the Region after the Fire, offset
by extraordinary spending by remaining
residents to replace goods lost in the Fire,
and increased spending by debris crews
and the government. The net effect on the
Tri-County Regional GRP is an estimated
decrease of 1.6 percent.

The single biggest effect is the loss of
employees, which has a negative impact
on GRP of 5.2 percent, and is likely to
persist. The offsetting gains are one-time
shocks to the economy. Thus, the long-
term effect on the economy could be 5.2
percent. This loss may be understated
because we lack the data necessary to
include other types of losses, such as
changes in proprietor or rental income.

143 Rich, R, 2013. The Great Recession: December 2007 — June 2009. [online] Available at: https://www.federalreservehistory.org/essays/great_

recession_of_200709 [Accessed August 2020].

144 Federal Research Bank of St. Louis, 2020. Real Total Gross Domestic Product for California. [online] Available at: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/
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Our analysis has several key limitations,
including:

e Asdiscussed in this chapter, we make
many simplifying assumptions to estimate
the key shocks to the economy resulting
from the Camp Fire. The biases associated
with these assumptions are discussed in
greater detail in Appendix C.

e |-O models, such as IMPLAN, are static
models, where the mathematical
relationships and linkages between
households, businesses, and government
entities are fixed. They assume that (1)
the same quantity of inputs are needed
per unit of output, regardless of the level
of production (i.e., constant returns to
scale), (2) the availability of labor and raw
materials is unconstrained, and (3) there
is no substitution of goods or services in
response to a changes in output or prices.*
As a result, these models are most useful
in the context of small, incremental shocks
to an economy. The impact of the Camp
Fire is significant and will likely alter many
of the existing multipliers in the IMPLAN
model. Thus, all estimates in this chapter
should be viewed as providing the reader
with information about the magnitude
of the potential changes, rather than as
precise estimates of the likely impact on
GRP. As discussed in the introduction,
estimating the impact of the Fire on GRP
does not provide a complete picture of the
impact of the Fire on economic well-being.
The estimates in this section focus on
changes in production and output. Certain
losses, such as human or produced capital
stocks (e.g., loss or accelerated depreciation
of improved property and infrastructure)
are not completely captured in such an
analysis. The absence of such losses is
important because human capital (e.g.,
workers) and produced capital (e.g.,
infrastructure, homes) are necessary for
future economic production.

145 Demski, J., 2020. Understanding IMPLAN: Input-Output Analysis & Assumptions. [online] Available at https:/blog.implan.com/implan-io-
analysis-assumptions [Accessed August 2020].
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5. Short-Term Growth Projections, Post-
Fire Considerations, and Next Steps

his chapter presents short-term

population, housing, and employment
growth projections for each county in the
Region over the next five years (2020-2025).
The projections rely on myriad projection
data sources and provide historical,
annualized growth in the Region for context.

In addition, at the outset of this effort, 3CORE
identified a series of key questions, based

on input from stakeholders in the Region, to
be addressed (see a numbered list of these
questions provided in Appendix G). Chapters

2, 3 and 4 answer a portion of these questions
by addressing the highest priorities of this
Study, including: (1) characterizing the pre-Fire
economy of the communities located on the
Ridge and the Tri-County Region; (2) estimating
the immediate (short-term) economic impacts
of the Camp Fire on the Fire Footprint, Chico,
and the Tri-County Region; and (3) analyzing
workforce impacts in these three regions.

In this chapter, we respond to remaining
guestions posed by 3CORE, grouping related
guestions for ease of discussion. To answer
these questions, we rely on data collected
from publicly-available sources of financial
and population information; stakeholder
interviews; and a literature review of news
articles, academic research, and publicly-
available reports.

Short-Term Growth
Projections

This Study presents potential, short-

term growth in residents, housing, and
employment in the Region based on a
compilation of several public-sector data
sources and one private-sector data source.
The forecasts reflect total and average
annual growth for each county in the Region
over the next five years (2020-2025) and

Economic & Planning Systems | Industrial Economics, Inc.

are bracketed by low to high projection
estimates, which capture (explicitly or not)
myriad factors affecting the pace of short-
term growth, as described later in this
chapter, as well as those not discussed at
length in this Study (primarily the potential
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the
pace of growth in the Region).

The projections rely on the following
industry-accepted sources, which offer a
range of short-term expectations regarding
future socioeconomic conditions in the
Region, based on differing approaches and
assumptions, as summarized in Table 5-1.
Additional detail regarding the assumptions
and methodologies pertaining to each data
source can be found in Appendix H.

Data sources used to inform short-term
growth projections include:

e California Department of Finance (DOF)
Projected Households, Household
Population, Group Quarters and Persons
per Household for the Counties and State
of California, Based on Baseline 2019
Population Projection Series, June 2020

e Butte Council of Associated Governments
(BCAQG), Provisional Long-Term Regional
Growth Forecasts (2018-2040), September
2019

e California Employment Development
Department (EDD), Employment
Projections (2016-2026), Labor Market
Information Division, May 2019

e Woods & Poole Economics, Inc., (Woods
& Poole) County Forecasts 2020-2025,
accessed in October 2020

e California Department of Transportation
(DOT) 2020 Long-Term Socio-Economic
Forecasts by County for Butte, Glenn, and
Tehama Counties, updated and provided
to EPS in November 2020
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Table 5-1. Overview of Projection Data Sources

Available Geographies

Available Projection Data

78

Housing Units/ Date of Release/ Camp Fire
Data Source Butte Glenn Tehama Population Households Employment Access [ Adjustment 2
BCAG X X X X Sep-19 Y (provisional)
DOF X X X X X Jun-20 Y B
EDD X May-19 N
DOT X X X Nov-20 Y
Woods & Poole X X X X X Oct-20 N

Source: Respective data sources; EPS.

[1] Alldateslisted reflect the date the projection data was released, with the exception of the Woods & Poole data, which reflects the date the projection data was accessed.
[2] Indicates whether the projection dataset includes population, housing, and employment impacts stemnming from the Camp Fire. Additional information related
to assumptions and methodologies used to derive projection estimates can be found in Appendix H.

[3] Reflects initial population and household changes stemmming from the Camp Fire, as reflected in DOF population estimates dated July 2019. DOF has since
updated population and household estimates for both 2019 and 2020, which are not reflected in the projection dataset.

Summary of Short-Term Growth
Projections (2020-2025)

Growth projections shown in Table 5-2
provide a wide range of low to high
projections for population, housing, and
employment by county in the Region,
indicative of the impact of Butte County. Given
its historical and projected continued role as
the economic hub of the Region, residential
and employment growth will be driven by
the successful construction of new housing
in Butte County, including new residential
development primarily located in Chico,
Oroville, and the unincorporated county, and
rebuilding efforts in Paradise and other Ridge
communities. New housing construction is
anticipated to spur growth by attracting new
residents, expanding the labor force, and
supporting the additional creation of jobs, as
discussed later in this chapter.

Population

Total population change, which encompasses
a combination of births, deaths, and net
migration in the Region, is estimated to
range from the addition of 4,000 to almost
21,000 new residents between 2020 and 2025.
This level of growth translates into average
annual growth of about 800 and 4,180 new
residents over the next five years. Butte
County is estimated to constitute between 50
percent to nearly 90 percent of total projected
population growth in the Region, adding

between 2,000 and 18,250 new residents, or
about 400 to 3,650 new residents each year.
For context, between 2000 and 2018, Butte
County represented about 70 percent of
regional growth and added, on average, about
1,300 new residents each year. Over the next
five years, Glenn County and Tehama County,
in aggregate, are projected to add between
2,000 and 2,600 new residents, representing
an average annual increase of 400 and 530
new residents. This pace of growth is similar
to although slightly lower than the long-
term historical average growth of 580 new
residents per year in both counties combined.

The low to high projections for Butte

County, as depicted in Table 5-2, are derived
from BCAG's low to high projected growth
scenarios, which provided the lowest and
highest projection estimates of any data
source used in this Study. BCAG is also the
only data source that provides multiple
growth scenarios. BCAG's projections should
be considered the most tailored to localized
economic conditions, relative to other data
sources, given the inclusion of input from
jurisdictions in the county, in particular as

it relates to post-Camp Fire growth.'® In
comparison, Woods & Poole and DOF's
projections are aligned with BCAG's medium-
growth scenario and DOT's projection is
aligned with BCAG's high-growth scenario (see
Table H-1in Appendix H for more details).

146 BCAG is currently conducting a post Camp Fire Regional Population and Transportation Study, anticipated to be completed in 2021,

which may revise these projection estimates.
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Table 5-2. Regional Short-Term Population, Housing, and Employment Projections (2020-2025)

Total Growth Average Annual Growth Historical Avg.
2020 2025 Projection (2020-2025) (2020-2025) Annual Growth
Source Estimate [ Low High Low High (2000-2018) ™
Formula a b=a+d c=a+e d e f=d/5 g=e/5 For Comparison
Population
Butte County 210,291 212,284 228,542 1,993 18,251 399 3,650 1,289
Glenn County 29,400 29,829 30,103 429 703 86 141 114
Tehama County 65,129 66,714 67,065 1,585 1,936 317 387 466
Total Region 304,820 308,827 325,710 4,007 20,890 801 4,178 1,869
Housing Units
Butte County 86,122 93,732 100,705 7,610 14,583 1,522 2,917 768
Glenn County 11,334 11,578 11,627 244 293 49 59 66
Tehama County 27,74 28,472 28,483 758 769 152 154 227
Total Region 125,170 133,782 140,814 8,612 15,644 1,722 3,129 1,062
Persons/Housing Unit 244 2.31 2.31 0.47 1.34 0.47 1.34 176
Employment
Butte County 81,800 82,524 88,702 724 6,902 145 1,380 711
Glenn County 9,580 10,037 10,530 457 950 91 190 82
Tehama County 19,040 20,325 20,600 1,285 1,560 257 312 131
Total Region 110,420 12,886 19,832 2,466 9,412 493 1,882 924
Jobs/Housing Unit 0.88 0.84 0.85 0.29 0.60 0.29 0.60 0.87
Jobs/Capita 0.36 0.37 0.37 0.62 0.45 0.62 0.45 0.49

Source: California Department of Finance; Butte County Association of Governments; California Employment Development Department; Woods & Poole Economics; California

Department of Transportation; EPS.

[1] Refer to Table H-10 for more details.

[2] Refer to Table H-1, H-2, and H-3 for more details regarding low to high population, housing, and employment projections, respectively.
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The low to high projections for Glenn

County are derived fromm Woods & Poole

(low estimate) and DOT (high estimate); low
to high projections for Tehama County are
derived from DOF (low estimate) and Woods
& Poole (high estimate). It is noteworthy,
though, that differences between projected
low to high growth estimates for Glenn and
Tehama counties did not vary significantly
among data sources used in this Study.

DOF'’s population projection dataset, which
is used to informm BCAG and DOT projections,
and which offers a breakdown of each
component of population change, reveals
that while Butte County is anticipated to
experience declines in natural population
change (deaths are estimated to outpace
births), these estimated losses are more than
offset by significant positive net migration
over the next five years.™ In fact, DOF
anticipates Butte County's in-migration over
the next five years will be more than three
times greater than the County’s historical,
average annual in-migration in the years
leading up to the Camp Fire (2010-2018).'8
Thus, the extent of Butte County’s short-term
growth will hinge on the degree to which

it can attract new residents from outside

of the county. In contrast, DOF projections
indicate that Glenn County will see nominal
out-migration (negative net migration), but
births are anticipated to outpace the number
of deaths by a margin of about 1.6:1. DOF
projections indicate Tehama County will
experience nominal in-migration (positive
net migration) and births are anticipated to
outpace the number of deaths by a margin of
1.2:1.

The range of population projections provided
in this Study are consistent with assumptions
related to the Region’s post-Camp Fire

recovery (i.e., the Region’s counties, and Butte
County in particular, may achieve higher
growth rates than the historical average as
the Region regains residents and housing)
as well as overall population trends in State
growth. The State's population growth

has slowed considerably since the Great
Recession, based on the occurrence of fewer
births, increased deaths associated with

an aging population, lower international
migration, and higher domestic out-
migration. While growth has been modest in
the Bay Area, and near zero and even negative
in most of the coastal counties, growth
remains strong in the interior counties of the
Central Valley and the Inland Empire.® Butte
County may experience greater in-migration
than documented historically based on this
trend, although this Study identifies several
challenges to achieving this growth, as
discussed later in this chapter.

Housing

Between 2000 and 2025, the Region is
projected to add between 8,600 and 15,600
new residential units, equaling about

1,700 to 3,130 new units annually. Both the
low and high annual average estimates
represent a significant increase over the
Region’s historical annual average (where
the Region added about 1,060 housing units
annually between 2000 and 2018), consistent
with the expectation that the Region will
accommodate greater housing production
to regain significant losses in housing
supply after the Camp Fire. The low housing
projection estimate represents an additional
660 units per year and the high estimate
represents a nearly 2,070-unit increase per
year over the Region’s long-term historical
average.

147 DOF projections rely on an analysis of historical trends in the components of population change: births, deaths, and migration. This
approach implicitly assumes that factors that led to such trends in the past will continue in the future.

148 Based on DOF's Projected Population and Components of Change: California Counties, 2010-2060 dataset, Butte County experienced an
average of 700 new residents annually from in-migration. In contrast, DOF estimates Butte County will experience an average of nearly

2,500 new residents annually from in-migration between 2020-2025.

149 DOF Projected Households, Household Population, Group Quarters and Persons per Household for the Counties and State of California,
Based on Baseline 2019 Population Projection Series, June 2020. [online] Available at: http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/

Projections/ [Accessed November 2020].
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Consistent with population estimates, growth
in the Region is driven by estimated new
housing in Butte County, which is projected
to represent 88 to 93 percent of all new
housing in the Region, led by residential
growth in Chico, followed by unincorporated
portions of the county, and Oroville, per
BCAG's assumptions.®™® Butte County is
estimated to add between 7,600 and 14,600
units over the five-year period, translating
into about 1,500 to 2,900 units annually,

on average. Butte County’s low estimate is
derived from BCAG's low-growth scenario
whereas the high estimate is derived from
DOT, which is closely aligned with BCAG's
high-growth scenario.™ It is noteworthy that
all projection data sources consulted for this
Study - BCAG, DOF, and DOT, which all include
an adjustment to account for Camp Fire-
related impacts — estimate housing growth
in Butte County will be at least twice the
county’s long-term historical annual average
(which added about 770 units annually, on
average, between 2000 and 2018), based

on an expectation that housing production
will increase in response to the significant
loss of housing in the Region from the Fire.
However, as described in detail later in this
chapter, achieving this level of residential
housing growth will be dependent on the
successful implementation of jurisdictional
housing initiatives, as well as specific policies,
programs, and resources to address labor
shortages and high building costs.

The low to high projections for both Glenn
County and Tehama County are derived from
DOF (low estimate) and DOT (high estimate).
Differences between projected low to high
growth estimates for Glenn and Tehama
counties did not vary significantly, indicating
consistent projections across different data
sources.

Employment

Projected employment growth in the Region
is estimated to range between 2,500 and
9,400 new jobs over the next five years,
translating into an average of about 500

to 1,890 new jobs added annually. These
employment projections bracket historical,
long-term employment gains, where the
Region added an average of about 925 new
jobs annually between 2000 and 2018.

Notably, based on historically low job growth
projected for Butte County under BCAG's
medium-growth scenario, employment

may be concentrated in Tehama County,
which is projected to add nearly 1,300 jobs
and comprise over 50 percent of job growth
in the Region over the next five years.

Under the low employment estimate, Butte
County is estimated to add about 720 new
jobs, comprising 30 percent of regional
employment growth and representing about
145 new jobs per year over the 2020-2025
period. By way of comparison, Butte County
added an average of over 700 new jobs per
year between 2000 and 2018. Glenn County
is estimated to add about 460 new jobs,
comprising the remaining 20 percent of
regional employment growth between 2020
and 2025.

The low employment estimates for Tehama
and Glenn counties are based on Woods

& Poole's employment projections. As
mentioned, Butte County’s low employment
estimate is derived from BCAG's medium-
growth scenario, which shows very low
employment gains relative to historical
employment gains as well as projected
population and housing growth.>?

150 BCAG Provisional Long-Term Regional Growth Forecasts (2018-2040), September 2019. [online] Available at: http://mww.bcag.org/Planning/
Socio-Economic-Data/Growth-Projections/index.html [Accessed November 2020].

151 DOT provides household projections rather than housing unit projections. In this Study, households were converted to housing units
using each county’s long-term ratio of households to housing units. See Appendix H for more details.

152 Note, this Study’s low employment estimate excluded BCAG's low-growth scenario for Butte County, which shows a decline of about 2,100
jobs over the 5-year period. BCAG's methodology did not provide rationale for this significant decline and, while not impossible, this Study
concludes this scenario is unlikely given the county’s historic role in the Region and anticipated population and housing growth.
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Under the high employment estimate,
however, the locus of job growth is
anticipated to shift back to the historical
and projected continued economic hub of
the Region, Butte County. Under the high
employment scenario, Butte County is
estimated to add about 6,900 jobs, based
on employment projections from Woods
& Poole, and comprise about 75 percent
of regional employment growth.™ Glenn
County and Tehama County are estimated
to add about 950 and 1,560 jobs, respectively,
based on projections derived from DOT.

Table 5-3 applies a set of assumptions to

the low to high employment projections to
illustrate a potential scenario of job growth by
industry. The initial basis for these estimates
is derived from DOT's projections, which
offer projected job growth by industry
category. These initial estimates were then
adjusted to reflect inter-industry shifts
based on an evaluation of the Region’s
economic ecosystem (detailed in Appendix
A), recent employment growth by industry
(see Table A-23), Camp Fire recovery efforts,
broader economic trends, and the COVID-19
pandemic. Over the next five years, this
Study estimates employment growth will

be focused in the Agriculture, Construction,
Health & Education, and Leisure industries.!**

For example, DOT estimated most
employment growth in the Region

would be concentrated in the Leisure,
Health & Education, Professional Services,
Government, and Wholesale & Retail Trade
industries. However, in reviewing the
composition of, and trends in, the regional
economy as well as likely short-term impacts
stemming from recovery efforts and the
COVID-19 pandemic, this Study shifts a
majority of DOT's estimated employment
gains in Leisure, Government, Professional

Services, and Wholesale & Retail Trade

to industries in the Region with existing
strength, recent employment gains, or
anticipated gains because of recovery
efforts, including Construction, Agriculture,
and Other (comprising Other Services and
Real Estate and Rental Leasing), primarily.
This Study also anticipated employment

in Health & Education, Manufacturing, and
Transportation & Utilities may experience
additional increases beyond those estimated
in DOT's projections, based on economic
composition and recent employment
increases in the Region.

For details on DOT's initial employment
projections by industry and the inter-
industry adjustments applied in this Study,
refer to Table H-9. Adjustments reflect

EPS’s professional judgment and represent
one possible outcome of employment
growth at the industry-level. Many factors,
including how the pandemic continues

to unfold and impact national and local
economic conditions and how challenges
identified later in this chapter impact the
pace of housing and population growth, may
influence these estimates. Below are findings
for each county.”®

¢ Butte County. Most employment gains
(over 80 percent) are estimated to be
concentrated in: 1) Construction (20
percent); 2) Health Care and Educational
Services (19 percent); 3) Agriculture
(15 percent); 4) Leisure, comprising
Accommodation and Food Services and
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (15
percent); and 5) Other, comprising Other
Services and Real Estate and Rental
Leasing (12 percent).

153 Note, this Study’s high employment estimate excluded DOT's projected employment growth for Butte County, which at over 8,000
new jobs represented more than twice the historical job growth in the county and more than twice BCAG's high-growth employment
scenario. Woods & Poole’s estimate, while higher than BCAG's high-growth employment scenario, is potentially achievable accompanied

with the higher-end estimates of population and housing growth.

154 DOT's Leisure industry comprises NAICS' Accommodation and Food Services and Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation industries.

155 See industry descriptions provided in Table B-16 in Appendix B for more details on each industry.
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¢ Glenn County. Most employment gains In the following section, we describe current
(about 75 percent) are estimated to and longer-term challenges affecting the
be concentrated in: 1) Agriculture (48 Region’s ability to achieve the growth
percent); 2) Manufacturing (14 percent); scenarios presented in Table 5-2.

and 3) Leisure (11 percent).

e Tehama County. Most employment
gains (about 70 percent) are estimated
to be concentrated in: 1) Agriculture (22
percent); 2) Construction (15 percent); 3)
Transportation & Utilities (14 percent);
4) Health & Education (11 percent); and
5) Leisure (9 percent).

Key Limitations

The projections presented in this section are
based on a compilation of industry-accepted
public- and private-sector data sources
typically used to understand potential

future growth. However, as the margins
between the low and high scenarios suggest,
anticipating future growth in the wake of

an unprecedented event like the Camp

Fire is difficult and subject to considerable
uncertainty. Specifically:

e Population Growth Scenarios: The
detailed data provided by DOF suggest
that BCAG's medium population growth
scenario (between the low and high
scenarios presented in Table 5-2) can only
be achieved through annual in-migration
that is more than three times annual in-
migration in the nine years preceding the
Fire. Thus, the extent of Butte County's
short-term growth will hinge on the
degree to which it can attract large
numbers of new residents from outside of
the county.

¢ Housing Growth Scenarios: Similarly, the
low scenario housing growth scenario for
Butte County is approximately twice the
historical average annual growth, and the
high scenario represents an increase of
more than 3.5 times the historical rate. The
estimate of persons per housing units in
Table 5-2 suggests more housing than
is likely to be needed by the relatively
optimistic population growth scenarios.
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Table 5-3. Regional Short-Term Employment Projections by Industry (2020-2025)

Total Regional Employment (2020-2025)

Tehama Avg. Annual

Source Low High

Total Employment (2020-2025) ™M
Farm 12 1,064 219 455 277 336 607 1,855 20% 121 371
Construction 144 1,372 36 74 187 227 366 1,673 18% 73 335
Manufacturing 34 322 66 137 102 124 202 583 6% 40 n7
Transportation, Utilities 17 158 3 6 177 215 197 380 4% 39 76
Wholesale Trade 6 59 6 12 7 9 19 80 1% 4 16
Retail Trade 33 310 30 62 39 47 101 420 4% 20 84
Financial Activities (©) (54) 2 5 40 49 37 0 0% 7 0
Professional Services 30 282 5 10 77 94 12 386 4% 22 77
Information m (7) 0 0 2 (3) (3) (10) 0% m 2
Health & Education 140 1,330 30 62 137 166 306 1,558 17% 61 312
Leisure n2 1,068 51 107 n8 143 281 1,318 14% 56 264
Government 21 203 10 20 89 108 121 331 4% 24 66
Other 83 795 0 0 35 43 19 838 9% 24 168
Total 724 6,902 457 949 1,285 1,560 2,466 9,411 100% 493 1,882

Source: Butte County Association of Governments; California Employment Development Department; Woods & Poole Economics; California Department of Transportation; EPS.

[1] Employment estimates by industry uses the percentage allocation by industry by county identified in the California Department of Transportation’s 2025 projections and then adjusted by EPS based
on an evaluation of the Region’s economy, economic trends, Camp Fire recovery efforts, and the COVID-19 pandemic. These estimates represent one of many outcomes and are subject to vary. See
Table H-9 for more details on DOT's original estimates and the adjustments made for this Study.
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Post-Fire Considerations

This section addresses remaining questions
posed by 3CORE not yet addressed in this
Study (see Appendix G) and is organized
under the topics of: labor force; housing;
rebuilding and repopulation challenges; and
the regional and Paradise economy.

Labor Force

What disruptions have occurred in the
supply chain (i.e., people leaving) and key
workforce pipelines and how can these
be overcome? (Question 2)

The key disruption to economic activity
resulting from the Camp Fire is the reduction
of the available workforce in the region, as
well as the reduction in consumers (e.g.,
residents of the Ridge) of the services
provided by these workers and the remaining
Tri-County regional workforce.™® As discussed
in Chapter 3, between January 1, 2018 and
January 1, 2020, Butte County experienced a
population decline of nearly 16,100 residents.
Of the 35,000 individuals on the Ridge who
lost homes, about 19,600 relocated to Chico

Figure 5-1. Location of Displaced Ridge Residents by Age

Age
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45-64

65 or
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0% 25% 50%

Source: California State University, Chico, as reproduced in Jamali (2020).

and Oroville. It is likely that a large proportion
of the nearly 1,600 new residents accounted
for in Glenn County and Tehama County's
2020 population figures also reflect
individuals who resettled in the Region,
suggesting about 60 percent of residents
affected by the Fire relocated in the Region.
The remainder relocated to other parts of
California and the United States (see Map 3-2
in Chapter 3). For example, small clusters of
residents displaced by the Fire have formed
in mid-sized cities like Boise, ID, Denver,

CO, Salt Lake City, UT, and Orlando, FL.*
According to a study completed by the CSU-
Chico, the age of survivors and income levels
were key factors in determining who stayed
and who moved away.*® As shown in Figure
5-1, CSU-Chico finds that approximately 54
percent of people over the age of 65 moved
more than 30 miles from Paradise, compared
to 31to 39 percent among younger age groups.

® Moved beyond 30
B Moved within 30 mi
= Moved to Chico

[V
%]
-1
&~

75% 100%

156 Data limitations regarding the types of jobs held by those who left the Tri-County region prevent us fromm commmenting on potential
disruptions in industry sectors producing goods that are exported from the region.

157 Jamali, L., 2020. Where Did All the Camp Fire Survivors Go? KQED, The California Report. [online] Available at: https:/Aww.kged.org/
news/11797124/where-did-all-the-camp-fire-survivors-go [Accessed November 2020].

158 Ibid.
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Similarly, individuals with higher incomes
were more likely to be able to remain close
(e.g., in Chico) than people with lower
incomes. As shown in Figure 5-2, 28 percent
of families with household income over
$150,000 per year moved more than 30
miles from Paradise, compared with 40 to
47 percent of individuals in lower income
groups.”® These data are consistent with
concerns raised during our interviews with
stakeholders that many middle-income
workers have left the area because of the Fire.

These findings about decisions to relocate
are also consistent with patterns following
other types of disasters of this scale. There are
few events in United States history that were
similar enough in size or scope to the Camp
Fire to allow us to draw predictions about

the future population and demographic
composition of the Ridge.'®® While every
disaster context and community is unique,
the experience and aftermath of Hurricane
Andrew offers one example of how a disaster
alters a population.

In August 1992, Hurricane Andrew devastated
Miami-Dade County located in south Florida,
resulting in at least 15 deaths as well as
destruction or damage to over 100,000
properties.’® At the time, it was the costliest
natural disaster in United States history, with
the largest insured losses of any disaster

in the world.'®? The towns of Homestead
(population approximately 30,000) and
Florida City (population approximately 6,000)
were particularly hard hit; the areas south of
these towns were largely unpopulated.

Figure 5-2. Location of Displaced Ridge Residents by Household Income
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Source: California State University, Chico, as reproduced in Jamali (2020).
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160 As part of this effort, we conducted a preliminary literature review searching for published studies and reports estimating the economic
impacts of other wildfires or natural disasters. We identified approximately 61 documents produced between 1985 and 2019, and slightly
less than 20 percent focused specifically on wildfires. The remainder described the effects of floods, hurricanes, and tornadoes. In most of
the wildfire literature, the large-scale displacement of people that occurred as a result of the Camp Fire was not observed. Rather, these
studies generally focus on the costs of fighting wildfires, employment impacts associated with fire suppression activities and depressed
tourism activity following the fire, and opportunities for risk adaptation (e.g., mitigation and fire suppression) in vulnerable cormmunities.
We also identified 10 additional studies specifically investigating the impact of wildfire risk on property values. This literature is discussed

later in this chapter.

161 At the time of the hurricane, this area was known as Dade County. In 1997, voters changed the name of the county from Dade to Miami-Dade.

162 Smith et al (2006) quotes Robert Hartwig, Senior Vice President and Chief Economist of the Insurance Information Institute, who observes
that: “Hurricane Andrew, until September 11, 2001, was the global insurance industry’s event of record. For nearly a decade, it was the
disaster against which all other disasters worldwide were compared...Andrew struck Florida in August 1992 with 140 mile-per-hour winds
and produced insured losses of $15.5 billion — about $20 billion in current (2001) dollars...Although Andrew has now been eclipsed as the
largest insurance event in world history (by September 11)..It remains the largest natural disaster on record in terms of insured losses,
not only in the United States but world-wide...(Hartwig, 2002).” By comparison, insured losses from Camp Fire are reportedly $12 billion
(2018 dollars). California Department of Insurance, 2019. Insured Losses from the 2018 California Wildfires. Department of Insurance Press
Release. [online] Available at: http:/Mww.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2019/upload/nr14-2019Insured-Losses-2018-

Wildfires.pdf [Accessed November 2020].

5. Short-Term Growth Projections, Post-Fire Considerations, and Next Steps


http://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2019/upload/nr14-2019Insured-Losses-2018-Wildfires.pdf
http://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2019/upload/nr14-2019Insured-Losses-2018-Wildfires.pdf

Camp Fire Regional Economic Impact Analysis

Smith and McCarty (1996) studied the
demographic changes in Miami-Dade County
in the two years following the hurricane using
phone surveys, separately tracking trends for
North and South Miami-Dade.'63'64
Immediately following the hurricane, 52
percent of residents left South Miami-Dade
relative to 10 percent in North Miami-Dade.
Of those that left, 28 percent did not return to
North Dade and 39 percent did not return to
South Dade within two years of the event.

Among those that had not yet returned, 90
percent were not planning to return, signaling
that temporary relocations had subsided by
that point. As demonstrated by population
statistics from the Bureau of Economic and
Business Research, these figures translated
to a permanent 7 percent reduction in
population in South Miami-Dade County.
The magnitude of this reduction is similar to
the 7.1 percent reduction in the population
of Butte County as of January 1, 2020. Note
that the Region experienced a 4.5 percent
population reduction (see Chapter 3).

Because the age distribution of Miami-Dade
residents pre- and two years post-hurricane
were similar, Smith and McCarty (1996)

did not anticipate medium- to long-term
changes in future birth and death rates in
the county. Similarly, the authors anticipated
that future in- and out-migration patterns
would also not be affected by the hurricane,
meaning Miami-Dade County was likely

to grow at its same pre-hurricane annual
rate. They concluded that the hurricane
would result in a one-time permanent dip

in population levels post-hurricane, before
returning to the pre-hurricane growth rates.
As a result, in the long-term, the authors
anticipated that South Miami-Dade would
experience a lower overall population level
relative to a scenario where the hurricane had
never occurred, despite future growth.'®®

In a separate study of the same event, Smith
et al. (2006) were interested in understanding
how households responded to a natural
disaster and new risk information. Prior

to Hurricane Andrew, Floridians had not
experienced a major hurricane in nearly

20 years. Hurricane Andrew raised the
public’'s general awareness of likelihood

of hurricanes and the potential damage.
Using Census data, the authors analyzed
how neighborhood composition changed

in response to the event. They found that
higher income households remained in

the area, presumably because they had the
ability to implement protective measures
and obtain insurance or self-insure. Middle
income groups avoided the risk by moving
away. Lower income groups remained in
higher risk areas because they did not have
the resources to move away and to take
advantage of lower rents. As a result, while
average household income for the region
was unchanged after the hurricane, the
distribution of income was more heavily
skewed to lower- and higher-income groups,
with a smaller middle-income population.

We do not have detailed demographic
information about the population that left
the Region as a result of the Camp Fire.
Information describing the composition

of the remaining population will become
available when the results of the 2020
Census are released. However, the pre-Fire
demographics of the Ridge, the information
collected by CSU-Chico, and historical
evidence related to Hurricane Andrew,
suggest that the population that left the Tri-
County Region as of January 2020 is unlikely
to return, and that these individuals were
more likely to be middle- or lower-income
workers or retirees. The largest hurdle to
replacing these workers is likely to be a lack
of affordable housing, followed by fewer

job opportunities in an economy that has

163 The hurricane crossed the southern part of the county, where the socio-demographic conditions are more similar to Butte County. The
city of Miami is located in the northern part of the county, where the damage was less severe.

164 Smith, S.K,, and C. McCarty, 1996. Demographic Effects of Natural Disasters: A Case Study of Hurricane Andrew. Demography, 33(2): 265-275.

165 In contrast, as discussed in the growth projections provided earlier in this chapter, BCAG and DOF assume a sharp increase in in-

migration to the Region in future years.
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recently contracted and is heavily reliant on
population-serving economic activity (see
Chapter 2).%¢

Housing

How will a lack of adequate housing
impact employers as they search for
skilled and professional labor?

(Question 15)

As detailed in Chapter 3, the Camp Fire
caused the net loss of over 13,000 homes
(over 15,000 units were lost in the Fire
Footprint). Much of this housing stock served
as affordable housing to Butte County’s
service and trades-based labor force. The
housing units lost in the Fire included a
prevalence of older, single-family homes,
multifamily homes, and manufactured homes
and were valued below $200,000, well below
the State and Region's median housing
value.®” The loss of 10 percent of the Region’s
housing stock (and 14 percent of Butte
County’s housing stock) has been devastating
in a region already fraught with housing
challenges, including rising home costs and
limited supply. Losing a substantial amount
of housing with natural affordability will be
challenging to replace at the same level of
affordability, given current, high construction
costs and difficulty obtaining or renewing
insurance, discussed later in this chapter.

The economic health of local, regional,
and national economies is inextricably
linked to the capacity to not only deliver

adequate housing to meet demand, but to
offer a range of housing types (i.e,, different
densities, sizes, tenure), located close to
services and amenities, and constructed to
an acceptable building standard. That is, a
local jurisdiction’s ability to attract and retain
skilled workers relies on an adequate supply
of housing in well-maintained and inclusive
neighborhoods.®® Conversely, a restricted
supply of housing has been demonstrated
to contribute to economic instability and
constrain economic growth by restricting
labor mobility, increasing socioeconomic
inequality, and increasing business costs.'®®

Chapter 4 emphasized that human

capital is one important determinant of
economic performance. An economy'’s
stock of knowledge, talent and creativity
determines its ability to increase productivity,
innovate, and sustain growth.””® The type,
price, and quality of housing can have a
significant impact on the attractiveness of
cities to different types of workers. Where
housing supply fails to meet or keep up with
demand, affordability pressures can price
existing resident employees out of the area
and discourage new ones from moving

in.”" Insufficient availability of housing by
tenure categories (ownership vs. rental) can
impact labor market performance, reflected
in the linkage between housing tenure,
employment, and income levels.”? Restricted
housing supply, which drives up housing
prices, can lead to socioeconomic inequality,
widening the divide between those able to
access the housing market and those who
are not, and can impact the recruitment

166 Recognizing the housing challenge faced by middle class workers, the Rebuild Paradise Foundation launched a “Missing Middle” grant
program, which offers up to $5,000 to help qualified middle class and lower middle class residents offset some of the financial costs
associated with rebuilding in the Camp Fire Footprint. The Town of Paradise’s Long-Term Recovery Plan also recognizes the challenges
faced by this income class and identified replacing Paradise Commmunity Village, which included 36 multifamily units, as a Tier 2 priority

for the Town.

167 Peloton Research + Economics, 2020. The Impacts of Camp Fire Disaster On Housing Market Conditions And Housing Opportunities In

The Tri-County Region.

168 Glossop, C., 2008. Housing and Economic Development: Moving Forward Together. Centre for Cities, [online] Available at: https:/mww.
centreforcities.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/08-11-06-Housing-and-economic-development.pdf [Accessed November 2020].

169 Barker, K., 2003. Review of Housing Supply: Securing Our Future Housing Needs. [online] HM Treasury. Available at: http:/news.bbc.
co.uk/2/shared/spl/hi/uk/03/budget/documents/pdf/barker_review_foretoch3_396.pdf [Accessed November 2020].

170 Romer, P.,1990. Human capital and growth: Theory and evidence. Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy, 32, pp.251-286.

171 DTZ Consultancy Research, 2006. Housing, Economic Development and Productivity: Literature Review. [online] Available at: http:/Avww.
torridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=794&p=0 [Accessed November 2020].

172 Ibid.
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and retention of higher and lower-wage
employees, alike. This has a profound impact
on restricting geographic-based labor
mobility (the ease in which laborers are

able to move around within an economy
and between different economies), which
can lead to staffing deficiencies, diminish
worker productivity, and increase the cost of
doing business, devastating for businesses
operating on slim profit margins.

Indeed, health care stakeholders consulted for
this Study indicated that the limited housing
supply in the Region has been the primary
barrier in attracting needed physicians and
other health care professionals.”® Further,
health care professionals close to retirement
have chosen to retire early and leave the
Region because of economic instability
following the Camp Fire.” This is concerning
given the strength of the Health Care industry
in the Region and its large contribution

to GRP, but also a concern related to the
provision of adequate health care services

to the Region’s population, in particular one
that is aging and experiencing a pandemic.
Furthermore, staffing deficiencies have
required Enloe Hospital to use expensive
outside agency services to fill staffing needs,
which has significantly increased its cost of
doing business. Other stakeholders expressed
concern that a dearth of affordable housing
will result in gaps in the delivery of essential
public services, as lower-wage, services-based
workers are unable to find housing.

As the City of Chico has documented,
increasing housing supply in Chico and
other advantageous areas in the Region —
and ensuring a range of housing options in
a range of locales to meet demand from a

range of workers — is of utmost importance

in supporting economic prosperity in the
Region. Losses to the existing labor force,
combined with the inability to properly recruit
new individuals, will have significant impacts
on the regional economy, further aggravating
the impacts of the Camp Fire.”® The
forthcoming economic development strategy
should identify opportunities to partner with
both jurisdictions and existing organizations
(including the Camp Fire Collaborative,
Rebuild Paradise, and other organizations
addressing the Region’s housing challenges)
to align housing programs and policies to
facilitate housing and requisite infrastructure
and services to serve new housing.

Rebuilding and Repopulation
Challenges

What outside influences (i.e., insurability)
will affect repopulation and the economic
viability of the region? (Question 17)

In the first two years following the Fire,

400 single-family homes and 70 units

in multifamily buildings were rebuilt in
Paradise and an additional 100 homes

in unincorporated areas of Butte County
(representing approximately 4 percent of

the homes that were lost)."”® Some of the

key hurdles to rebuilding that existed in the
first year have been removed, including:

the completion of debris removal; the
establishment of a program and funding to
clear damaged trees threatening public roads;
and the testing and clearing of drinking water
in PID's main water line and establishment of
a program to replace service laterals.”””

173 Stakeholder outreach, Enloe Hospital, June 2020; Stakeholder correspondence, Orchard Hospital, August 2020.

174 bid.

175 City of Chico, 2019. Camp Fire Related Needs and Opportunities to Expedite Permanent Housing.

176 Moench, M., 2020. ‘People are soul tired’: 2 years after the Camp Fire destroyed Paradise, only a fraction of homes have [sic] been rebuilt.
San Francisco Chronicle, [online] Available at: https:/Awww.sfchronicle.com/california-wildfires/article/People-are-soul-tired-2-years-after-
the-15708762.php [Accessed November 2020].; Butte County. 2020. Butte County Recovery Update - September 8, 2020. [online] Available
at: https://myemail.constantcontact.com/Butte-County-Recovery-Update---September-8--2020.htmI?soid=1131620140212&aid=dTzOES8-

RF8I [Accessed November 2020].

177 bid; Paradise Irrigation District. 2020. Water System Recovery Status for Paradise. [online] Available at: https:/pidwater.com/39-camp-
fire-recovery [Accessed November 2020].; Peloton Research + Economics, 2020. The Impacts of Camp Fire Disaster on Housing Market

Conditions And Housing Opportunities In The Tri-County Region.
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Despite these successes, challenges remain.
The following factors are likely to continue to
hinder rebuilding (and repopulation) of the
Ridge, including:

Widespread underinsurance among
households damaged or destroyed

by the Fire. In a survey conducted
approximately one year after the Camp
Fire, 60 percent of survey respondents
reported they do not have enough
insurance to "cover the cost of repairing,
replacing or rebuilding their home. The
average amount of underinsurance
reported was $163,000; the median
amount $100,000. Seven percent of
respondents reported being underinsured
by $400,000 or more."”®'7® This level of
underinsurance is likely due in part to the
unusually high costs of rebuilding and the
sudden depreciation of land values in the
Fire Footprint, discussed more below.

Difficulty obtaining insurance
payments and long waiting period for
disbursement of PG&E settlement funds
(Fire Victims Trust). In September 2019,
the Chico Enterprise-Record reported
delays in insurance payouts because

of ongoing negotiations between
policyholders and insurers, combined with
payouts that were less than the cost of
rebuilding, were preventing thousands of

people from being able to afford to rebuild.

In its survey of policyholders affected by
the Camp Fire, 67 percent reported that
they had reached a settlement with their
insurer on the dwelling portion of their
claim by November 2019. The remaining

178

33 percent were continuing to work
through the claims process. Others note
difficulty receiving insurance payouts
on underinsured properties due to rules
imposed by mortgage companies with
liens on these properties.’®°

On November 12, 2020, the California
Department of Insurance issued a notice
to all residential property insurance
companies requesting they consider
homeowners' reasonable delays in
receiving payment of benefits from the
Fire Victims Trust.®! Citing unavoidable
delays due to the extensiveness of
damage, the length of debris removal,

and shortages of building contractors and
supplies (see next bullet), policyholders
are taking longer to rebuild their homes
than during other typical events. In some
instances, the Trust is authorized to pay
Fire victims for the gap between insurance
and estimated replacement costs but

only after confirming that insurance

policy benefits are inadequate. However,
the State writes that several insurance
companies are withholding payment of
policy benefits until the policyholders
completely rebuild their homes. The
policyholders are unable to rebuild without
proceeds from the Trust, leaving the
policyholders in “an untenable situation.”’®?

United Policy Holders Roadmap to Recovery Program, 2019. Camp Fire (Paradise, CA) Survey Report: Recover Status at 1 Year. [online]
Available at: https:/www.uphelp.org/sites/default/files/attachments/2019_11_21_final_v2_camp_fire_survey_report_.pdf [Accessed

November 2020].

179 This finding is consistent with a national survey by the research firm Marchal & Swift/Boeckh. Researchers found that about 60 percent
of homeowners nationwide are underinsured. However, gap in insurance appears to be larger for residents of the Ridge relative to the
national average of a gap or approximately 17 percent of the cost of the home (or about $34,000 relative to an average national home
price of $200,000). Frazee, G., 2020. California's Wildfire Victims Could Be Like Most Homeowners: Underinsured. [online] PBS NewsHour.
Available at: https:/Awww.pbs.org/newshour/economy/making-sense/californias-wildfire-victims-could-be-like-most-homeowners-

underinsured [Accessed November 2020].

180 Von Kaenel, Camille, 2019. High Rate of Under-Insurance Making Rebuild Difficult. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available at: https://
www.chicoer.com/2019/09/27/high-rates-of-under-insurance-making-rebuild-difficult/ [Accessed November 2020].

181 California Department of Insurance, 2020. Commissioner Lara Urges Insurance Companies to Take PG&E Bankruptcy Settlement into
Account for Wildfire Survivors Still Facing Rebuilding Delays. Department of Insurance. [online] Available at: http:/mww.insurance.
ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2020/releasel16-2020.cfm [Accessed November 2020].
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e High cost of rebuilding. Due to a general
shortage of building contractors and an
increased cost of building materials, costs
to rebuild in the Ridge are much higher
($250 to $300 per square foot) than the
value of the original home.”®® As shown
in Table A-6, the median home value in
Paradise in 2018 was $218,400. At current
construction costs, rebuilding a 1,500
square foot home would equal $375,000 to
$450,000.'8% The difference between these
costs is consistent with the amount of
underinsurance reported in the first bullet.
Furthermore, this cost does not include
the cost of removing dead trees and
grinding stumps, replacing septic systems,
or other repairs to the property.’®> While
PID will restore clean water service back to
the meter at no cost to the homeowner,
waiting for PID adds one more step to an
already challenging rebuilding process.'®¢

¢ Difficulty obtaining or renewing
insurance. Insurance rates appear to
have increased in parts of the Ridge (e.g.,
the rim of the canyon) that insurers have
deemed at greater risk due to wildfires. In
one example, a rate that would have been
$1,500 to $1,700 per year before the Fire was
quoted at $4,500 per year post-Fire'®” In
another example, a current homeowner on

the Ridge received a notice of non-renewal,
but was able to find another insurer
quoting in the $1,500 to $1,700 range.'®®
According to Peloton (2020), “reports of
300% rate increases and insurers dropping
homeowner coverage are common.”"®°
Recognizing the challenges associated
with insurance cost and availability,
nonprofit organizations, including the
Rebuild Paradise Foundation and United
Policyholders, have developed resources
for residents considering returning or
rebuilding in the Ridge, including public
workshops and clinics, webinars, and
online resources.® If residents cannot
obtain insurance on the voluntary market,
they can obtain coverage under California's
FAIR Plan; however, the rates under this
plan will be high for many years to come.™
On December 5, 2019, in recognition of the
financial turmoil created in the housing
market due to insurance non-renewal
notices, the California Department of
Insurance issued a one-year moratorium
on insurance companies non-renewing or
canceling residential property insurance
policies in wildfire disaster areas.”?> On
November 5, 2020, the Commissioner
extended the moratorium by one year for
areas affected by the Camp Fire, among

183 Peloton Research + Economics, 2020. The Impacts of Camp Fire Disaster on Housing Market Conditions and Housing Opportunities In
The Tri-County Region; Personal communication with Brent Foster, Senior Property Appraiser, Butte County, September 2020.

184 Von Kaenel, Camille, 2020. Camp Fire recovery rebuilding with bigger homes in Paradise. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available at:
https://mwww.chicoer.com/2020/01/16/paradise-rebuilding-with-bigger-nomes/ [Accessed December 2020].

185 For example, a recent news article recounted the experience of one resident that needed to remove at least 30 trees from their property
at an added cost of $30,000. Reynoso, E., 2020. Town Provides Rebuilding Update As 2 Year Camp Fire Anniversary Approaches. [online]
KHSL News. Available at: https://www.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Town-of-Paradise-held-an-meeting-before-upcoming-

anniversary--572989131.html [Accessed November 2020].

186 Personal communication with Brent Foster, Senior Property Appraiser, Butte County, September 2020.

187 Ibid.
188 Ibid.

189 This California trend pre-dates the Camp Fire. From 2017 to 2018, insurer-initiated homeowner policy non-renewals in State Responsibility
Areas grew by 6 percent, with zip codes affected by the 2015 and 2017 fires seeing a 10 percent increase in non-renewals. California
Department of Insurance, undated. Fact Sheet: Impact of Wildfires on Insurance Non-Renewals and Availability. [online] Available at:
http:/AMww.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2019/upload/nr063_factsheetwildfire.pdf [Accessed November 2020].

190 Rebuild Paradise, Insurance, undated. Rebuild Paradise. [online] Available at: https://www.rebuildparadise.org/insurance/ [Accessed

November 2020].

191 Peloton Research + Economics, 2020. The Impacts of Camp Fire Disaster on Housing Market Conditions and Housing Opportunities in

The Tri-County Region.

192 California Department of Insurance, 2019. Wildfire Insurance Crisis Leads Commissioner to Call for First-Ever Statewide Non-Renewal
Moratorium Press Release. Department of Insurance. [online] Available at: http:/Mwww.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-

releases/2019/release092-19.cfm [Accessed November 2020].
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other fire affected areas within the state.'®
Whether similar moratoria will be issued in
the future is highly uncertain.

As a result, the number of Camp Fire
survivors planning to rebuild is small
relative to other fires® In the survey
conducted by United Policyholders, 31
percent of respondents reported that they
plan to rebuild their home, 32 percent said
they will not rebuild, and 37 percent were
undecided.”

At this time, we cannot quantify the impact
the slow rebuild of the Ridge will have on

the broader economy. The challenges of
replacing lost housing discussed in this
section suggest that the high population and
housing growth scenarios discussed earlier
in this chapter may be optimistic. Assuming
no other changes in the composition of the
economy, a smaller population suggests
smaller GRP (see Chapter 4).

The slow rebuild of housing in the Ridge also
exacerbates another issue, the depreciation
of land values in affected areas. This
depreciation impacts the financial health
of displaced and remaining residents of the
Ridge, as well as local municipalities (e.g.,
towns on the Ridge and Butte County).

The depreciation of land value in the Fire
Footprint reduces property tax revenue
separate and aside from the lost revenue
associated with the destroyed structures.
Several factors may reduce parcel values,
discussed below.

e The amenities provided by the land
have temporarily changed. The value
of a vacant parcel of land is based on the
present value of future rents that will
accrue to the parcel. The size of future
rents depends on the best and highest
use of the land and various amenities
provided by a parcel. For example, a
parcel overlooking an area of natural
beauty is likely to sell for a higher price
than an otherwise identical parcel
without the same view. Other amenities
that may affect land values include, for
example, access to high-quality schools
and open space. Changes in amenities
can increase or diminish land values.
Additionally, a parcel that has gone
through various stages of permitting and/
or been improved will have a higher value
than a similar sized and located parcel
that has not been improved, reflecting
the investment of time and resources to
undertake the permitting process and
make improvements.

We interviewed a Butte County appraiser
to understand how land values have
changed and the implications for property
tax revenues.®® Before the Camp Fire, the
typical land value of improved lots was
approximately $100,000. Now, for the same
lot where the improvement was destroyed
in the Fire, the land value has dropped

to $25,000 (i.e., a 75 percent drop in land
value post-Fire). This drop in value is based
on a review of land sales for undeveloped
vacant lots before (73 lots) and after the
Fire (55 lots), as well as the sales price of
burned out vacant lots after the Fire (373

193 California Department of Insurance, 2020. Commissioner Lara Urges Insurance Companies to Take PG&E Bankruptcy Settlement into
Account for Wildfire Survivors Still Facing Rebuilding Delays. Department of Insurance. [online] Available at: http://www.insurance.
ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-releases/2020/releasel16-2020.cfm [Accessed November 2020]

194 United Policy Holders attributes the difference to the scale of the destruction of the Camp Fire and the persistent lack of reliable
water and power. Von Kaenel, Camille, 2019. Survey: One-third Want to Rebuild After Camp Fire, Over 60% Under-insured,”
Chico Enterprise-Record.[online] Available at: https:/Mwww.chicoer.com/paywall-fags/?returnUrl=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.chicoer.
Ccom%2F2019%2F11%2F15%2Fsurvey-one-third-want-to-rebuild-after-camp-fire-two-thirds-under-insured%2F%3FclearUserState%3Dtrue

[Accessed November 2020]
195 lbid.

196 He explained how land values are appraised, noting that overall, the land value associated with improved lots is considered to be greater
than for the same size vacant lot, because a parcel that includes improvements is a more financeable package than land without any
improvements. The assignment of value between the improvement and the underlying parcel is largely based on the judgment of the
appraiser. (Stakeholder interview with Senior Real Property Appraiser, Butte County, September 2020.)
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The appraiser noted that the value of
surviving homes has gone up slightly due
to high demand and low supply. Buyers

of these properties appear to be a mix

of investors (rental homes) and families.
However, given the small portion of homes
that survived the Fire, the increase in the
value of these properties cannot offset the
near-term depreciation in the value of the
burned parcels.

In response to the Camp Fire, the

Butte County Assessor made a series of
adjustments to property values in the

Fire Footprint for the purpose of offering
tax relief’®® In the first year post-Fire, all
damaged properties were eligible for a
calamity adjustment under section 170 of
California’s revenue and Taxation Code.
Property values were reduced based on the
lost buildings and improvements; calamity
adjustments do not allow for changes in
land values. However, in the second year
following the Fire, the Assessor revisited
each affected property and adjusted the
land value pursuant to Proposition 8.29°
The total reduction in property value
(improvements plus land) due to the Fire
was approximately $1.8 billion.2

As discussed in more detail in the
subsequent section, the reduction in
assessed property values has direct

implications for the Town, Butte County,
and other taxing entities in the Fire
Footprint in the form of reduced property
revenues. The Butte County Tax Division
collects tax payments. A percentage of
the property tax revenue is retained by
the County to provide programs and
services to the public. The remainder

is distributed to other local entities,
including incorporated cities, schools,
redevelopment agencies, and special
districts. Property tax revenues will remain
at reduced levels, relative to pre-Fire levels,
until affected properties are repaired,
rebuilt and/or sold.2?

Fire risk may negatively impact the
value of homes in fire-prone areas. The
Camp Fire likely raised awareness of the
wildfire risk associated with homes on the
Ridge. A review of the literature by Hansen
et al. (2014) indicates that increased
awareness of wildfire risk can have a
measurable effect on property values.?%
At this time, we cannot say whether (or

to what extent) risk perception will slow
future property sales and repopulation of
the Ridge.?®* If, however, public perception
of the riskiness of living on the Ridge
leads to a decrease in property values in
this area, it would further exacerbate the
tax revenue issues described in the prior
bullet and could dampen efforts to rebuild
homes on the Ridge.

197 These data were collected by the interviewed appraiser and his colleague in 2018 and 2019; they are currently reviewing 2020 sales data.

198 According to the appraiser, individuals purchasing vacant, burned lots include speculators purchasing the lots for $20,000 in the hope
that they will return to a value of $60,000 in 4 to 5 years; contractors building homes and selling the improved lots once the home is built;
and some existing Paradise residents changing locations to a different part of town before rebuilding.

199 Stakeholder interview with Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, Butte County, August 2020.

200 Proposition 8 was passed in 1978 and allows for a temporary reduction in assessed property values in cases where real property suffers a

decline in value (California Revenue and Taxation Code § 51(a)(2)).

201 Stakeholder interview with Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, Butte County, August 2020.

202 Because the housing stock on the Ridge was fairly old, predating Proposition 8, and many homeowners (retirees) had owned their
homes for many years, the pre-Fire assessed value of these homes was relatively low. It is possible that future property taxes for some
rebuilt homes could be higher relative to pre-Fire to the extent that a property owner decides to increase or significantly improve upon
the pre-Fire structure. However, in such instances, only the new square footage or other improvements will be valued at full market value,
the original property will not be reassessed unless there is a change of ownership on the property. Butte County. undated. CAMP FIRE
Frequently Asked Questions. [online] Available at: http:/mwww.buttecounty.net/assessor/cf-faq [Accessed November 2020].

203 Hansen, W. D., 3. M. Mueller, and H. T. Naughton, 2014. Wildfire in Hedonic Property Value Studies. Western Economics Forum, 13(1), 23-32.

204 The current scarcity of housing on the Ridge may outweigh any negative pressure on housing prices associated with increased
awareness of fire risk. Ideally, analysts would collect empirical data and conduct the type of hedonic property analysis to determine
whether such an effect exists. Such an analysis would be difficult under current conditions.
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Regional and Paradise Economy

Which industries will flourish during the
physical rebuild of the area? (Question 7)

Which will continue to have viability
after the rebuilding slows or has been
completed? (Question 8)

What adjustments will be necessary to fill
the gap left by the closure or reduction

of the primary employers in the Town of
Paradise (Feather River Hospital, Paradise
Unified School District, etc.)? (Question 10)

Based on the estimated employment
projections described earlier in this chapter,
this Study estimates that over the short-
term, the Region may experience the

largest percentage of employment gains

in the Construction industry, aligned with
expected development activity associated
with recovery efforts, as well as in Agriculture,
Health & Education, and Leisure, which
represent industries in the Region with
existing strength (i.e., large components of
the Region's GRP, recent employment gains).

Achievement of short-term and continued
employment growth in these industries

will hinge, however, on the Region’s ability
to plan for and accommodate an adequate
supply of housing, for the purpose of
attracting and retaining a skilled labor force.
As described in Chapter 3, the City of Chico
has identified and is actively pursuing a
number of housing-related initiatives to
support both market-rate and affordable
housing development. Resources are also
available in Paradise and the Ridge for
supporting housing development, including
the Building Resiliency Center (BRC) and the
Rebuild Paradise Foundation. In addition, the
Town and nonprofit organizations recently

received funding to construct much-needed
low-income housing.?®> And, in November
2020, the Town announced the availability of
approximately $25 million, secured through
a Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
grant for its Owner-Occupied Housing
Rehabilitation Program, which the Town
estimates could help about 150 households
rebuild or make repairs to bring homes up to
health and safety standards through low-
interest deferred loans.?°® However, with a
preponderance of larger and higher-valued
housing being constructed and funding

for low-income housing, there is a notable
absence of entry-level and “missing middle”
housing being constructed in the Ridge.
Ongoing programmatic efforts in the Region
and in the Paradise Ridge, as well as specific
regional and local workforce housing and
trade labor initiatives, will be imperative to
aid in replenishing affordable housing stock
destroyed in the Fire.

However, the primary hurdles to achieving
growth in the construction industry
(employment gains and construction
activity) — and importantly, realizing growth
in housing production to meet the Region’s
demand for housing as well as rebuilding
the economy - relates to both a shortage
of skilled workers in the Region and high
building costs, made worse after the
pandemic disrupted global supply chains
and further increased material prices.?®”
Construction labor shortages will require
targeted policies and programs to ensure
construction activity demands can be met.

Paradise’s economy before the Camp

Fire was predominantly composed of
employment in industries that served the
local population, with concentrations in
Health Care, Public Administration, Retail
Trade, and Other Services. About 5 percent of

205 Moench, M., 2020. ‘People are soul tired”: 2 years after the Camp Fire destroyed Paradise, only a fraction of homes have [sic] been rebuilt.
San Francisco Chronicle, [online] Available at: https:/www.sfchronicle.com/california-wildfires/article/People-are-soul-tired-2-years-after-
the-15708762.php [Accessed November 2020]; Stakeholder correspondence, Town of Paradise, January 2021.

206 Reynoso, E., 2020. Town Provides Rebuilding Update As 2 Year Camp Fire Anniversary Approaches. [online] KHSL News. Available at:
https://mwww.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Town-of-Paradise-held-an-meeting-before-upcoming-anniversary--572989131.html

[Accessed November 2020].
207 |bid; Stakeholder interview with Rebuild Paradise, June 2020.
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total employment (fewer than 500 of 12,000
jobs were in base-sector activities (Finance
and Insurance, Agriculture, Wholesale Trade,
Information, and Manufacturing industries).
Absent targeted economic development
efforts to expand base-sector employment
including attracting a creative and innovative
workforce to create goods and services for
export, employment growth in Paradise will
increase coincident with increases in the
residential population.

Two of Paradise's primary employers —
Feather River Hospital and Paradise Unified
School District (PUSD) — sustained damage
from the Camp Fire. After brief closures,
both employers have since reopened,
although with reductions in staffing based
on the decline in population in which these
organizations are currently serving.

Feather River Hospital

The Adventist Health Feather River Hospital,
a 101-bed acute care hospital serving Ridge
residents, sustained major fire and water
damage in the Camp Fire, although the
hospital's emergency room survived. Damage
to the campus closed the medical center
until repairs to vital infrastructure can be
repaired. However, clinic services offered in
Paradise at the Feather River Health Center
(FRHC) were reopened only a few weeks
after the Fire.?°® In October 2019, Governor
Newsom signed into law Senate Bill 156 (SB
156), which reinstated emergency care to
Paradise by allowing the emergency room
to operate without an attached hospital,
although both the emergency room and
attached hospital remain closed.?®® In

March 2020, Adventist Health launched an
immediate care clinic at the FRHC, although
the clinic is not an emergency room and is
not designed to handle major trauma.?

Before the Fire, the hospital was the Town'’s
largest employer, with approximately 1,300
staff. As of summer 2020, Adventist Health
medical operations in Paradise employs 261
staff, a decline of over 1,000 employees, which
represents nearly 10 percent of pre-Camp
Fire employment in the Town. However, an
evaluation of staffing ratios per capita pre-
and post-Fire reveal similar levels of service,
with the post-Fire ratio of 56 staff per 1,000
Town residents slightly higher than the
pre-Fire staffing ratio of 50 staff per 1,000
Town residents.?” Nonetheless, the decline
in employment is substantial and will have

a ripple effect in supportable retail space
(through employee spending and even more
so for employees who also resided on the
Ridge) and the overall local economy.

PUSD

The Camp Fire destroyed two elementary
schools (Paradise Elementary and Ponderosa
Elementary), a secondary school (Honey Run
Academy), a high school (Ridgeview High
School), and an Adult Learning Center.?”?
After the Fire, public school enrollment at
PUSD declined significantly. The school
district lost 2,500 students in the 2019-2020
school year, a 60 percent decline relative

to the 2018-2019 school year.?® As a result,
PUSD reduced its staffing by 168 full-time
equivalents (FTEs) in 2019-2020 (a reduction
of 43 percent), and it anticipates further
reductions through 2022.

208 Adventist Health, undated. Adventist Health Feather River. [online] Available at: https:/Awww.adventisthealth.org/locations/feather-river-

health-center/ [Accessed September 2020].

209 Nielsen, Jim. 2019. Senator Nielsen's Measure to Bring Emergency Care Back To Paradise Signed Into Law. [online] Available at: https:/
nielsen.cssrc.us/content/senator-nielsens-measure-bring-emergency-care-back-paradise-signed-law [Accessed September 2020].

210 Von Kaenel, Camille, 2020. Adventist Health to open immediate care clinic in Paradise. Chico Enterprise-Record. [online] Available at:
https://mwww.chicoer.com/2020/03/20/adventist-health-to-open-immediate-care-clinic-in-paradise/ [Accessed November 2020].

211 Adventist Health facilities served the entire Ridge, rather than just Town residents. However, DOF population estimates provide
unincorporated Butte County population estimates in aggregate and do not provide the level of detail necessary to estimate the staffing

ratio pre- and post-Fire for the Ridge in isolation.

212 Stakeholder interview, Paradise Unified School District, June 2020.

213 Stakeholder correspondence, Paradise Unified School District, June 2020.
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The PUSD was held harmless in terms of
State funding through FY 2020-21. In FY
2021-22, PUSD is anticipating decreased
State funding, based on adjusted student
enrollment, of $17 million out of a budget
of $34 million, representing a 50 percent
decrease in State funding. In addition, the
COVID-19 pandemic is anticipated to impact
school enrollment figures and associated
funding, with an additional 10 percent
reduction in State funding in FY 2021-22,
which will further impact staffing totals.

As of this Study, no schools have closed
beyond the schools destroyed by the Fire. The
PUSD is moving forward with over two dozen
construction projects as part of its $135 million
Facilities Master Plan that was adopted in April
2020.2% At the time of this Study, the district
has approved plans to improve Paradise High
School, Cedarwood Elementary Pine Ridge
School, and Paradise Intermediate school, as
well as rebuild Ponderosa Elementary school,
one of the schools destroyed in the Fire.?®
The construction projects are being funded
using a combination of insurance settlement
and bond funding, although not all projects
are fully funded and additional funding is
being sought.

As discussed in our stakeholder interview with
the PUSD Superintendent, despite declines
in enrollment, staffing, and budget, the
district is confident in continued successful
operations and the planned improvements
described above will be attractive for families
considering locating within the district.
While the successful operation of the school
district is important for the district itself and
community, it is important to note these
employment declines, similar to the declines
stemming from reduced operations at the
Feather River Hospital, have and will continue
to have an impact on spending power on
retail goods and services and the overall size
of the local economy.

926

How many rooftops will be necessary
to sustain various business sectors?
(Question 21)

As described previously, housing and
economic development are intricately
connected. Residential construction is an
important economic sector in its own right.
Housing construction brings construction-
related jobs and economic activity, attracts
and retains permanent jobs through

new household formation, and increases
opportunities for supporting population-
based industries (through an increase in
households and thus, household income
spent on goods and services).

The number of rooftops necessary to support
and sustain industries is directly relevant

to those industries supportable by the

local population (local-sector activities, as
discussed in Chapter 2). One of the principal
local-serving industries dependent on rooftops
is Retail, as evidenced by the commmon adage
in commercial real estate development that
“retail follows rooftops.” Retailers rely on a
host of siting criteria, including: the number
of households; household spending power;
and household spending patterns on specific
goods and services within a defined trade
area. Retailers, however, also evaluate daytime
population counts (employment), traffic
counts, the location and specific types of
competitive outlets, and access and visibility
related to particular sites. While there are
general rules of thumb, retailers vary widely
related to the extent of the trade area in
which they draw consumers, and the requisite
quantity of households and household
spending needed to support sales targets.

214 Paradise Unified School District Revised Master Plan Presentation, 2020. [online] Available at: http:/Avww.pusdkl2.org/documents/
Maintenance%20and%200perations/PUSD_Facility_Master_Plan_04-21-20.pdf [Accessed December 2020].

215 Silva, Rick, 2020. PUSD approves building plans for Ponderosa Elementary School. Paradise Post. [online] Available at: https:/mwww.
paradisepost.com/2020/09/19/pusd-approves-building-plans-for-ponderosa-elementary-school/ [Accessed January 2021].
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Urban Land Institute (ULI) prepared a
long-standing resource outlining the
characteristics of varying types of retail
centers, from small, neighborhood-serving
convenience shopping centers to regional
and super-regional shopping centers (see
Figure 5-3). This resource provides guidelines
regarding the trade area and population
thresholds to satisfy retailers’ sales targets.
However, these guidelines are generalized,
and each retailer, potential geographic
location, and specific commmercial site will
have its own thresholds.

Further, it is worth noting that the retail
industry has been in a state of change for the
last decade, with several structural factors,
accelerated by the pandemic, continuing

to shape the physical retail landscape.

These structural factors include: an existing
over-retailed marketplace; an increase in
e-commerce spending; changing consumer
spending habits translating into greater
demand for value-oriented, discounted goods
and luxury goods, reducing demand for
goods priced in the middle of the spectrum;
and shifting consumer preferences for
experiences over material purchases.?®

As a result, long-standing rooftop thresholds,
in addition to the type and quantity of
specific types of retail, are shifting.

An alternative approach to answering the
guestion of needed rooftops, specifically as
the Ridge rebuilds, is to evaluate household
spending power as well as other sources of
retail spending (e.g., from employees and
visitors), translating total spending power
into demand for physical retail space by retail
category (e.g., grocery stores, drug stores,
general merchandise). This demand can
then be compared to the sales potential of
specific retailers or store types desired by the
community and, after accounting for existing
retail supply, deriving an estimate of net new
demand for physical retail space.

Figure 5-3. Comparison of Retail Center Types

Convenience Shopping Center
Anchors Convenience grocery, drug store

Number of Stores 3-20 stores
Total Retail Space 10,000-30,000 square feet
Site Area 1-3 acres

under 20,000
under 2 miles

Market Area Population
Market Area Radius

Neighborhood Shopping Center
Anchors Supermarket and Drug Store
Number of Stores 10-40 stores
Total Retail Space 30,000-100,000 square feet

Site Area 1-3 acres
Market Area Population 10,000-30,000 people
Market Area Radius 1-3 miles

Community Shopping Center
Anchors Junior department or discount
Number of Stores 25-80 stores
Total Retail Space 100,000-450,000 square feet

Site Area 10-30 acres
Market Area Population 30,000-75,000 people
Market Area Radius 3-8 miles

Regional Shopping Center
Anchors 1 or 2 full-line department stores
Number of Stores 50-100 stores
Total Retail Space 300,000-750,000 square feet

Site Area 30-50 acres
Market Area Population 100,000-250,000 people
Market Area Radius 8-15 miles

Super-Regional Shopping Center
Anchors 3 or more full-line department stores
Number of Stores 100-300 stores
Total Retail Space 600,000-2,000,000 square feet
Site Area 40-100 acres
Market Area Population 250,000-600,000 people
Market Area Radius 12-50 miles

Source: Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of Shopping
Centers, 2008.

Base-sector employment will be reliant on
“rooftops,” although primarily as a function of
regaining lost population and, importantly,
labor force. Growth in employment and GRP
of base-sector industries will be dependent
on a comprehensive regional economic
development strategy that leverages
strengths and opportunities (e.g., Agriculture
and Health care industries; higher educational
institutions; recreational amenities) and
addresses identified weaknesses and threats
(e.g., construction labor shortages; inadequate
broadband) to realize desired economic
development outcomes.

216 Thompson, D., 2017. What in the World Is Causing the Retail Meltdown of 2017? The Atlantic. [online] Available at: https:/www.theatlantic.
com/business/archive/2017/04/retail-meltdown-of-2017/522384/ [Accessed November 2020].
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To assist in supporting base-sector industries,
strategies employed in the forthcoming
CEDS should focus on: addressing negative
perceptions of the Region following the
Camp Fire; developing a branding and
marketing strategy to highlight regional
strengths; identifying resources to

support viable industry cluster targets;
coordinating and aligning relationships with
school districts, workforce development
organizations, and higher educational
institutions to bolster the workforce
pipeline; and supporting inter-jurisdictional
collaboration on housing development and
other economic development initiatives.

taxes accounted for 43 percent of General
Fund revenues, followed by motor vehicle
in-lieu (MVIL) taxes (19 percent) and general
sales and use taxes (16 percent). Table

5-4 shows General Fund revenues and
expenditures for the three years ending prior
to the Fire.

Table 5-4. Town of Paradise: Three Year Pre-Fire Trends
for General Fund Revenues and Expenses

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Revenues $12,066,485 $12,516,551 $13,140,197
Expenses $11,125,664 $12,193,544 $12,766,225

What long-term economic challenges will
be faced by local government agencies
dealing with the effects of the Fire?
(Question 13)

How will that impact future services
provided to the public? (Question 14)

Town of Paradise

As discussed in Chapter 2, prior to the Fire,
the Town of Paradise was the second most
populous city in Butte County with 26,423
residents as of January 1, 2018. The Town
provides a number of public services and
functions, including general government
administration, police protection, fire
suppression (contracted with Cal Fire),
emergency medical services, community
development, street maintenance and

road repairs, and animal control and shelter
services. In the most recent fiscal year (FY)
prior to the Fire (FY 2017/2018 ending on June
30, 2018), expenditures totaled $12.8 million,
the majority of which are associated with
public safety. Police and fire accounted for
approximately 64 percent of total expenses in
the same year, or $8.1 million.

Taxes comprise the vast majority (95 percent)
of the Town’'s General Fund revenues with
property taxes serving as the single largest
contributor. In fiscal year 2017/2018, property

Source: Audited Financial Statements as provided by the Town of Paradise.

Given the substantially smaller population
and the potentially lower value of homes and
parcels within the town, a key challenge for
the Town of Paradise is lower expected tax
revenue during the long-term recovery. In
February 2020, Town staff developed short-
and long-term financial projections of the
Town's finances. Through these exercises, the
Town projected a short-term revenue shortfall
between $7.2 million and $8.2 million per year,
which is equal to roughly half of the Town's
pre-Fire revenue levels. Consistent with the
staggering loss of nearly 80 percent of the
Town's residential housing stock, the majority
of this shortfall is associated with property
taxes and MVIL taxes (which are a function of
property values). Table 5-5 summarizes the
post-Fire change in revenue for the Town's
three primary sources of General Fund
revenues: property taxes, MVIL taxes, and
general sales and use taxes, which collectively
account for about 70 percent of the Town's
total General Fund revenues pre-Fire.

Longer-term, the Town's analysis anticipates
a recovery period of between 15 to 22 years,
which reflects an annual rebuild rate of
between 500 and 400 structures per year,
respectively. This time frame is consistent
with a more detailed financial analysis
developed by a third-party consultant, which
estimated a gap in the Town's General Fund
revenues of $156 million over 18 years.?”

217 We have not reviewed the Town's financial analysis in detail and therefore cannot comment on the reasonableness of its assumptions or

conclusions.
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Table 5-5. Town of Paradise: Percent Change in Revenues for Primary General Fund Revenue Sources

Three Year Pre-Fire Average Projected 2021/2022 Percent Change

Property Taxes $4,540,387 $2,276134 (50%)
MVIL Taxes $2,246,042 $522,714 (77%)
General Sales and Use Taxes $1,876,778 $661,500 (65%)

Source: Town of Paradise.

In the first two years post-Fire (through As described in the resolution, the proposed
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2021), the plan is premised on an overall time frame for
Town has been able to largely cover the the Town's long-term recovery of at least 20
Fire-related revenue shortfall based on: (1) years. Consistent with this recovery period

a backfill from the State legislature for lost and in response to the long-term shortfall
property and MVIL taxes associated with projected by Town staff, the majority of

the reduction in property values, and (2) the settlement funds (67 percent or $146.0
payments from the Town's insurer under its million) has been set aside for the purposes
business interruption insurance policy. In of maintaining core public services and
June 2019, the Town reached a settlement functions, notably, police and fire, building
with PG&E for fire-related damages, which and planning, and street and roads repair
resulted in a net payment to the Town of $219 and maintenance. Specifically, the Town
million. In August 2020, the Town Council estimates the PG&E settlement will provide
approved a resolution laying out a plan for approximately $8.9 million per year for a
the appropriation and use of the settlement period of 18 years.

funds (Table 5-6).

Table 5-6. Town of Paradise: Approved Plan for Use of PG&E Settlement Funds

| ApprovedAllocation | Percentof Tota

Critical Public Services and Functions $146.0 67%
Unfunded Liability and Pension Obligation Bond $42.2 19%
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Match $5.4 2%
Deferred Maintenance and Equipment Replacement $7.9 4%
Cash Flow and Contingency Reserves $6.6 3%
FEMA Public Assistance Local Cost Share Match and
Insurance Ineligible Expenses $20 1%
Unassigned Funding $9.0 4%
Total Settlement Funds $219.0 100%

Source: Town of Paradise. Packet for Town Council Meeting July 14, 2020. p. 422. Available at: https:/www.townofparadise.com/index.php/
our-government/agendas-and-minutes
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In addition to core public services and
functions, the PG&E settlement will also fund
some of the Town's Fire-related recovery
activities. As discussed in Chapter 3, the Town
developed a Long-Term Community Plan in
June 2019 that identifies several high priority
projects, including installing an underground
sewer system, updating the Town's General
Plan, completing hazard mitigation projects,
and improving broadband. Of the high
priority projects identified, the Town plans to
use the PG&E settlement funds to complete
the seven identified hazard mitigation
projects as well as covering the Town's local
cost share associated with the $8 million

in funding that the Town has applied for
from FEMA's Public Assistance program.
More recently, the Town announced in

early October 2020 that it had secured an
additional $77 million in funding from FEMA
and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) to repair and repave damage to City-
maintained roads associated with the heavy
trucks used in debris removal activities.

The settlement funding should assure that
critical public services and functions will be
maintained in Paradise. Further research is
required to determine whether the funding
provided by FEMA is sufficient to repair a
key capital stock, the town'’s road network.
Whether funding is available for additional
infrastructure and services provided by

the Town or special districts (e.g., Paradise
Irrigation District) is less certain (see
discussion above of the impact of reduced
property values on tax revenues collected by
Butte County and distributed to towns and
special districts).

Chico

As discussed in Chapter 3, Chico’s population
grew overnight by over 17,000 people, which
is roughly equal to 20 years of population
growth based on a pre-Fire annual
compound growth rate of 0.86 percent
(2010-2018)."® While this population growth,
combined with post-Fire recovery activities,
resulted in a short-term economic bump to
the City in the form of increased sales and
TOT tax revenues, this sudden population
influx creates numerous complex, long-term
challenges for the City.

During the initial months following the
Camp Fire, there was uncertainty about
whether the influx of people that moved to
Chico represented a temporary or a more
permanent change in the city’'s population.
Nearly two years post-Fire, there is evidence
suggesting that the population increase

in Chico represents a more permanent

(or longer-term) change. Notably, while
unincorporated areas in Butte County and
the cities of Oroville, Gridley and Biggs
experienced a decline in population between
January 1, 2019 and January 1, 2020, the
approximately 17,000 people that moved

to Chico immediately post-Fire largely
remained in Chico. In fact, DOF estimated

a further increase in Chico’s population of
an additional 600 people by year's end.?”®
This population increase, however, exists

in stark contrast with available housing.
While Chico reported an uptick in real estate
transactions and building permits in the
first year post-Fire, these increases pale in
comparison to the population increase. For
example, in Fiscal Year 2018-19, Chico issued
348 residential building permits compared
with 304 residential building permits the year
prior, an increase of about 14 percent.??°

218 California Department of Finance. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State. http:/Avww.dof.ca.gov/

Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/e-5/ [Accessed November 2020].

219 Ibid.

220 City of Chico. Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Year Ended June 30, 2019. p. iii, https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/1_cafr_final_with_auditor_opinion.pdf?1592344928 [Accessed November 2020]
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The mismatch between population and
housing creates a unigque challenge for
Chico as the population has drastically
increased without a commmensurate increase
in housing units. The lack of an increase in
housing is important because the creation
of housing is a key mechanism used by the
City to generate revenue that funds both
basic municipal services and functions, and
investment in public infrastructure.

The primary sources of funding for basic
municipal services and functions comes
from two sources: sales tax (40 percent) and
property taxes (33 percent). Collectively, these
two revenue sources account for just over 70
percent of total General Fund revenues. While
the City experienced an increase in both
sales and TOT taxes in the first fiscal year
post-Fire (ending June 30, 2019), these gains
largely flattened by the end of 2019. With the
ongoing pandemic, sales tax revenues have
now fallen relative to pre-Fire levels.

To fund the improvement and expansion

of public infrastructure that is required as
new housing is developed, Chico relies on a
schedule of development impact fees (DIF)
that developers must pay as part of new
construction. These fees are broken into
multiple subcategories for different types of
infrastructure; the largest fees are associated
with streets, followed by park and recreation
and then sewer facilities.?”

Without new housing to accompany the
population increase, Chico lacks the funds
necessary to scale municipal services and
public infrastructure to match the increased
population. Public safety services (i.e., police
and fire), which constitutes the largest
portion (75 percent) of Chico’'s General Fund
expenditures, provides an illustrative

example of this mismatch. Prior to the Fire,
the number of police personnel per 1,000
people was roughly 1.7 and then fell to 1.5
post-Fire; suggesting a shortfall of at least
24 people.??? To achieve the same quality of
public safety services provided pre-Fire, post-
Fire personnel needs for public safety may
be even higher, as the post-Fire population
increase has occurred largely within the
City’'s existing housing stock (rather than a
more typical or natural growth in population
that occurs coincident with a proportional
increase in housing).?®® Similar shortfalls in
staffing exist across all departments, which
in turn results in an overall decline in both
the quality and quantity of public services
available and delivered to Chico residents.

Chico is experiencing analogous levels of
strain on the City's public infrastructure.

As noted in Chapter 3, the City saw an
immediate increase in wastewater volumes.
This increase will likely necessitate upgrades
to the city sewer system earlier than
anticipated and, more importantly, will

need to be paid for despite not having the
commensurate DIF revenues that the City
relies on for capital investments. Streets and
traffic are another example of the challenges
created by the rapid population increase.
DIF revenues normally generated from new
housing enable the City to improve and
expand street facilities to accommodate
elevated levels of traffic and storm water
volumes. While property tax and DIF
revenues will increase as new housing is
constructed, the Fire creates a timing gap
between the city's current population and
the increases in revenue that are needed to
accommodate the increased population and
to facilitate ongoing economic activity and
growth.??

221 City of Chico. 2018-19 Development Impact Fee Report. December 31, 2019. https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/18-19_

nexus_financial.pdf?1584485545 [Accessed November 2020]5

222 City of Chico. 2019-20 Final Annual Budget. p. PD-1, https://chico.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/2019-20cityannualfinalbudget.

pdf?1576970222 [Accessed November 2020].

223 Persons per household provides another illustration of the atypical post-Fire growth pattern that Chico has experienced. Prior to the
fire, the number of persons per household remained relatively steady at 2.36 to 2.39 persons per household. As of January 1, 2019, that
metric increased to 2.77 and then fell slightly to 2.69 as of January 1, 2020. California Department of Finance. E-5 Population and Housing
Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State. http:/iwww.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/e-5/ [Accessed November 2020]

224 Another risk to the city is the potential that the City invests in expanding public infrastructure earlier due to the population increase but due to
shortages in housing, Camp Fire survivors decide instead to leave the city, resulting in an inefficient (or over) investment in public infrastructure.
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Conclusions and Next Steps

In this chapter, we responded to additional
guestions posed by 3CORE not addressed

in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 based on publicly
available sources of data on short-term
projections in population, housing and
employment; stakeholder interviews; and a
review of news articles, academic research
and publicly-available reports. The analysis
and information presented in this chapter
suggests the following summary conclusions:

¢ Short-Term Growth Projections: We
reviewed industry accepted sources
offering a range of short-term expectations
regarding future socioeconomic conditions
in the Region. Generally, those studies
predict that between 2020 and 2025, the
Region will add 4,000 to almost 21,00 new
residents, 8,600 to 15,600 new residential
units, and between 2,500 and 9,400
jobs. This Study estimates employment
growth will be focused in four industries:
Agriculture, Construction, Health &
Education, and Leisure.

For Glenn and Tehama Counties, the low to
high growth estimates generally fall within
or close to historical trends. The exception
is employment in Tehama County, which is
projected to increase relative to historical
trends and comprise over 50 percent of
job growth in the Region under the low
employment estimate.

Greater uncertainty exists, however, with
respect to growth in Butte County. On the
low end, with the exception of housing,
this Study estimates population growth
and employment gains in the next five
years to fall below historical trends. The
estimated increase in housing on the low
end (as compared to historical) is likely a
reflection of Fire-related losses in housing.
In contrast, the high growth estimates in
Butte County are between two to three
times historical, long-term trends.

This high growth projection assumes

that Butte County is able to attract new
residents from outside of the county at
rates that are considerably higher than
historic in-migration rates.

Labor Force: As discussed in Chapters

3 and 4, the key disruption to economic
activity is the reduction in the available
workforce, as well as the reduction in
consumers of the services provided by
these workers and the remaining Tri-
County regional workforce. Available
information suggests that the Fire resulted
in the loss of many middle-income
workers that are unlikely to return, which
may result in a demographic distribution
more heavily skewed to lower- and higher-
income groups. The ability of the Region
to replace workers and re-balance income
distribution hinges on its ability to plan for
and successfully construct an adequate
supply of new, affordable housing,
particularly in Butte County, including
Chico, Oroville, Paradise and other
unincorporated areas of the county.

Housing: As detailed in Chapter 3, the
Region experienced net losses of over
15,000 units, with much of this housing
stock serving as affordable housing to
Butte County’s service and trades-based
labor force. A key driver of the economic
health of the Region will be its capacity

to deliver adequate housing in a range of
housing types to meet existing demand
as well as attract and retain new residents,
including a range of different types of
workers. While significant rebuilding
progress has been made to date and a
number of housing-related initiatives are
underway in both Chico and the Ridge,
this Study also identified and described a
number of housing challenges, including
high construction costs, a large number of
underinsured individuals, long wait periods
for disbursements from insurance and
the PG&E settlement funds, difficulty in
obtaining or renewing insurance, reduced
land values, and greater awareness of the
risk of wildfire.
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¢ Long-Term Challenges to Local
Governments: As discussed in Chapters
3 and 4, the Camp Fire resulted in a
staggering loss of over 15,000 housing
units and displaced an estimated 35,000
residents. Changes in housing and
population of this magnitude have direct
implications on key revenue sources for
local governmental entities, in the form
of reduced revenues from property taxes
and general sales and uses taxes. In this
chapter, we considered the long-term
challenges faced by the Town of Paradise
and the City of Chico, the two localities
experiencing the most significant and
contrasting impacts from the Fire. The
principal challenge facing the Town
is continuing to provide critical public
services necessary to support and spur
community recovery and rebuilding.
Funding from the recent PG&E settlement
should assure the ongoing provision of
these critical public services, although
funding gaps remain for additional
infrastructure and services including water
and sewer, and broadband.

In contrast, the principal challenge

facing the City of Chico is a sudden
massive growth in population without a
commensurate increase in housing units.
Housing is a key mechanism used by

local governments to generate revenue
that funds both basic municipal services
and functions, and investment in public
infrastructure. While property tax and DIF
revenues will increase as new housing is
constructed, the Fire creates a timing gap
between the city's current population and
the increases in revenue that are needed
to accommodate the increased population
and to facilitate ongoing economic activity
and growth.

Economic & Planning Systems | Industrial Economics, Inc.

The Camp Fire changed the residential

and socioeconomic composition of the
Region, and the timeline for regaining lost
population, housing, and businesses will
depend on both internal factors (strengths
and weaknesses specific to the Region) and
external factors (opportunities and threats to
the Region). It is important to recognize that
some factors influencing recovery are beyond
the Region’s control (e.g., national economic
trends, State housing policy). The Region is
at an important milestone as it embarks on
a regional economic development strategy
to help address and expedite the Region’s
recovery. The strategy should comprise

a strategic action plan that addresses

the challenges described herein. Specific
objectives and policies should include:
ensuring equitable access to financial
resources for rebuilding; supporting a range
of housing options throughout the Region
for the Region’s varied labor force; improving
damaged infrastructure and identifying
resources to fund new infrastructure and
municipal services (including improved
broadband capacity) to serve new
development; placemaking initiatives to
attract and retain talent; and supporting
workforce development training and
readiness as well as expanding employment
opportunities in both Agriculture and other
potential emerging industries in an effort to
diversify the economy. The strategy should
also leverage the Region’s existing economic
development ecosystem and, importantly,
ensure residents and businesses are invested
in recovery efforts by prioritizing the needs
and preferences of the community.
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This appendix examines the dynamics and composition of the Tri-County regional market both
before the Camp Fire (2018 conditions) and post-disaster (2019 conditions).225 This Study
reflects data collection and comparative analysis at the regional scale (the Region or individual
counties composing the Region) and at a sub-Regional scale focused on those jurisdictions most
impacted by the Camp Fire: the Town of Paradise and the City of Chico.

The purpose of this market profile is to develop an understanding of the economic dynamics and
drivers of the regional economy pre- and post-disaster and to establish baseline conditions as
the Region embarks on a long-term recovery strategy. The market profile comprises the
following key analytic elements:

Demographic Characteristics. Identifies trends in population, age, race and ethnicity,
educational attainment, and income.

Housing and Household Characteristics. Includes data related to housing and household
growth, housing tenure, vacancy, structure age, and median housing value and rent.

Labor Force. Reflects trends in labor force and unemployment rates, including industry and
employment characteristics, and commuting patterns.

Economic Structure. Presents information on the market’s performance across industries in
terms of establishments, employment, sales, and gross regional product (GRP). In addition,
this segment examines the location quotients (LQs) by industry and the economic base of the
Region.

Real Estate Market Performance. Summarizes retail, office, and industrial market
performance trends in the Region and in Paradise, including nonresidential inventory, net
absorption, vacancy rates, and lease rates.

Supporting data tables underlying figures presented in this appendix are included in Appendix B.

225 pygt-disaster conditions are not displayed for certain metrics given insufficient data at the time of this Study.
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Demographic Overview

Total Population

2010 - 2018 Population Trends

The Region has grown slowly since the beginning of the decade, from about 312,000 residents in
January 2010 to about 321,000 residents in January 2018, representing a total growth rate of
about 3 percent and an average annual growth rate of 0.4 percent. In contrast, the State of
California grew by more than double the Region: almost 7.0 percent in total with an average
annual growth rate of 0.8 percent over the same period (see Table A-1).

The City of Chico represents the population center of the Region, with 92,900 residents as of
January 2018, an increase of about 6,700 residents since 2010. This translated into an average
annual growth rate that was commensurate with that of the State and higher than the overall
Region.

With a population of about 26,400 as of January 2018, the Town of Paradise had among the
lowest growth rates of any jurisdiction in the Region, adding a mere 200 residents between 2010
and 2018 (26 residents annually).

January 2020 Conditions

In January 2020, the Region was home to about 304,820 residents, with nearly 70 percent
residing in Butte County. This population total represented an overall loss of nearly 14,500
residents from 2018 to 2020. This loss, while notable given the average annual regional gain of
about 1,000 residents over the previous 8 years, does not fully convey the significant population
shifts that occurred within Butte County as a result of the Camp Fire between 2018 and 2020.

Given the Camp Fire’s destruction, the Town experienced a loss of over 21,600 residents,
representing an 83 percent decline of the Town’s population. Combined with losses in
unincorporated Butte County, the Town and unincorporated Butte County communities saw a
decline of about 35,000 residents between 2018 and 2020. In contrast, the Cities of Chico and
Oroville both experienced increases in population during the same period, adding over 18,000
and about 1,500 residents, respectively. In aggregate, Butte County lost 16,083 residents
between January 2018 and January 2020.

Other jurisdictions in the Region experienced larger annual population increases than typical
(i.e., in the previous 8 years). However, these increases were minimal. Tehama County
experienced a modest 1.1 percent growth rate, adding about 700 residents between 2018 and
2020, with about 70 percent of that growth occurring in unincorporated Tehama County (488
residents). Glenn County larger growth than normal with 3.1 percent growth rate, adding over
890 residents in the same period, most of whom now reside in Orland.
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Table A-1. Tri-County Regional Population Trends (2010-2020)

Population Total Population Change
As of Jan 1 of Each Year % of Region 2010-2018 2018-2020
Total Avg. Annual  Avg. Annual Total

Jurisdiction 2010 2018 2019 2020 2018 2020 Total % Change Total % Change Total % Change
Butte County

Biggs 1,707 1,985 2,053 1,852 0.6% 0.6% 278 16.3% 35 1.9% (133) (6.7%)

Chico 86,187 92,286 109,688 110,326 28.9% 36.2% 6,099 71% 762 0.9% 18,040 19.5%

Gridley 6,584 6,863 7,058 6,402 2.1% 21% 279 4.2% 35 0.5% (461) (6.7%)

Oroville 15,546 17,896 21,311 19,440 5.6% 6.4% 2,350 15.1% 294 1.8% 1,544 8.6%

Paradise 26,218 26,256 4,485 4,631 8.2% 1.5% 38 0.1% 5 0.0% (21,625) (82.4%)

Unincorporated 83,758 81,088 76,926 67,640 25.4% 22.2% (2,670) (3.2%) (334) (0.4%) (13,448) (16.6%)

Total Butte County 220,000 226,374 221,521 210,291 70.9% 69.0% 6,374 2.9% 797 0.4% (16,083) (7.1%)
Glenn County

Orland 7,291 7,834 8,113 8,323 2.5% 2.7% 543 7.4% 68 0.9% 489 6.2%

Willows 6,166 6,115 5,863 6,208 1.9% 2.0% (51) (0.8%) (6) (0.1%) 93 1.5%

Unincorporated 14,665 14,561 14,403 14,869 4.6% 4.9% (104) (0.7%) (13) (0.1%) 308 2.1%

Total Glenn County 28,122 28,510 28,379 29,400 8.9% 9.6% 388 1.4% 49 0.2% 890 3.1%
Tehama County

Corning 7,663 7,527 7,509 7,620 2.4% 2.5% (136) (1.8%) (17) (0.2%) 93 1.2%

Red Bluff 14,076 14,133 13,711 14,245 4.4% 4.7% 57 0.4% 7 0.1% 112 0.8%

Tehama 418 438 442 445 0.1% 0.1% 20 4.8% 3 0.6% 7 1.6%

Unincorporated 41,306 42,331 42,127 42,819 13.3% 14.0% 1,025 2.5% 128 0.3% 488 1.2%

Total Tehama County 63,463 64,429 63,789 65,129 20.2% 21.4% 966 1.5% 121 0.2% 700 1.1%
Tri-County Region 311,585 319,313 313,689 304,820 100.0%  100.0% 7,728 2.5% 966 0.3% (14,493) (4.5%)
State of California 37,253,956 39,586,646 39,695,376 39,782,870 - - 2,332,690 6.3% 291,586 0.8% 196,224 0.5%

pop
Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark; EPS.
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Population by Age

2010 - 2018 Trends Figure A-1. Median Age (2018)
While Paradise’s median age has
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2018, the median age of 49.1 reveals a 500

much older population living in Paradise 200

49.1
37.4 36.7

compared to the Tri-County Region’s 29.8
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younger with a median age of 29.8, 100
stemming from the CSU Chico and Butte
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The Tri-County Region’s population is
aging, with a 32-percent increase of

residents aged 55 and older between
2010 and 2018 (see Figure A-2). Further, the Region has a greater percentage of residents
aged 55 or older compared to the State of California, with notable declines in residents aged

Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. See Table B-1 in Appendix B.

35 to 54 years (about 9 percent) as well as residents 19 years and younger (about 8 percent)—

likely showing a loss of older families. Residents aged 20 to 34 years old, which represent a

younger workforce population, increased by 10 percent. See Table B-1 in Appendix B provides

detailed information related to trends in the age of the Region’s population.

Figure A-2. Population by Age Group (2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. See Error! Reference source not found. in Appendix B.
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While the City of Chico experienced growth in all age categories, the City also has a significant
aging population, with 35 percent growth of residents aged 65 and older between 2010 and 2018.

In contrast to the Region, the Town of Paradise experienced significant growth in residents aged
34 years and younger (32 percent), declines in the middle-aged workforce category of residents
aged 35 to 54 years (about 32 percent), and a nominal change in residents aged 55 and older.

These trends suggested Paradise was successful in attracting young families likely based on its
affordable housing stock.

Population by Race
2010 - 2018 Trends

The Region’s population predominantly identifies as White (70 percent), which is almost double
the White population within the State of California. The next largest population in the Region
comprises 20 percent identifying as Hispanic or Latino, 4 percent of the population identifying as
Asian, and the remainder of the population (6 percent) identifying as another race or ethnicity or
a combination of races or ethnicities. Hispanic or Latino and Asian populations represent the
fastest growing categories in the Region over the 2010 to 2018 period, which is similar to growth
within the State. White and Native American populations have declined over this same period.

Similar to the Region, the Town of Paradise’s population predominantly identifies as White
(86 percent), followed by Hispanic or Latino (7 percent), and Two or More Races (5 percent).
Over the 2010 to 2018 period, the Town experienced nominal increases in Hispanic or Latino and

Native American populations and declines in White and Asian populations (see Table A-3 and
Table B-2).

Figure A-3. Tri-County Regional Race and Ethnicity (2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. Table B-2 in Appendix B.
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Educational Attainment

2010 - 2018 Trends

As of 2018, about 23 percent of the Tri-County regional population had a Bachelor’s degree or
higher. This percentage is substantially lower than the State’s proportion of the population with
this level of educational attainment (33 percent). Given the presence of CSU Chico, it is not
surprising that a much higher percentage of Chico’s residents have attained at least a Bachelor’s
degree (37 percent). Paradise’s portion of the population who have attained at least a Bachelor’s
degree is similar to the regional average (22 percent). See Table A-2.

Notably, there was a substantial shift in the educational attainment of the Region’s population
between 2010 and 2018. Greater proportions of the Region’s residents graduated high school
and attained secondary and post-graduate education experience and degrees. There was a
nearly 20 percent increase in residents who received their Associate’s degree, a 17 percent
increase in residents who received their Bachelor’s degree, and a 16 percent increase in
residents who received a graduate or professional degree. See Table B-3.

Table A-2. Tri-County Regional Educational Attainment Snapshot (2018)

Tri-County Region

Item Butte Glenn Tehama Total Chico Paradise California

Educational Attainment [1]

No high school 3.9% 13.8% 7.1% 5.4% 2.6% 1.8% 9.4%
High school, no diploma 6.8% 10.9% 8.5% 7.5% 4.2% 6.1% 7.6%
High school graduate 22.7% 28.2% 30.7% 24.8% 17.3%  26.0% 20.6%
Some college, no degree 29.8% 24.6% 30.5% 29.5% 27.9% 33.0% 21.3%
Associate's degree 10.3% 8.6% 7.7% 9.6% 10.7% 11.4% 7.8%

Higher Education
Bachelor's degree 17.5% 10.9% 11.1% 15.6% 24.8% 13.8% 20.8%
Graduate or professional degree 9.0% 3.0% 4.4% 7.5% 12.6% 7.9% 12.5%
Higher Education Subtotal 26.5% 13.9% 15.5% 23.1% 37.4% 21.7% 33.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
edcs

Source: US Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimate Detailed Tables, 2018 (S1501); EPS.

[1] Population 25 years and older.
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Income Level and Poverty

2018 Snapshot

Household incomes in 2018 in the Tri-County region skew to the low-to-moderate range with
more than half of households achieving incomes of $49,999 or less compared to a more equal
income distribution within the State of California (see Table B-4). In addition, median household
incomes in the Region are well below California’s average, falling under $50,000 per year,
whereas the median income for California is over $75,000 per year (see Table A-4).

Figure A-4. Median Household Income and Income per Capita (2018%)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018; EPS. Table B-4 and Table B-5 in Appendix B.

Personal incomes per capita increased in Paradise between 2010 and 2018 by more than

16 percent, whereas Chico and Butte, Glenn, and Tehama counties decreased about 0.4 percent
to 9 percent. California experienced a small increase in personal income with growth of less than
1 percent (see Table B-5).

Approximately 20 percent of households in the Region fall below the poverty line (see Table B-
4).226 The City of Chico had the highest percentage of households falling below the poverty line
at close to 25 percent. Paradise had a substantially lower percentage with about 13 percent of
households falling below the poverty line, consistent with the State poverty rate of about

14 percent. In comparison, the national poverty rate was just under 12 percent.

226 The Census Bureau determines poverty status using a matrix consisting of family size, presence and number of family
members under 18 years old, and for 1- and 2-person families, age of householder compared to poverty thresholds, which are
revised annually to allow for changes in the cost of living based on the Consumer Price Index. The thresholds are the same for all
parts of the country.
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Housing and Household Overview

Housing Units

2010 - 2018 Trends

A sizable increase of housing units occurred in Butte County, specifically in the City of Chico,
between 2010 and 2018. Within that timeframe, the City of Chico accounted for 61 percent of
the Region’s housing unit growth, with the addition of 2,760 units (see Table A-3). In 2014,
Chico annexed the areas of Chapman and Mulberry islands into the City, which may account for a
portion of this growth as unincorporated Butte County lost 677 housing units. However, if the
displaced 677 units from the unincorporated area are subtracted from the City of Chico’s growth,
Chico continues to maintain the highest percentage of housing unit growth within the Region,
accounting for 46 percent.

2018 - 2020 Conditions

Post-Camp Fire, the Region experienced a substantial loss in housing structures, with a decline of
almost 10 percent of the Region’s housing units, or about 13,000 units between 2018-2020 (see
Table A-3). Expectedly, the largest decrease in housing units occurred in Paradise, which
accounted for 87 percent of the Region’s loss. The unincorporated area in Butte County also
experienced a substantial loss of housing units with a total reduction of 3,919 units. Between
2018 and 2020, the Town is estimated to have added almost 50 units, representing a small
fraction of total homes lost, while housing lost in unincorporated Butte County increased by
another 800 homes. In sum, between 2018 and 2020, the Ridge is estimated to have lost nearly
15,300 homes, resulting in a 14 percent decline in Butte County’s housing supply (in
combination with about 2,000 homes constructed elsewhere in the county). Mobile homes and
single-family attached units and detached housing units accounted for the greatest loss in
Paradise (see Table A-4). All of the mobile homes located in Paradise were destroyed to the
Camp Fire and 87 percent of single-family detached units and 93 percent of single-family attached
units were lost.
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Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Total Housing Units

Change in Housing Units

As of Jan 1 of Each Year % of Region 2010-2018 2018-2020
Total Avg. Annual  Avg. Annual Total

Jurisdiction 2010 2018 2019 2020 2018 2020 Total % Change Total % Change Total % Change
Butte County

Biggs 617 692 695 696 0.5% 0.6% 75 12.2% 9 1.4% 4 0.6%

Chico 37,050 39,810 40,378 41,738 28.8% 33.3% 2,760 7.4% 345 0.9% 1,928 4.8%

Gridley 2,406 2,517 2,526 2,540 1.8% 2.0% 111 4.6% 14 0.6% 23 0.9%

Oroville 6,194 7,333 7,337 7,391 5.3% 5.9% 1,139 18.4% 142 2.1% 58 0.8%

Paradise 12,981 13,091 1,720 1,766 9.5% 1.4% 110 0.8% 14 0.1% (11,325) (86.5%)

Unincorporated 36,587 35,910 32,791 31,991 26.0% 25.6% (677) (1.9%) (85) (0.2%) (3,919) (10.9%)

Total Butte County 95,835 99,353 85,447 86,122 71.9% 68.8% 3,518 3.7% 440 0.5% (13,231) (13.3%)
Glenn County

Orland 2,659 2,937 3,064 3,071 2.1% 2.5% 278 10.5% 35 1.3% 134 4.6%

Willows 2,399 2,459 2,458 2,458 1.8% 2.0% 60 2.5% 8 0.3% (1) (0.0%)

Unincorporated 5,720 5,774 5,788 5,805 4.2% 4.6% 54 0.9% 7 0.1% 31 0.5%

Total Glenn County 10,778 11,170 11,310 11,334 8.1% 9.1% 392 3.6% 49 0.4% 164 1.5%
Tehama County

Corning 2,871 2,867 2,868 2,882 2.1% 2.3% (4) (0.1%) (1) (0.0%) 15 0.5%

Red Bluff 5,872 5,945 5,950 5,954 4.3% 4.8% 73 1.2% 9 0.2% 9 0.2%

Tehama 195 196 196 196 0.1% 0.2% 1 0.5% 0 0.1% 0 0.0%

Unincorporated 18,049 18,628 18,641 18,682 13.5% 14.9% 579 3.2% 72 0.4% 54 0.3%

Total Tehama County 26,987 27,636 27,655 27,714 20.0% 22.1% 649 2.4% 81 0.3% 78 0.3%
Tri-County Region 133,600 138,159 124,412 125,170 100.0%  100.0% 4,559 3.4% 570 0.4% (12,989) (9.4%)
State of California 13,670,304 14,157,502 14,235,201 14,329,863 - - 487,198 3.6% 60,900 0.4% 172,361 1.2%

Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark; EPS.

pop
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Table A-4. Tri-County Housing Units Change by Type (2018-2020)

Housing Unit Totals Change in Housing Units
As of Jan 1 % of Juris. Total Total Change
% Change
Jurisdiction 2018 2019 2020 2018 2020 2018-2019 2019-2020 2018-2020 2018-2020
Paradise
Single Detached 9,049 1,178 1,205 69.1% 68.2% (7,871) 27 (7,844) (86.7%)
Single Attached 354 26 26 2.7% 1.5% (328) 0 (328) (92.7%)
Multifamily 2-4 Units 1,142 378 382 8.7% 21.6% (764) 4 (760) (66.5%)
Multifamily 5+ Units 406 138 138 3.1% 7.8% (268) 0 (268) (66.0%)
Mobile Homes 2,140 0 15 16.3% 0.8% (2,140) 15 (2,125) (99.3%)
Total Paradise 13,091 1,720 1,766 100.0%  100.0% (11,371) 46 (11,325) (86.5%)
Unincorporated Butte County [1]
Single Detached 25,099 23,329 22,834 69.9% 71.4% (1,770) (495) (2,265) (9.0%)
Single Attached 142 142 142 0.4% 0.4% 0 0 0 0.0%
Multifamily 2-4 Units 792 795 576 2.2% 1.8% 3 (219) (216) (27.3%)
Multifamily 5+ Units 378 378 318 1.1% 1.0% 0 (60) (60) (15.9%)
Mobile Homes 9,499 8,147 8,121 26.5% 25.4% (1,352) (26) (1,378) (14.5%)
Total Unincorp. Butte County 35,910 32,791 31,991 100.0%  100.0% (3,119) (800) (3,919) (10.9%)
Paradise and Unincorp. Butte County
Single Detached 34,148 24,507 24,039 95.1% 75.1% (9,641) (468) (10,109) (29.6%)
Single Attached 496 168 168 1.4% 0.5% (328) 0 (328) (66.1%)
Multifamily 2-4 Units 1,934 1,173 958 5.4% 3.0% (761) (215) (976) (50.5%)
Multifamily 5+ Units 784 516 456 2.2% 1.4% (268) (60) (328) (41.8%)
Mobile Homes 11,639 8,147 8,136 32.4% 25.4% (3,492) (11) (3,503) (30.1%)
Total Paradise and Unincorp. Butte Co. 49,001 34,511 33,757 136.5%  105.5% (14,490) (754) (15,244) (31.1%)
Tri-County Region
Single Detached 87,662 78,366 78,855 63.5% 63.0% (9,296) 489 (8,807) (10.0%)
Single Attached 3,778 3,454 3,454 2.7% 2.8% (324) 0 (324) (8.6%)
Multifamily 2-4 Units 11,210 10,461 10,532 8.1% 8.4% (749) 71 (678) (6.0%)
Multifamily 5+ Units 13,537 13,544 13,660 9.8% 10.9% 7 116 123 0.9%
Mobile Homes 21,972 18,587 18,669 15.9% 14.9% (3,385) 82 (3,303) (15.0%)
Total Region 138,159 124,412 125,170 100.0%  100.0% (13,747) 758 (12,989) (9.4%)
htype

Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark;
EPS.
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Regional Housing Characteristics

2018 Snapshot

Paradise accounted for only about 9 percent of the total housing within the Region, whereas
Chico amounted to 29 percent. Housing in Paradise is primarily owner-occupied, with a much
higher percentage (70 percent) compared to the Tri-County Region and the State of California.
Conversely, Chico’s housing tenure is mainly renter-occupied, which is common for a young,
college town. As expected, vacancy rates are higher in renter-occupied housing than in owner-
occupied housing across all jurisdictions. The renter-occupied vacancy rates are higher in
Paradise and Chico compared to the Region and California. The housing stock in Paradise is much
older than in the other jurisdictions, with more than 84 percent of houses built 31 or more years
ago. Median home values in the Tri-County Region are much lower compared to California as a
whole. California’s median home value is more than double the median home value for Paradise.
Medians rents follow a similar pattern, with Paradise and Chico achieving about 73 percent of the
median rent value in California and Glenn and Tehama achieving less than 60 percent. See
Table A-5.
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Table A-5. Housing Characteristics Snapshot (2018)

Tri-County
ltem Region Chico Paradise California
Total Housing Units 138,159 39,810 13,091 14,157,605
Housing Tenure
Owner-occupied 60.3% 44.6% 70.0% 54.6%
Renter-occupied 39.7% 55.4% 30.0% 45.4%
Vacancy Rate [1]
Owner-occupied 1.3% 1.5% 2.7% 1.2%
Renter-occupied 4.9% 8.2% 6.5% 3.5%
Year Structure Built
1990 or Newer 28.3% 34.4% 15.8% 25.0%
1989 or Older 71.7% 65.6% 84.2% 75.0%
Median Housing Value/Rent
Owner-occupied $236,411 $305,300 $218,400 $475,900
Percent of State 50% 64% 46% 100%
Renter-occupied $967 $1,044 $1,049 $1,429
Percent of State 68% 73% 73% 100%
Median Housing Price-Income Ratio 5.0 6.4 4.4 6.3

hsg snap
Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and
the State, January 1, 2011-2019, with 2010 Benchmark; U.S. Census ACS 5-Year Table DP04; EPS.

[1] Represents the average vacancy rate for all three counties in the Region.
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Households

2010 - 2018 Trends

Changes in households within the Tri-County Region between 2010 and 2018, before the Camp
Fire, are similar to those of the housing units discussed above, experiencing a modest increase of
3.6 percent (see Table A-6). The largest increase in occurred in Butte County, specifically the
City of Chico, which accounted for 63 percent of growth in the Region with the addition of 2,769
occupied households. As mentioned in the previous section, a large portion of this is likely due to
the annexation of an unincorporated area into the City of Chico.

2018 - 2020 Conditions

From 2018 to 2020 the Tri-County Region underwent a large decrease of households, losing
around 9 percent, or about 10,700 (see Table A-6). The largest decrease occurred in the Town
of Paradise, which accounted for 97 percent of that loss with a loss of 10,381 occupied
households, followed by the unincorporated area in Butte County, which lost 3,083 occupied
households. Despite the overall reduction of households within the Region between 2018 and
2020, Glenn County and Tehama County had a small amount of growth, as did the other
Jurisdictions in Butter County.
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Table A-6. Tri-County Regional Occupied Households Change (2010-2019)
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Total Households

Change in Households

As of Jan 1 of Each Year % of Region 2010-2018 2018-2020
Total Avg. Annual  Avg. Annual Total

Jurisdiction 2010 2018 2019 2020 2018 2020 Total % Change Total % Change Total % Change
Butte County

Biggs 565 665 671 672 0.5% 0.6% 100 17.7% 13 2.1% 7 1.1%

Chico 34,805 37,592 38,358 39,650 29.8% 34.3% 2,787 8.0% 348 1.0% 2,058 5.5%

Gridley 2,183 2,304 2,314 2,327 1.8% 2.0% 121 5.5% 15 0.7% 23 1.0%

Oroville 5,646 6,622 6,970 7,021 5.2% 6.1% 976 17.3% 122 2.0% 399 6.0%

Paradise 11,893 12,059 1,634 1,678 9.6% 1.5% 166 1.4% 21 0.2% (10,381) (86.1%)

Unincorporated 32,526 31,876 29,513 28,793 25.3% 24.9% (650) (2.0%) (81) (0.3%) (3,083) (9.7%)

Total Butte County 87,618 91,118 79,460 80,141 72.2% 69.4% 3,500 4.0% 438 0.5% (10,977) (12.0%)
Glenn County

Orland 2,515 2,796 2,919 2,926 2.2% 2.5% 281 11.2% 35 1.3% 130 4.6%

Willows 2,173 2,221 2,220 2,220 1.8% 1.9% 48 2.2% 6 0.3% (1) (0.0%)

Unincorporated 5112 5,255 5,276 5,291 4.2% 4.6% 143 2.8% 18 0.3% 36 0.7%

Total Glenn County 9,800 10,272 10,415 10,437 8.1% 9.0% 472 4.8% 59 0.6% 165 1.6%
Tehama County

Corning 2,630 2,657 2,661 2,674 2.1% 2.3% 27 1.0% 3 0.1% 17 0.6%

Red Bluff 5,376 5,547 5,561 5,565 4.4% 4.8% 171 3.2% 21 0.4% 18 0.3%

Tehama 165 176 178 178 0.1% 0.2% 11 6.7% 1 0.8% 2 1.1%

Unincorporated 15,596 16,450 16,517 16,553 13.0% 14.3% 854 5.5% 107 0.7% 103 0.6%

Total Tehama County 23,767 24,830 24,917 24,970 19.7% 21.6% 1,063 4.5% 133 0.5% 140 0.6%
Tri-County Region 121,185 126,220 114,792 115,548 100.0%  100.0% 5,035 4.2% 629 0.5% (10,672) (8.5%)
State of California 12,568,167 13,106,373 13,188,852 13,272,939 - - 538,206 4.3% 67,276 0.5% 166,566 1.3%

Source: State of California Department of Finance, Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark; EPS.

pop
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Labor Force Overview

Labor Force and Unemployment

2018 Conditions

As of 2018, the Region contained about 140,000 residents in the labor force, representing less
than 1 percent of the State’s labor force. Butte County provided the bulk of the Region’s labor
force, supplying a slightly greater percentage of employed residents than its share of residents,
with 73 percent of the participating labor force (see Table B-6). Expectedly, the City of Chico
comprised a significant component of the Region’s labor force, currently accounting for almost
half of Butte County’s labor force and about 35 percent of the Region’s labor force. With its high
proportion of retirees, Paradise accounted for a small portion of the Region’s labor force, about
11 percent of Butte County’s labor force and 8 percent of the Region’s labor force.

About 5.4 percent of the Region’s residents were unemployed in 2018, less than one percentage
point higher than the State’s rate of 4.2 percent. See Figure A-5.

Figure A-5. Annual Resident Labor Force and Unemployment Rate (2018)
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Source: CA EDD Monthly Labor Force Data (Report 400 C) and Annual Average 2018 — Revised; EPS. See Table B-6 in Appendix B.
Labor force population comprises residents both employed and unemployed ages 16 and older. City figures are average annual and county fiugres are
average of monthly data for calendar year 2018.
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2010 - 2018 Labor Force Trends

Based on data from the State Employment Development Department (EDD), the Region lost
about 1,300 from its labor force from the period 2010 to 2018, representing about a 1 percent
decline. Notably, Chico experienced a rate of growth consistent with the State’s rate, while each
of Region’s counties and the Town experienced declines indicating an ongoing strengthening of
residential and economic activity in Chico. See Table A-7.

2010 - 2018 Unemployment Trends

In 2010, the unemployment rate in the Tri-County Region was more than 14 percent,

2 percentage points higher than the State’s rate of 12 percent. Since the beginning of the
decade, as the nation emerged from the Great Recession, unemployment declined substantially,
consistent with the State’s unemployment rate (see Figure A-6). Chico’s unemployment rate
has been consistently the lowest in the Region and lower than the State rate. Paradise’s
unemployment rate closely mirrored the State average, until diverging in 2016.

Figure A-6. Historical Annual Unemployment Rates (2010-2018)
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Source: California EDD; EPS. See Figure A-6.
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Table A-7. Tri-County Regional Annual Civilian Labor Force (16+) and Unemployment Rate Change (2010-2018)
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Tri-County Region

Butte County Glenn County Tehama County Total Chico Paradise California
Labor  Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor  Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp.

Item Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate [1] Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate
2010 102,600 13.9% 13,220 15.4% 25,710 15.4% 141,530 14.3% 46,300 11.7% 11,300 12.2% 18,336,300 12.2%
2011 100,600 13.7% 13,170 15.5% 25,570 15.0% 139,340 14.1% 45,700 11.5% 11,000 12.0% 18,415,100 11.7%
2012 101,000 12.2% 13,150 14.2% 25,250 13.7% 139,400 12.7% 46,100 10.2% 11,100 10.6% 18,523,800 10.4%
2013 101,700 10.3% 12,990 12.1% 25,090 11.6% 139,780 10.7% 46,800 8.6% 11,200 9.0% 18,625,000 8.9%
2014 101,200 8.6% 12,800 10.7% 25,080 9.6% 139,080 9.0% 46,800 7.2% 11,100 7.5% 18,714,700 7.5%
2015 101,000 7.2% 12,960 8.7% 25,010 7.9% 138,970 7.5% 47,200 6.0% 11,100 6.2% 18,828,800 6.2%
2016 101,600 6.6% 12,950 8.3% 25,070 71% 139,620 6.8% 47,600 5.1% 11,200 6.4% 19,021,200 5.5%
2017 102,100 5.8% 12,820 7.5% 25540 6.4% 140,460 6.1% 48,400 4.5% 11,200 54% 19,176,400 4.8%
2018 101,900 5.1% 12,780 6.6% 25520 5.8% 140,200 5.4% 48,700 3.9% 11,100 49% 19,280,800 4.3%
Labor Force
2010-2018

Total Change (700) - (440) - (190) - (1,330) - 2,400 - (200) - 944,500 -

% Change (0.7%) - (3.3%) - (0.7%) - (0.9%) - 5.2% - (1.8%) - 5.2% -

Source: CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS.

[1] Unemployment rate for the Tri-County Region is a weighted average of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama Counties' unemployment rates based on total labor force.
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2019 Conditions

Comparing monthly averages of the Region pre-Fire (January 2018-November 2018) with post-
Fire averages over the year following the fire (December 2018-December 2019), does not
illuminate expected changes in the Region’s labor force consistent with the Region’s overall
population declines.227 Butte County experienced the largest decrease in labor force in the
Region with a loss of over 2,600 workers (see Table A-8). Chico and Paradise contributed to
that post-Fire loss of labor force with declines of 1,248 and 445 workers, respectively. The other
counties in the Region experienced increases in labor force from pre-Fire to post-Fire time
periods: Glenn County by 208, and Tehama had a modest increase of 92. Unemployment rates in
the Region have remained relatively stable post-Fire, except in Paradise, which experienced an
increase of one percentage point in unemployment (see Figure A-7).

Figure A-7. Monthly Unemployment Rate: Tri County Region and State of California (2018-2019)
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Source: California EDD. See Table B-6.

Source: California EDD. See Table B-6.

227 gased on the methodology employed by the California Employment Development Department (EDD), the Labor Market
Information Resources and Data (LMID) derives monthly labor force data for sub-county areas by allocating proportions based on

the latest decennial census. Labor force data reflected of post-Fire conditions cannot be determined until data from the 2020
Census is available.
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Table A-8. Tri-County Regional Monthly Civilian Labor Force (16+) and Unemployment Rate Change (2018-2019) (Page 1 of 2)
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Tri-County Region

Butte County Glenn County Tehama County Total Chico Paradise California
Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp.
Item Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate [1] Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate
Jan 2018 100,500 5.9% 12,630 7.8% 25,340 6.4% 138,470 6.2% 47,800 4.2% 10,900 5.5% 19,111,800 4.7%
Feb 2018 100,900 5.9% 12920 7.7% 25,610 6.5% 139,430 6.2% 47,900 4.1% 11,000 5.3% 19,285,800 4.6%
Mar 2018 102,600 5.5% 12,850 7.9% 25,320 6.7% 140,770 5.9% 48,700 3.8% 11,200 5.0% 19,261,500 4.5%
Apr 2018 102,500 4.9% 12,750 6.8% 25,280 5.8% 140,530 5.2% 48,800 3.4% 11,200 4.5% 19,188,100 4.0%
May 2018 102,400 4.3% 12,730 5.9% 25,290 5.1% 140,420 4.6% 49,000 3.2% 11,200 4.0% 19,213,100 3.7%
Jun 2018 101,600 5.3% 12,660 6.8% 25,640 5.9% 139,900 5.5% 48,700 4.4% 11,100 5.1% 19,288,600 4.4%
Jul 2018 102,400 5.3% 12,620 7.2% 25,420 6.3% 140,440 5.7% 49,200 4.7% 11,200 5.1% 19,388,000 4.5%
Aug 2018 101,200 4.9% 12,630 6.4% 25,460 5.7% 139,290 5.2% 48,700 4.3% 11,100 4.7% 19,241,000 4.4%
Sep 2018 102,900 4.2% 12910  5.4% 25,820 4.9% 141,630 4.4% 49,400 3.5% 11,300 4.2% 19,330,800 3.9%
Oct 2018 103,800 4.4% 13,170 5.0% 26,140 4.8% 143,110 4.5% 49,800 3.6% 11,400 4.4% 19,369,000 4.0%
Nov 2018 101,100 4.6% 12,680 5.6% 25,550 5.0% 139,330 4.8% 48,400 3.6% 11,000 4.4% 19,369,200 4.0%
Dec 2018 101,200 5.9% 12,850 6.8% 25,330 5.9% 139,380 6.0% 48,100 4.2% 11,200 6.6% 19,323,000 4.2%
Jan 2019 100,000 6.9% 12960 8.1% 25,590 7.1% 138,550 7.0% 47,500 5.1% 10,800 5.9% 19,346,200 4.8%
Feb 2019 100,600 6.2% 13,140 7.8% 25,600 6.7% 139,340 6.4% 47,800 4.5% 10,900 4.9% 19,429,900 4.5%
Mar 2019 100,400 6.1% 13,0560 7.6% 25,460 6.8% 138,910 6.4% 47,700 4.4% 10,800 4.7% 19,393,100 4.5%
Apr 2019 99,500 5.0% 12920 6.4% 25,240 5.7% 137,660 5.3% 47,400 3.6% 10,700 3.7% 19,238,900 3.8%
May 2019 99,100 4.5% 12,840 5.7% 25,360 5.0% 137,300 4.7% 47,500 3.6% 10,700 3.0% 19,261,800 3.6%
Jun 2019 97,500 5.4% 12,840 6.3% 25,680 5.6% 136,020 5.5% 46,800 4.6% 10,400 3.4% 19,325,500 4.1%
Jul 2019 97,800 5.6% 12,870  6.4% 25,530 6.0% 136,200 5.8% 47,000 5.0% 10,500 3.4% 19,465,600 4.4%
Aug 2019 97,600 5.0% 12,900 6.0% 25,610 5.4% 136,110 5.2% 47,000 4.6% 10,500 3.2% 19,428,900 4.2%
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Table A-8. Tri-County Regional Monthly Civilian Labor Force (16+) and Unemployment Rate Change (2018-2019) (Page 2 of 2)
Tri-County Region
Butte County Glenn County Tehama County Total Chico Paradise California
Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp. Labor Unemp.

Item Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate [1] Force Rate Force Rate Force Rate
Sep 2019 99,700 4.0% 13,210 4.6% 26,110 4.4% 139,020 4.1% 47,900 3.4% 10,700 2.5% 19,505,800 3.6%
Oct 2019 100,700 4.2% 13,320 4.5% 26,430 4.5% 140,450 4.3% 48,300 3.5% 10,800 2.6% 19,538,300 3.7%
Nov 2019 99,300 4.2% 12950 4.8% 25,800 4.5% 138,050 4.3% 47,600 3.3% 10,600 2.2% 19,534,600 3.7%
Dec 2019 98,600 4.4% 12,960 5.4% 25,390 4.9% 136,950 4.6% 47,100 3.1% 10,500 2.0% 19,470,100 3.7%
Pre-Fire Average

(Jan 2018 - Nov 2018) 101,991 5.0% 12,777 6.6% 25,534 5.7% 140,302 5.3% 48,764 3.9% 11,145 4.7% 19,276,991 4.2%
Post-Fire Average

(Dec 2018 - Dec 2019) 99,385 5.2% 12,985 6.2% 25,625 5.6% 137,995 5.4% 47,515 4.1% 10,700 3.7% 19,404,746 4.1%

Difference (2,606) 0.2% 208 (0.4%) 92 (0.2%) (2,306) 0.1% (1,248) 0.2% (445) (1.0%) 127,755 (0.2%)

Source: CA EDD Monthly Labor Force Data (Report 400 C), not seasonally adjusted; EPS.

[1] Tri-County Region labor force is a direct sum of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama Counties; unemployment rate is a weighted average of each counties' rates based on total labor force.
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The Region, and Chico in particular, have a much younger labor force, relative to the State’s
labor force composition, highlighting the influence of the CSU Chico and Butte College. The
Town'’s labor force composition is consistent with the State, although has a much large
proportion of workers aged 65 or older at 8 percent. See Figure A-8).

Figure A-8. Labor Force by Age Group (2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. See Table B-7 in Appendix B.
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Resident Employment by Industry

2018 Snapshot

As of 2018, the Region contained about 140,200 employed residents, excluding those who are
self-employed, working unpaid for a family business or farm, or private or household workers.
The largest clusters of resident employment in the Region were in the fields of health care and
social assistance (16 percent), retail trade (14 percent), educational services (10 percent), and
accommodation and food services (9 percent), accounting for almost half of employment (see
Table A-9). All of the Region’s top resident employment industries are overrepresented relative
to the State.

Table A-9. Employed Residents by Industry (2018)

Tri-County
Region Chico Paradise California

Industry (NAICS) [1] Total  Share Total Share Total Share Total Share

Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 8,490 6.1% 1,132 2.3% 257 2.3% 413,138 2.1%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 159 | 0.1% 10| 0.0% 9 0.1% 31,391 0.2%
Utilities (22) 1,819 1.3% 360 0.7% 221 2.0% 145,640 0.8%
Construction (23) 8,575 6.1% 2,370  4.9% 733  6.6% 1,200,092  6.2%
Manufacturing (31-33) 10,008  7.1% 2,762  57% 767  6.9% 1,807,593  9.3%
Wholesale Trade (42) 2,585 1.8% 872 1.8% 251 2.3% 560,954 2.9%
Retail Trade (44-45) 18,892 13.5% 7,536 15.5% 1,500 13.5% 2,062,996 | 10.6%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 3,758 2.7% 1,037 2.1% 228 2.1% 851,545 4.4%
Information (51) 2,266 1.6% 1,257 2.6% 226 2.0% 570,488  2.9%
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,098 2.9% 1,782  3.7% 198  1.8% 732,873  3.8%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 2,586 1.8% 907 1.9% 363 3.3% 445,134 2.3%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senvices (54) 6,422 4.6% 2,961 6.1% 316 2.9% 1,661,504 8.6%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 80 0.1% 80| 0.2% 0| 0.0% 19334 0.1%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Swvcs (56) 5,706 4.1% 1,995 4.1% 407 3.7% 922,654 4.8%
Educational Senvices (61) 13,272 9.5% 6,029 12.4% 626  5.6% 1,650,034  8.5%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 22,362 16.0% 7,251 | 14.9% 2,908 26.2% 2,418,094 12.5%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 3,753 2.7% 1,009 2.1% 187 1.7% 527,512 2.7%
Accommodation and Food Senvices (72) 12,124 8.6% 5,202 10.7% 914 8.2% 1,502,467 7.7%
Other Senvices (except Public Admin.) (81) 6,817  4.9% 2,407  4.9% 570 5.1% 1,024,780  5.3%
Public Administration (9A-9B) 6,429 4.6% 1,740  3.6% 418  3.8% 849,977  4.4%
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 140,200 100.0% 48,700 100.0% 11,100 100.0% 19,398,200 100.0%

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2403); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M);
EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on
US Census data and refined specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of
labor force industry composition by county, only available from the US Census, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1] The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Nawy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.

APPENDIX A A-22



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

2010 - 2018 Trends

Since 2010, the Region experienced growth in resident employment of almost 4 percent, with the
largest increases occurring in the following industries: Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and
Hunting; Accommodation & Food Service; and Utilities. The largest percentage decreases
occurred in the following industries: Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction; Wholesale
Trade; and Educational Services. See Table A-10.

Table A-10. Tri-County Region Employed Residents by Industry Change (2010-2018)

2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)

Industry (NAICS) [1] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 7,512 5.3% 8,490 6.1% 978 13.0%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 264 0.2% 159 0.1% (105) (39.7%)
Utilities (22) 1,691 1.2% 1,819 1.3% 129 7.6%
Construction (23) 9,392 6.6% 8,575 6.1% (818) (8.7%)
Manufacturing (31-33) 10,216 7.2% 10,008 7.1% (208) (2.0%)
Wholesale Trade (42) 3,413 2.4% 2,585 1.8% (828) (24.3%)
Retail Trade (44-45) 18,236 12.9% 18,892 13.5% 656 3.6%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 3,969 2.8% 3,758 2.7% (211) (5.3%)
Information (51) 2,175 1.5% 2,266 1.6% 91 4.2%
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,297 3.0% 4,098 2.9% (198) (4.6%)
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 2,528 1.8% 2,586 1.8% 58 2.3%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senvices (54) 6,097 4.3% 6,422 4.6% 325 5.3%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 17 0.0% 80 0.1% 63 0.0%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Swcs (56) 5,848 4.1% 5,706 4.1% (142) (2.4%)
Educational Senvices (61) 15,472 10.9% 13,272 9.5% (2,200) (14.2%)
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 22,464 15.9% 22,362 16.0% (102) (0.5%)
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 3,915 2.8% 3,753 2.7% (162) (4.1%)
Accommodation and Food Senices (72) 10,817 7.6% 12,124 8.6% 1,306 12.1%
Other Senices (except Public Admin.) (81) 6,929 4.9% 6,817 4.9% (112) (1.6%)
Public Administration (9A-9B) 6,279 4.4% 6,429 4.6% 150 2.4%
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 141,530 100.0% 140,200 100.0% (1,330) (0.9%)

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2403); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M);
EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census data and
refined specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of labor force industry
composition by county, only available from the US Census, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1] The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Nawy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.
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In the City of Chico, there was an increase of resident employees between 2010 and 2018 of
13 percent (see Table A-11). Most of these new resident employees were employed in the
industries of Retail Trade; Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services; Health Care;
Agriculture; and Construction.

Table A-11. Employed Residents by Industry Change: Chico (2010-2018)

2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)

Industry (NAICS) [1] Total Share Total Share Amount %

Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 722 1.6% 1,132 2.3% 410 56.7%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 10 0.0% 10 0.0% (1) (5.8%)
Utilities (22) 154 0.3% 360 0.7% 206 133.8%
Construction (23) 2,057 4.4% 2,370 4.9% 313 15.2%
Manufacturing (31-33) 2,800 6.0% 2,762 5.7% (38) (1.4%)
Wholesale Trade (42) 1,113 2.4% 872 1.8% (241) (21.6%)
Retail Trade (44-45) 6,561 14.2% 7,536 15.5% 975 14.9%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 761 1.6% 1,037 2.1% 276 36.3%
Information (51) 1,003 2.2% 1,257 2.6% 254 25.3%
Finance and Insurance (52) 1,681 3.6% 1,782 3.7% 102 6.0%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 903 1.9% 907 1.9% 5 0.5%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) 2,453 5.3% 2,961 6.1% 507 20.7%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 17 0.0% 80 0.2% 62 0.0%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Swvcs (56) 1,946 4.2% 1,995 4.1% 50 2.6%
Educational Senvices (61) 6,339 13.7% 6,029 12.4% (310) (4.9%)
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 7,111 15.4% 7,251 14.9% 140 2.0%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 1,232 2.7% 1,009 2.1% (223) (18.1%)
Accommodation and Food Senvices (72) 5,467 11.8% 5,202 10.7% (265) (4.8%)
Other Senvices (except Public Admin.) (81) 2,108 4.6% 2,407 4.9% 299 14.2%
Public Administration (9A-9B) 1,861 4.0% 1,740 3.6% (121) (6.5%)
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 46,300 100.0% 48,700 100.0% 2,400 5.2%

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2403); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M);
EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census
data and refined specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of
labor force industry composition for Chico, only available from the US Census, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1] The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Nawy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.
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Even before the Camp Fire, Paradise was experiencing a decline in employed residents, while
employed residents in Chico and Region were experiencing gains. In Paradise, between 2010 and
2018, there was an overall loss of 6 percent of resident employees; the largest change occurred
in Educational Service with a loss of 56 percent, or 710 resident employees. See Table A-12.

Table A-12. Employed Residents by Industry Change: Paradise (2010-2018)

2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)

Industry (NAICS) [1] Total Share Total Share Amount %

Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 116 1.0% 257 2.3% 142 122.6%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 10 0.1% 9 0.1% (1) (6.7%)
Utilities (22) 177 1.6% 221 2.0% 44 24.8%
Construction (23) 920 8.1% 733 6.6% (187) (20.4%)
Manufacturing (31-33) 669 5.9% 767 6.9% 98 14.6%
Wholesale Trade (42) 201 1.8% 251 2.3% 50 24.7%
Retail Trade (44-45) 1,383 12.2% 1,500 13.5% 117 8.4%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 315 2.8% 228 2.1% (87) (27.5%)
Information (51) 206 1.8% 226 2.0% 19 9.3%
Finance and Insurance (52) 401 3.5% 198 1.8% (203) (50.5%)
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 137 1.2% 363 3.3% 226 164.4%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) 432 3.8% 316 2.9% (116) (26.8%)
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 0 0.0% 0 0.0% - 0.0%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 512 4.5% 407 3.7% (105) (20.5%)
Educational Senices (61) 1,364 12.1% 626 5.6% (738) (54.1%)
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 2,449 21.7% 2,908 26.2% 459 18.7%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 249 2.2% 187 1.7% (61) (24.7%)
Accommodation and Food Senices (72) 563 5.0% 914 8.2% 351 62.3%
Other Senices (except Public Admin.) (81) 726 6.4% 570 5.1% (156) (21.5%)
Public Administration (9A-9B) 469 4.2% 418 3.8% (51) (10.8%)
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 11,300  100.0% 11,100  100.0% (200) (1.8%)

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2403); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M);
EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census data and
refined specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of labor force industry
composition for Paradise, only available from the US Census, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1] The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Nawy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.
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Resident Employment by Occupation

2018 Snapshot

As of 2018, Office & Administrative Support occupations employ the most residents within the
Region, consistent with the largest category Statewide. Large proportions of residents in the
Region are also employed within Sales & Related and Management occupations, also consistent
with the top categories Statewide. It is notable that nearly 60 percent of the Region’s residents
are employed in occupational categories which correspond with a low degree of training, while
about 30 percent correspond with a high degree of training, and 10 percent correspond with a
medium degree of training. Statewide, about 50 percent of residents are employed in low-
training level occupations; 40 percent in high-training level occupations; and 10 percent in
medium-training level occupations. See Table A-13.

2010 - 2018 Trends

The Region’s labor force experienced significant growth in healthcare related occupations
(Healthcare Support; Health Diagnosing & Treating Practitioners; Health Technologists);
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry occupations; and Material Moving occupations. The largest
percentage decreases occurred in the following occupations: Personal Care and Service; Office &
Administrative Support; Construction; and Sales and Related. It is notable that there was a
significant shift in resident occupations necessitating a high level of training (a net increase of
1,800 employed residents). See Table A-14.
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Table A-13. Employed Residents by Occupation (2018) (page 1 of 2)

Training Tri-County Region Chico Paradise California
Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Total Share Total Share
Management Occupations (11-0000) High 12,506 8.9% 4,394 9.0% 1,310 11.8% 1,976,266  10.2%
Business and Financial Operations Occupations (13-0000) High 5,257 3.7% 2,077 4.3% 401 3.6% 1,063,617 5.5%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations (15-0000) High 2,329 1.7% 1,334 2.7% 142 1.3% 680,799 3.5%
Architecture and Engineering Occupations (17-0000) High 1,785 1.3% 751 1.5% 137 1.2% 416,638 2.2%
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations (19-0000) High 1,466 1.0% 561 1.2% 110 1.0% 208,431 1.1%
Community and Social Service Occupations (21-0000) High 3,501 2.5% 1,525 3.1% 277 2.5% 307,960 1.6%
Legal Occupations (23-0000) High 549 0.4% 146 0.3% 53 0.5% 229,834 1.2%
Educational Instruction, and Library Occupations (25-0000) High 8,465 6.0% 4,010 8.2% 389 3.5% 1,043,858 5.4%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations (27-0000) High 2,304 1.6% 1,148 2.4% 167 1.5% 554,549 2.9%
Health Diagnosing & Treating Pract. and Other Tech. Occ. (29-1000) High 5,256 3.7% 2,068 4.2% 507 4.6% 663,902 3.4%
Health Technologists and Technicians (29-2000) High 2,736 2.0% 882 1.8% 429 3.9% 306,272 1.6%
Healthcare Support Occupations (31-0000) Low 7,449 5.3% 2,026 4.2% 784 7.1% 680,557 3.5%
Firefighting, Prevention, & Other Protective Svc Workers Incl. Spvsrs (33-2000) Medium 1,673 1.2% 631 1.3% 125 1.1% 237,055 1.2%
Law Enforcement Workers Including Supervisors (33-3000) Medium 846 0.6% 303 0.6% 46 0.4% 154,364 0.8%
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (35-0000) Low 9,422 6.7% 4,068 8.4% 641 5.8% 1,111,458 5.8%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (37-0000) Low 6,496 4.6% 1,636 3.4% 658 5.9% 803,039 4.2%
Personal Care and Service Occupations (39-0000) Low 4,421 3.2% 1,605 3.3% 442 4.0% 587,146 3.0%
Sales and Related Occupations (41-0000) Low 13,815 9.9% 5439 11.2% 1,145 10.3% 2,013,214 10.4%
Office and Administrative Support Occupations (43-0000) Low 15,982 11.4% 6,060 12.4% 1,075 9.7% 2,165,920 11.2%
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Table A-13. Employed Residents by Occupation (2018) (page 2 of 2)

Training _Tri-County Region Chico Paradise California
Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Total Share Total Share
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations (45-0000) Low 5,056  3.6% 538 1.1% 119 1.1% 307,476 1.6%
Construction and Extraction Occupations (47-0000) Medium 6,640 4.7% 1,596  3.3% 574  52% 923,810  4.8%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (49-0000) Medium 4,222 3.0% 1,070 2.2% 217 2.0% 510,465 2.6%
Production Occupations (51-0000) Low 7,366  5.3% 1,793  3.7% 621 5.6% 955,342  5.0%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (53-0000) Low 10,660 7.6% 3,038 6.2% 731 6.6% 1,378,826 7.2%
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 140,200 100.0% 48,700 100.0% 11,100 100.0% 19,280,800 100.0%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2401); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census data and refined
specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of labor force occupational composition, only
available from the US Census at the level of geography evaluated, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1] The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Nawy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.

[2] Lewels of training by occupations are based on information provided by O*NET, a source on key characteristics of workers and occupations utilized by US Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Low training level = some on-the-job training and high school-level education; Medium training level = considerable on-the-job training, vocational education, or Associate's degree;
High training level = four-year degree or above plus work experience.
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Table A-14. Employed Residents by Occupation Change: Tri-County Region (2010-2018)
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Training 2010 Change (2010-2018)
Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Management Occupations (11-0000) High 13,294 9.4% 12,506 8.9% (788) (5.9%)
Business and Financial Operations Occupations (13-0000) High 4,441 3.1% 5,257 3.7% 816 18.4%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations (15-0000) High 1,883 1.3% 2,329 1.7% 446 23.7%
Architecture and Engineering Occupations (17-0000) High 1,554 1.1% 1,785 1.3% 231 14.9%
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations (19-0000) High 918 0.6% 1,466 1.0% 548 59.7%
Community and Social Service Occupations (21-0000) High 2,604 1.8% 3,501 2.5% 897 34.4%
Legal Occupations (23-0000) High 683 0.5% 549 0.4% (133)  (19.5%)
Educational Instruction, and Library Occupations (25-0000) High 9,451 6.7% 8,465 6.0% (986) (10.4%)
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations (27-0000) High 2,349 1.7% 2,304 1.6% (46) (1.9%)
Health Diagnosing & Treating Pract. and Other Tech. Occ. (29-1000) High 4,308 3.0% 5,256 3.7% 948 22.0%
Health Technologists and Technicians (29-2000) High 2,832 2.0% 2,736 2.0% (96) (3.4%)
Healthcare Support Occupations (31-0000) Low 4,173 2.9% 7,449 5.3% 3,276 78.5%
Firefighting, Prevention, & Other Protective Svc Workers Incl. Spvsrs (33-2000) Medium 1,563 1.1% 1,673 1.2% 110 7.0%
Law Enforcement Workers Including Supervisors (33-3000) Medium 1,276 0.9% 846 0.6% (430) (33.7%)
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (35-0000) Low 8,793 6.2% 9,422 6.7% 629 7.2%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (37-0000) Low 6,904 4.9% 6,496 4.6% (408) (5.9%)
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Table A-14. Employed Residents by Occupation Change: Tri-County Region (2010-2018) (page 2 of 2)

Training 2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)
Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Personal Care and Senice Occupations (39-0000) Low 7,337 5.2% 4,421 3.2% (2,915)  (39.7%)
Sales and Related Occupations (41-0000) Low 15,317 10.8% 13,815 9.9% (1,503) (9.8%)
Office and Administrative Support Occupations (43-0000) Low 19,132 13.5% 15,982 11.4% (3,151) (16.5%)
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations (45-0000) Low 3,856 2.7% 5,056 3.6% 1,200 31.1%
Construction and Extraction Occupations (47-0000) Medium 8,084 5.7% 6,640 4.7% (1,443) (17.9%)
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (49-0000) Medium 4,787 3.4% 4,222 3.0% (565) (11.8%)
Production Occupations (51-0000) Low 6,995 4.9% 7,366 5.3% 371 5.3%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (53-0000) Low 8,997 6.4% 10,660 7.6% 1,663 18.5%
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 141,530 100.0% 140,200 100.0% (1,330) (0.9%)

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2401); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census data and refined
specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of labor force occupational composition, only
available from the US Census at the level of geography evaluated, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1] The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Nawy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.

[2] Lewels of training by occupations are based on information provided by O*NET, a source on key characteristics of workers and occupations utilized by US Bureau
of Labor Statistics. Low training level = some on-the-job training and high school-level education; Medium training level = considerable on-the-job training,
vocational education, or Associate's degree; High training level = four-year degree or above plus work experience.
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Aside from healthcare-related occupations, Chico experienced growth in the following
occupations: material moving; community and social service; computer and mathematical; and
educational instruction and library. There were significant declines in building and grounds

occupations; office and administrative support; personal care; and construction occupations. See
Table A-15.
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Table A-15 Employed Residents by Occupation Change: Chico (2010-2018)
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Training 2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)

Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Management Occupations (11-0000) High 4,291 9.3% 4,394 9.0% 103 2.4%
Business and Financial Operations Occupations (13-0000) High 1,862 4.0% 2,077 4.3% 215 11.5%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations (15-0000) High 949 2.1% 1,334 2.7% 385 40.5%
Architecture and Engineering Occupations (17-0000) High 580 1.3% 751 1.5% 172 29.6%
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations (19-0000) High 267 0.6% 561 1.2% 294 110.2%
Community and Social Service Occupations (21-0000) High 1,084 2.3% 1,525 3.1% 441 40.7%
Legal Occupations (23-0000) High 277 0.6% 146 0.3% (131) (47.3%)
Educational Instruction, and Library Occupations (25-0000) High 3,774 8.2% 4,010 8.2% 236 6.3%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations (27-0000) High 897 1.9% 1,148 2.4% 251 28.0%
Health Diagnosing & Treating Pract. and Other Tech. Occ. (29-1000) High 1,576 3.4% 2,068 4.2% 493 31.3%
Health Technologists and Technicians (29-2000) High 793 1.7% 882 1.8% 88 11.2%
Healthcare Support Occupations (31-0000) Low 1,287 2.8% 2,026 4.2% 739 57.4%
Firefighting, Prevention, & Other Protective Svc Workers Incl. Spvsrs (33-2000) Medium 480 1.0% 631 1.3% 151 31.4%
Law Enforcement Workers Including Supervisors (33-3000) Medium 253 0.5% 303 0.6% 50 19.7%
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (35-0000) Low 4,128 8.9% 4,068 8.4% (61) (1.5%)
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (37-0000) Low 2,332 5.0% 1,636 3.4% (696) (29.8%)
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Table A-15. Employed Residents by Occupation Change: Chico (2010-2018) (page 2 of 2)

Training 2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)
Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Personal Care and Senice Occupations (39-0000) Low 1,922 4.2% 1,605 3.3% (317) (16.5%)
Sales and Related Occupations (41-0000) Low 5,653 12.2% 5,439 11.2% (214) (3.8%)
Office and Administrative Support Occupations (43-0000) Low 6,622 14.3% 6,060 12.4% (562) (8.5%)
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations (45-0000) Low 528 1.1% 538 1.1% 9 1.7%
Construction and Extraction Occupations (47-0000) Medium 1,818 3.9% 1,596 3.3% (221) (12.2%)
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (49-0000) Medium 982 2.1% 1,070 2.2% 87 8.9%
Production Occupations (51-0000) Low 1,614 3.5% 1,793 3.7% 180 11.1%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (53-0000) Low 2,330 5.0% 3,038 6.2% 708 30.4%
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 46,300 100.0% 48,700 100.0% 2,400 5.2%

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2401); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census data and refined
specifically for the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of labor force occupational composition, only
available from the US Census at the level of geography evaluated, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[1]1 The labor force includes all people classified in the civilian labor force, plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the
United States Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force consists of people classified as employed or unemployed.

[2] Lewels of training by occupations are based on information provided by O*NET, a source on key characteristics of workers and occupations utilized by US Bureau
of Labor Statistics. Low training level = some on-the-job training and high school-level education; Medium training level = considerable on-the-job training,
vocational education, or Associate's degree; High training level = four-year degree or above plus work experience.
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In Paradise, there were gains in healthcare-related occupations, followed by food preparation
and serving; transportation; and building and grounds cleaning occupations. There were declines
in Office and Administrative Support; Educational Instruction; Law Enforcement; and trades-
based occupations, including Installation, Maintenance and Repair; and Construction and
Extraction occupations. See Table A-16.
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Table A-16. Employed Residents by Occupation Change: Paradise (2010-2018)
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Training 2010 Change (2010-2018)

Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Management Occupations (11-0000) High 1,230 10.9% 1,310 11.8% 80 6.5%
Business and Financial Operations Occupations (13-0000) High 347 3.1% 401 3.6% 55 15.7%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations (15-0000) High 189 1.7% 142 1.3% (47) (25.1%)
Architecture and Engineering Occupations (17-0000) High 171 1.5% 137 1.2% (34) (19.6%)
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations (19-0000) High 59 0.5% 110 1.0% 51 85.0%
Community and Social Service Occupations (21-0000) High 171 1.5% 277 2.5% 106 62.0%
Legal Occupations (23-0000) High 54 0.5% 53 0.5% (1) (1.4%)
Educational Instruction, and Library Occupations (25-0000) High 818 7.2% 389 3.5% (429) (52.5%)
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations (27-0000) High 176 1.6% 167 1.5% (9) (5.4%)
Health Diagnosing & Treating Pract. and Other Tech. Occ. (29-1000) High 550 4.9% 507 4.6% (43) (7.9%)
Health Technologists and Technicians (29-2000) High 439 3.9% 429 3.9% (10) (2.3%)
Healthcare Support Occupations (31-0000) Low 413 3.7% 784 71% 371 89.8%
Firefighting, Prevention, & Other Protective Svc Workers Incl. Spvsrs (33-2000) Medium 133 1.2% 125 1.1% (8) (6.2%)
Law Enforcement Workers Including Supervisors (33-3000) Medium 161 1.4% 46 0.4% (115) (71.1%)
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (35-0000) Low 450 4.0% 641 5.8% 191 42.5%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (37-0000) Low 487 4.3% 658 5.9% 170 34.9%
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Table A-16. Employed Residents by Occupation Change: Paradise (2010-2018) (page 2 of 2)
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Training 2010 2018 Change (2010-2018)
Occupation (SOC) Level [2] Total Share Total Share Amount %
Personal Care and Service Occupations (39-0000) Low 558 4.9% 442 4.0% (115) (20.7%)
Sales and Related Occupations (41-0000) Low 1,025 9.1% 1,145 10.3% 121 11.8%
Office and Administrative Support Occupations (43-0000) Low 1,756 15.5% 1,075 9.7% (681) (38.8%)
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations (45-0000) Medium 22 0.2% 119 1.1% 97 450.9%
Construction and Extraction Occupations (47-0000) Low 678 6.0% 574 5.2% (104) (15.3%)
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (49-0000) Medium 374 3.3% 217 2.0% (157) (42.1%)
Production Occupations (51-0000) Low 536 4.7% 621 5.6% 85 15.9%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (53-0000) Low 504 4.5% 731 6.6% 228 45.2%
Civilian Employed Population 16 Years and Over 11,300 100.0% 11,100 100.0% (200) (1.8%)

Source: US Census Bureau ACS, 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2401); CA EDD Average Annual Labor Force Data (Report 400 M); EPS.

NOTE: Total employed residents obtained from the US Census differs from California EDD totals. California EDD data is based on US Census data and refined specifically for
the California labor market, indicating a more accurate data source. This table takes the proportion of labor force occupational composition, only available from the US Census
at the level of geography evaluated, and allocates it based on California EDD's total labor force figures.

[11 Employment by occupation includes jobs which pay wages or salaries (those working them not necessarily residents of the region), regardless of
hours worked; and does not include those self-employed, working unpaid for a family business or farm, nor private household workers.

[2] Levels of training by occupations are based on information provided by O*NET, a source on key characteristics of workers and occupations utilized by US
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Low training level = some on-the-job training and high school-level education; Medium training level = considerable on-the-job

training, vocational education, or Associate's degree; High training level = four-year degree or above plus work experience.
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Mean Annual Wages by Occupation

Average wages in the Region were about $46,000 as of 2018, representing just under 80 percent
of the statewide average wages for all occupations. Wages were most competitive with statewide
averages for the following occupations: Farming, Fishing, and Forestry; Health Technologists;
Law Enforcement; and Production. Given the predominance of and specialization in the
Agriculture industry, it is unsurprising but notable that occupations in Farming, Fishing, and
Forestry were the sole occupation that exceeded the statewide average. See Table A-17.
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Table A-17. Mean Annual Wages of Labor Force by Occupation (2018$) (Page 1 of 2)
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Training California Tri-County Region

Occupation Level [1] % of LF Mean Wage [2] % of LF Mean Wage [2] % of CA

Management Occupations High 10.2% $134,945 8.9% $94,895 70.3%
Business and Financial Operations Occupations High 5.5% $85,221 3.7% $64,853 76.1%
Computer and Mathematical Occupations High 3.5% $107,010 1.7% $74,949 70.0%
Architecture and Engineering Occupations High 2.2% $101,120 1.3% $81,778 80.9%
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations High 1.1% $83,786 1.0% $57,401 68.5%
Community and Social Services Occupations High 1.6% $55,851 2.5% $46,728 83.7%
Legal Occupations High 1.2% $131,138 0.4% $96,144 73.3%
Education, Training, and Library Occupations High 5.4% $64,604 6.0% $56,775 87.9%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations High 2.9% $73,672 1.6% $45,500 61.8%
Health Diagnosing and Treating Practitioners, All Other High 3.4% $97,617 3.7% $90,362 92.6%
Health Technologists and Technicians, All Other High 1.6% $50,245 2.0% $49,839 99.2%
Healthcare Support Occupations Low 3.5% $38,162 5.3% $35,891 94.0%
Firefighting, Prevention, & Other Protective Svc Workers Incl. Spvsrs Medium 1.2% $79,700 1.2% $40,303 50.6%
Law Enforcement Workers Including Supervisors Medium 0.8% $93,749 0.6% $89,500 95.5%
Food Preparation and Serving-Related Occupations Low 5.8% $29,079 6.7% $26,830 92.3%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations Low 4.2% $33,924 4.6% $31,554 93.0%

| Industrial Economics, Inc.
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Table A-17. Mean Annual Wages of Labor Force by Occupation (2018$) (Page 2 of 2)

Training California Tri-County Region

Occupation Level [1] % of LF Mean Wage [2] % of LF Mean Wage [2] % of CA

Personal Care and Service Occupations Low 3.0% $29,634 3.2% $26,650 89.9%
Sales and Related Occupations Low 10.4% $44,937 9.9% $34,639 77.1%
Office and Administrative Support Occupations Low 11.2% $42,807 11.4% $36,881 86.2%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations Low 1.6% $26,709 3.6% $28,048 105.0%
Construction and Extraction Occupations Medium 4.8% $59,046 4.7% $50,325 85.2%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations Medium 2.6% $53,498 3.0% $47,334 88.5%
Production Occupations Low 5.0% $39,335 5.3% $37,574 95.5%
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations Low 7.2% $39,222 7.6% $37,114 94.6%
Total All Occupations 74.7% $58,475 80.5% $45,756 78.2%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2401); 1Q 2018 Occupational Employment Statistics, CA EDD; EPS.

[1] Levels of training by occupations are based on information provided by O*NET, a source on key characteristics of workers and occupations utilized by US Bureau
of Labor Statistics. Low training level = some on-the-job training and high school-level education; Medium training level = considerable on-the-job training,
vocational education, or Associate's degree; High training level = four-year degree or above plus work experience.

[2] Mean wages reflect total employee compensation, which equals total payroll costs of employees including wages and salaries, all benefits (e.g., health,
retirement), and payroll taxes.
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Wage Structure

2018 Snapshot

In 2018, mean and median annual earnings in the Tri-County Region fell well below State
averages. Median incomes in the Region are about $6,000 to $17,000 less than in California and
mean incomes are approximately $12,500 to $27,300 less (see Figure A-9 and Table B-8). As
a result, the Region’s income distribution is skewed lower than statewide averages, with more
workers earning less than $50,000 annually.

Figure A-9. Wage Structure for Full-Time, Year-Round Workers with Earnings (2018)
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Source: US Census Bureau ACS; EPS. See Table B-8 in Appendix B.
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Jobs-Housing Balance and Commute Patterns

2017 Snapshot?28

The Region possesses a balance of jobs and housing that generally aligns with the State average
of 1.3 jobs per housing unit, falling below the commonly accepted ideal ratio of 1.5. Chico’s jobs-
housing balance is substantially higher, reflecting its position as the Region’s job center, while
Paradise’s jobs-housing balance is under 1.0, reflecting both its position as a bedroom
community. Expectedly, a high proportion of the Town’s workers commuted to jobs outside of
the Town (about 75 percent), although the Town’s inflow-outflow ratio is nearly in balance,
reflecting an almost equal number of employed residents commuting outside of the Town as
those commuting to the Town for employment. Commuting data for the City of Chico indicates
the majority of Chico’s employed residents also work in Chico. Further, there are almost three
times the number of workers coming into Butte County to work as leaving the county for jobs
outside of the county. Average commute times are under 25 minutes, below the average
commute time in the State of about 30 minutes. See Table A-18.

228 peflects the most recent data available.
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Table A-18. Tri-County Regional Employment Commute Patterns (2017)

Tri-County Region

Item [1] Butte County Glenn County Tehama County Chico Paradise California
Jobs-Housing Balance 1.2 1.3 1.0 1.9 0.9 1.2
Mean Commute Time 21.0 21.8 23.4 174 22.8 30.2
Resident Workers
Total Living and Working in Area 56,643 10,201 4,681 20,524 2,436 -
Living in Area, Employed Outside (Outflow) 26,284 13,376 7,021 16,245 6,836 -
Total Resident Workers in Area 82,927 23,577 11,702 36,769 9,272
Worker Outflow Ratio 32% 57% 60% 44% 74%
Employment
Total Living and Working in Area 56,643 10,201 4,681 20,524 2,436 -
Employed in Area, Live Outside 22,984 7,338 4,147 24,869 4,064 -
Total Employment in Area (Inflow) 79,627 17,539 8,828 45,393 6,500 -
Inflow/Outflow Ratio 303% 131% 126% 279% 95% -

Source: U.S. Census Bureau OnTheMap (2017); U.S. Census ACS; CA EDD; EPS.

[1] Data reflects the most recently available information, which is annualized 2017 data.
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Resident Work Destinations

2010 - 2017 Trends

As of 2017, nearly half of residents within Butte County commuted to places of employment in Chico and
Oroville, and almost 40 percent of residents commuted to areas outside of the County, including
Sacramento, Redding, Yuba City, and other communities not identified. Nearly 60 percent of Chico
employed residents and 30 percent of Paradise employed residents commuted to jobs in Chico. Over a
quarter of Paradise employed residents commuted to places of employment in Paradise. Over the last
decade, there were small shifts in resident work destinations, as residents moved from jobs throughout
the greater region to places of employment in Chico and the unincorporated communities of Durham and
Butte Valley in Butte County. See Table A-19.
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Table A-19. Resident Work Destination Change (2010-2017)

Butte County Chico Paradise

Iitem 2010 2017 Change 2010 2017 Change 2010 2017 Change

Work Destination
Butte Valley CDP 1.2% 1.4% 0.2% 1.2% 1.4% 0.1% 2.5% 2.9% 0.4%
Chico 34.9% 37.8% 3.0% 52.5% 55.8% 3.3% 24.1% 26.9% 2.7%
Durham CDP 1.6% 1.9% 0.3% 1.7% 2.0% 0.3% 1.2% 1.5% 0.3%
Gridley 1.6% 1.4% (0.2%) - - - - - -
Magalia CDP - - - - - - 1.3% 1.8% 0.4%
Oroville 12.1% 10.6% (1.5%) 5.7% 4.3% (1.3%) 7.1% 6.4% (0.8%)
Oroville East CDP 1.7% 1.5% (0.2%) - - - - - -
Paradise 7.4% 6.5% (0.9%) 3.1% 2.9% (0.2%) 28.9% 26.3% (2.6%)
Redding 1.6% 1.4% (0.2%) 1.5% 1.2% (0.4%) 1.6% 1.4% (0.2%)
Sacramento 2.5% 1.9% (0.6%) 2.3% 1.7% (0.6%) 2.5% 1.9% (0.6%)
San Francisco - - - 0.9% 0.9% 0.0% 0.8% 1.1% 0.3%
Willows - - - 1.1% 0.8% (0.3%) - - -
Yuba City 1.9% 1.9% 0.0% 1.3% 1.4% 0.1% 1.1% 1.2% 0.1%
All Other Locations [1] 33.6% 33.7% 0.1% 28.5% 27.5% (1.0%) 28.8% 28.6% (0.2%)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau OnTheMap; EPS.

[1] All Other Locations category does not represent the same collection of places for every geography.
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Tri-County Economic Structure

Establishments

2012-2018 Trends

In 2018, the Region was home to approximately 6,200 business establishments. This represents
a 2.6% increase, or an additional 156 establishments, relative to 2012. Industries with the
highest number of establishments included Retail Trade, Health Care and Social Assistance, and
Construction. Construction experienced the highest nominal growth, adding over

90 establishments between 2012 and 2018, while the Retail Trade industry experienced the
largest overall contraction with a total loss of about 60 establishments. Establishments in the
Educational Services industry grew by the highest percentage with 20 added establishments, or
an increase of almost 40 percent. Establishments in the Region have an average size of about
13 employees per establishment, with nearly all establishments (96 percent) considered small
businesses, employing 50 or fewer employees. Medium-sized establishments, those
establishments employing between 50 and 249 people, grew by almost 20 percent from 2012 to
2018, adding 35 establishments. See Table A-20.
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Table A-20. Establishment Statics for the Tri-County Region (2012-2018)

Establishments

2012 2018 2012-2018 Growth 2018
Awg. Emp.
Item Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % per Est.
Total Establishments by Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 57 0.9% 62 1.0% 5 8.8% 14.9
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 12 0.2% 11 0.2% (1) (8.3%) 5.2
Utilities (22) 19 0.3% 22 0.4% 3 15.8% 28.7
Construction (23) 593 9.8% 685 11.0% 92 15.5% 6.2
Manufacturing (31-33) 241 4.0% 253 4.1% 12 5.0% 28.7
Wholesale Trade (42) 214 3.5% 208 3.4% (6) (2.8%) 12.1
Retail Trade (44-45) 949 15.7% 886 14.3% (63) (6.6%) 15.7
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 173 2.9% 181 2.9% 8 4.6% 16.1
Information (51) 90 1.5% 88 1.4% (2) (2.2%) 13.3
Finance and Insurance (52) 386 6.4% 381 6.1% (5) (1.3%) 7.9
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 299 4.9% 315 5.1% 16 5.4% 3.8
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) 517 8.5% 517 8.3% 0 0.0% 5.7
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 26 0.4% 22 0.4% 4) (15.4%) 48.3
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Swvcs (56) 275 4.5% 290 4.7% 15 5.5% 10.6
Educational Senvices (61) 53 0.9% 73 1.2% 20 37.7% 11.1
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 897 14.8% 883 14.2% (14) (1.6%) 20.1
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 89 1.5% 88 1.4% (1) (1.1%) 19.8
Accommodation and Food Senices (72) 574 9.5% 640 10.3% 66 11.5% 17.9
Other Senices (except Public Admin.) (81) 586 9.7% 601 9.7% 15 2.6% 7.9
Government Enterprises (9A)/Admin. Govt (9B) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6,050 100.0% 6,206 100.0% 156 2.6% 13.1
Establishments by Employment Size
Small (less than 50 employees) 5,829 96.3% 5,948 95.8% 119 2.0% -
Medium (50-249 employees) 195 3.2% 230 3.7% 35 17.9% -
Large (250+ employees) 26 0.4% 28 0.5% 2 7.7% -

Source: US Census Bureau, 2012-2018 County Business Patterns; EPS.
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Total Employment (Jobs)

2018 Snapshot

In 2018, there were almost 160,000 total jobs in the Region. The largest share of jobs in the
Region were in the Health Care and Social Assistance industry (15 percent), driven by employers
such as Enloe Medical Center, Adventist Health, Glenn Medical Center, Orchard Hospital, St.
Elizabeth Community Hospital, and various home health care service providers. Additional
industries with large proportions of jobs in the Region include Administrative Government

(12 percent), followed by Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (12 percent). The smallest
employment sectors in the Region include Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction

(0.3 percent), Management of Companies & Enterprises (0.4 percent), and Utilities (0.6 percent).
See Table A-21.

Jobs located in Chico accounted for almost half of all employment in the Region, while Paradise
comprised about 8 percent of the Region’s employment. Similar to the Region, employment in
Chico and Paradise is dominated by the Health Care and Social Assistance industry; employment
in Chico represented nearly half of the Regional share, while employment in Paradise
represented almost 20 percent of the Regional share.
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Table A-21. Employment by Industry (2018)
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Tri-County Region Chico Paradise
% of % of % of % of % of
ltem Total Total Total Total Region Total Total Region
Employment By Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 18,848 11.8% 2,828 3.8% 15.0% 126 1.1% 0.7%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Exir. (21) 499 0.3% 80 0.1% 15.9% 10 0.1% 2.0%
Utilities (22) 987 0.6% 422 0.6% 42.7% 38 0.3% 3.8%
Construction (23) 9,325 5.9% 4,446 6.0% 47.7% 710 5.9% 7.6%
Manufacturing (31-33) 8,224 5.2% 3,138 4.2% 38.2% 78 0.7% 1.0%
Wholesale Trade (42) 3,036 1.9% 1,732 2.3% 57.0% 50 0.4% 1.6%
Retail Trade (44-45) 15,513 9.7% 9,202 12.4% 59.3% 1,034 8.6% 6.7%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 4,340 2.7% 1,242 1.7% 28.6% 20 0.2% 0.5%
Information (51) 1,139 0.7% 859 1.2% 75.4% 74 0.6% 6.5%
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,950 3.1% 3,266 4.4% 66.0% 305 2.5% 6.2%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 5,659 3.6% 3,215 4.3% 56.8% 775 6.5% 13.7%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Services (54) 6,744 4.2% 4,605 6.2% 68.3% 294 2.4% 4.4%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 658 0.4% 463 0.6% 70.3% 2 0.0% 0.3%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 5,781 3.6% 3,861 5.2% 66.8% 235 2.0% 4.1%
Educational Services (61) 1,160 0.7% 764 1.0% 65.9% 58 0.5% 5.0%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 23,930 15.0% 11,342 15.3% 47.4% 4,286 35.7% 17.9%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 2,127 1.3% 1,017 1.4% 47.8% 354 3.0% 16.7%
Accommodation and Food Services (72) 12,337 7.7% 7,190 9.7% 58.3% 629 5.2% 5.1%
Other Services (except Public Admin.) (81) 11,403 7.2% 6,079 8.2% 53.3% 974 8.1% 8.5%
Government Enterprises (9A) 3,042 1.9% 1,508 2.0% 49.6% 189 1.6% 6.2%
Administrative Government (9B) 19,507 12.3% 7,063 9.5% 36.2% 1,772 14.7% 9.1%
Total Employment 159,208 100.0% 74,322  100.0% 46.7% 12,012  100.0% 7.5%
Source: IMPLAN; EPS.
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Major Employers

The Region’s largest employers are concentrated in the following sectors and include the
following selected employers. A comprehensive listing of major employers in the Region by
industry sector is provided in Table B-9.

e Healthcare and Social Assistance. Includes Enloe Medical Center (Chico); Orohealth
Corporation (Oroville); St. Elizabeth Community Hospital (Red Bluff); Glenn Medical Center
(Willows), Orchard Hospital (Gridley); and Adventist Health (Paradise).

e Agriculture. Includes Erick Nielsen Enterprises Inc. (Orland); John Wheeler Logging, Inc.
(Red Bluff); Andersen & Sons Shelling, Inc. (Vina); Gridley Packing, Inc. (Gridley).

e Educational Services. Chico State; Butte College; Shasta College; schools and school
districts throughout the Region.

e Manufacturing. Pacific Coast Producers (Oroville); Sierra Pacific Industries (Corning/Red
Bluff).

¢ Administrative Government. Includes Butte, Glenn, and Tehama county governments;
CAL Fire (Red Bluff); and the US Reclamation Bureau office in Willows.

¢ Transportation and Warehousing: Walmart Distribution Center (Red BIluff).

e Accommodation and Food Services: Berry Creek Rancheria of Tyme Maidu Indians
(Oroville); Rolling Hills Casino & Resort (Corning).

The largest employers in Paradise are in the Accommodation & Food Service, Educational
Services, Health Care and Social Assistance, Information, and Retail sectors. See
Table B-10 for more details.

Post-Secondary Educational Institutions

The Region is home to California State University (CSU), Chico (formerly the Northern Branch of
the California State Normal School, which was established in the late 1800s), and Butte College,
a community college with a primary campus in Oroville and several satellite campuses in Chico
and one satellite campus in Orland (Glenn County). With a combined enrollment of almost
30,000 students and over 4,000 staff, as of the 2018-19 school year, these educational
institutions have been instrumental in generating substantial economic activity for the Region in
terms of jobs, consumer spending, municipal tax revenue, and research and innovation. The
Region also houses a satellite campus of Shasta Community College in Red Bluff (Tehama
County), with an estimated enrollment of about 9,200 students.

CSU Chico’s 17,000 students draw from the entire State, with nearly 70 percent originating from
outside of the greater Region service area (defined as northeastern California). The university
conferred over 4,000 degrees in 2018-19, with the largest concentration in social sciences
(business administration, sociology, psychology), life sciences (pre-nursing, biology, exercise
physiology), and other disciplines including criminal justice, construction management, and
mechanical engineering. Butte College’s nearly 12,000 students are primarily composed of local
residents attaining Associate’s degrees and Associate Transfer degrees concentrated in social and
behavioral science, business administration, psychology, and registered nursing, and certificates
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in trades-based disciplines including law enforcement, firefighting, welding, cosmetology, and
heavy equipment operation.229

The majority of Butte College’s student body originates from the Tri-County Region (85 percent)
and is predominately aged 20 years or older. The community college conferred 964 degrees in
the 2018-2019 school year increasing to 996 in 2019-2020 with the largest concentration in
social and behavioral science, business administration, psychology, and registered nursing. The
schools certificate programs awarded 381 certificates in the 2018-2019 school year, decreasing
to 299 in 2019-2020, with the most popular certifications programs in law enforcement and
firefighting. Overall enroliments have slowly been declining for the past few years, this was
exacerbated by the fire for Spring 2019 enrollments. A school survey reported that 7 percent of
faculty and staff as well as 7 percent the student body were directly impacted by the fire. 230

Post-secondary educational institutions contribute to one the largest labor force sectors in the
Region (employment is represented in Educational Services and Administrative Government).
See Table B-11 for detailed information on each college.

Sales by Industry

2018 Snapshot

The Region generated $10.5 billion in sales activity in 2018. Manufacturing accounted for
$2.6 billion in sales in 2018, representing over 20 percent of total sales in the Region and the
most of any industry. Sales in the Health Care industry accounted for the next highest total,
equaling over $1.0 billion in sales and 10 percent of total sales in the Region.

With sales of nearly $5 billion, establishments located in Chico accounted for just under 50
percent of total regional sales, led by sales generated in the Manufacturing, Real Estate, and
Finance and Insurance industries. While Paradise accounted for just over 6 percent of total
regional sales, sales in the Health Care industry accounted for over 20 percent of regional sales
in that industry category. See Table A-22.

229 p trade job generally refers to any job whose duties require advanced training and skills gained through means other than a
bachelor’s degree. For example, many jobs in the construction industry, such as plumber or electrician, require you to have
significant experience and training before you can work. Experience and training can be gained through on-the-job experience or
formal education in the form of an apprenticeship or completing a vocational school training program. Although many skilled labor
jobs require manual work, not all trade jobs require significant physical labor. Examples of these include being a pilot, a real estate
broker, or dental technician.

230 giakeholder correspondence, Butte College, August 2020.
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Table A-22. Sales by Industry (2018)
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Tri-County Region Chico Paradise
% % % Y% %
ltem Total of Total Total of Total of Region Total of Total of Region
Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) $665,758,243 6.3% $75,093,481 1.5% 11.3% $3,429,518 0.5% 0.5%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) $96,594,048 0.9% $16,719,711 0.3% 17.3% $2,073,731 0.3% 2.1%
Utilities (22) $533,300,331 5.1% $270,680,436 5.5%  50.8% $30,855,320 4.6% 5.8%
Construction (23) $656,824,497 6.3% $310,392,223 6.3% 47.3% $50,391,896 7.6% 7.7%
Manufacturing (31-33) $2,257,043,387 21.5% $789,437,993 16.0% @ 35.0% $14,896,484 2.2% 0.7%
Wholesale Trade (42) $380,281,640 3.6% $217,526,460 4.4%  57.2% $5,952,217 0.9% 1.6%
Retail Trade (44-45) $593,246,214 5.7% $368,328,594 7.5% 62.1% $38,621,646 5.8% 6.5%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) $262,477,630 2.5% $60,649,459 1.2% 23.1% $2,054,874 0.3% 0.8%
Information (51) $421,884,998 4.0% $327,479,296 6.7%  77.6% $29,421,576 4.4% 7.0%
Finance and Insurance (52) $684,550,113 6.5% $444,913,856 9.0% 65.0% $41,687,849 6.3% 6.1%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) $957,645,208 9.1% $472,848,030 9.6%  49.4% $119,053,274 17.9% 12.4%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Services (54) $404,581,879 3.9% $289,490,857 5.9%  71.6% $11,710,446 1.8% 2.9%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) $41,497,701 0.4% $29,190,868 0.6% | 70.3% $130,200 0.0% 0.3%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) $190,529,568 1.8% $114,924,774 23%  60.3% $8,257,135 1.2% 4.3%
Educational Services (61) $25,066,456 0.2% $17,717,845 0.4% | 70.7% $1,166,344 0.2% 4.7%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) $1,048,253,264 10.0% $430,453,364 87% 41.1% $228,603,849 34.3% 21.8%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) $71,238,154 0.7% $27,384,901 0.6% 38.4% $5,715,659 0.9% 8.0%
Accommodation and Food Services (72) $378,827,863 3.6% $211,501,642 4.3% 55.8% $18,587,693 2.8% 4.9%
Other Services (except Public Admin.) (81) $400,575,774 3.8% $239,689,050 49%  59.8% $27,510,835 4.1% 6.9%
Government Enterprises (9A) $422,989,656 4.0% $208,931,906 4.2%  49.4% $26,149,049 3.9% 6.2%
Administrative Government (9B) $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 0.0% $0 0.0% 0.0%
Total Employment $10,493,166,624  100.0% $4,923,354,746  100.0%  46.9% $666,269,594  100.0% 6.3%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.

[1] Total annual industry sales reflects total industry output less employee compensation, other property income, and taxes on production and imports.
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Growth in Employment and Sales by Industry

2015 - 2018 Trends

Overall, the Region experienced growth in employment but a decline in sales (in constant 2018
dollars) between 2015 and 2018. The Region added 12,700 jobs from 2015 to 2018, an increase
of almost 9 percent. In absolute employment gains, the Region added nearly 4,500 jobs in the
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting sector, followed by about 2,200 jobs in both the
Health Care and Other Services sectors. Strong job growth, in terms of proportional growth,
occurred in Management of Companies and Enterprises (although note that this industry was the
second smallest employment sector in the Region); Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting;
Other Services; and Construction.

The Region generated about $10.5 billion in sales in 2018. The largest gains were experienced in
the Mining, Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services, and
Educational Services industries. While Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting experienced
significant employment gains, sales declined by nearly 28 percent, although this is likely driven
by broader commodity pricing trends. Other industries in the Region that experienced declining
sales between 2015 and 2018 include: Utilities; Manufacturing; Information; and Construction.
See Table A-23.

In Chico, industries that experienced growth in both employment and sales included Mining,
Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction, Wholesale Trade, Retail Trade, Education Services, Health
Care and Social Assistance, Arts Entertainment, and Recreation, Accommodation and Food
Services, and Other Services. The largest growth in employment occurred in the Other Services
industry. Similar to the regional trend, Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting had a large
increase in employment but experienced a decrease in sales. Real Estate and Rental Leasing
experienced a large increase in sales but a decrease in employment. Industries that declined in
both employment and sales were Utilities and Information. See Table A-24.

In Paradise, industries that experienced growth in both employment and sales were Mining,
Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction, Retail Trade, Administrative, Support & Waste
Management Services, and Health Care and Social Assistance (see Table A-25). The Other
Services and Construction industries had large growth in employment but declined in sales. The
Real Estate and Rental Leasing industry also experienced a large growth in sales; however, this
industry had a large decrease in employment. Utilities declined in both employment and sales, as
did Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting.
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Table A-23. Growth in Employment and Sales by Industry: Region (2015-2018) (in Real 2018$%)
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Regional Employment

Regional Total Sales (2018$)

Item 2015 2018 Change % Growth 2015 [1] 2018 Change % Growth

Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 14,384 18,848 4,464 31.0% $928,460,664 $665,758,243 ($262,702,420)[  (28.3%)
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 443 499 55 12.5% $36,089,782 $96,594,048 $60,504,266 167.6%
Utilities (22) 997 987 (10) (1.0%) $744,561,564 $533,300,331 ($211,261,233)[  (28.4%)
Construction (23) 7,630 9,325 1,695 22.2% $791,262,646 $656,824,497 ($134,438,149)  (17.0%)
Manufacturing (31-33) 7,968 8,224 256 3.2% $2,909,796,843 $2,257,043,387 ($652,753,456)|  (22.4%)
Wholesale Trade (42) 3,066 3,036 (30) (1.0%) $304,727,016 $380,281,640 $75,554,624 24.8%
Retail Trade (44-45) 15,483 15,513 30 0.2% $477,550,185 $593,246,214 $115,696,029 24.2%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 3,809 4,340 531 13.9% $278,497,666 $262,477,630 ($16,020,036) (5.8%)
Information (51) 1,278 1,139 (138) (10.8%) $562,559,078 $421,884,998 ($140,674,079),  (25.0%)
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,968 4,950 (18) (0.4%) $565,319,953 $684,550,113 $119,230,160 21.1%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 6,327 5,659 (668) (10.6%) $809,567,079 $957,645,208 $148,078,129 18.3%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) 6,766 6,744 (22) (0.3%) $391,257,361 $404,581,879 $13,324,518 3.4%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 441 658 217 49.1% $42,868,477 $41,497,701 ($1,370,776) (3.2%)
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Swvcs (56) 5,775 5,781 6 0.1% $142,002,677 $190,529,568 $48,526,891 34.2%
Educational Senices (61) 1,065 1,160 95 8.9% $19,167,730 $25,066,456 $5,898,726 30.8%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 21,730 23,930 2,200 10.1% $847,828,386 $1,048,253,264 $200,424,878 23.6%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 2,049 2,127 78 3.8% $73,809,733 $71,238,154 ($2,571,578) (3.5%)
Accommodation and Food Senvices (72) 10,658 12,337 1,679 15.8% $300,677,128 $378,827,863 $78,150,735 26.0%
Other Senices (except Public Admin.) (81) 9,183 11,403 2,220 24.2% $461,652,108 $400,575,774 ($61,076,334) (13.2%)
Government Enterprises (9A) 3,074 3,042 (32) 0.4% $440,742,575 $422,989,656 ($17,752,919) (4.0%)
Administrative Government (9B) 19,421 19,507 86 (1.0%) $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Total 146,515 159,208 12,694 8.7% $11,128,398,648  $10,493,166,624 ($635,232,025) (5.7%)

Source: IMPLAN; Bureau of Labor Statistics; EPS.

[1] Escalation of 2015% to 2018$% based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics annual CPI, All Urban Consumers, West Region values.
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Table A-24. Growth in Employment and Sales by Industry: Chico (2015-2018) (in Real 2018%)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Chico Employment

Chico Total Sales (2018$)

Item 2015 2018 Change % Growth 2015 [1] 2018 % Growth
Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 1,834 2,828 995 54.2% $100,474,534 $75,093,481 (25.3%)
Mining, Quarrying, Qil & Gas Extr. (21) 54 80 25 46.8% $4,100,530 $16,719,711 307.7%
Utilities (22) 479 422 (57) (12.0%) $375,299,581 $270,680,436 | (27.9%)
Construction (23) 3,604 4,446 842 23.4% $357,878,822 $310,392,223 = (13.3%)
Manufacturing (31-33) 2,617 3,138 521 19.9% $913,090,036 $789,437,993 | (13.5%)
Wholesale Trade (42) 1,516 1,732 215 14.2% $150,727,603 $217,526,460 0.0%
Retail Trade (44-45) 8,368 9,202 834 10.0% $271,536,297 $368,328,594 35.6%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 998 1,242 244 24.4% $76,120,194 $60,649,459 | (20.3%)
Information (51) 991 859 (132) (13.3%) $461,831,015 $327,479,296 | (29.1%)
Finance and Insurance (52) 3,296 3,266 (30) (0.9%) $372,232,141 $444,913,856 19.5%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 3,602 3,215 (387) (10.7%) $368,006,396 $472,848,030 28.5%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Services (54) 4,517 4,605 88 2.0% $264,583,329 $289,490,857 9.4%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 333 463 130 38.9% $32,371,306 $29,190,868 (9.8%)
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 3,887 3,861 (26) (0.7%) $80,929,017 $114,924,774 42.0%
Educational Services (61) 660 764 104 15.8% $12,271,732 $17,717,845 44.4%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 10,084 11,342 1,258 12.5% $346,360,360 $430,453,364 24.3%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 928 1,017 89 9.6% $24,303,055 $27,384,901 12.7%
Accommodation and Food Services (72) 6,172 7,190 1,018 16.5% $166,743,668 $211,501,642 26.8%
Other Services (except Public Admin.) (81) 3,973 6,079 2,106 53.0% $174,511,939 $239,689,050 37.3%
Government Enterprises (9A) 1,439 1,508 69 4.8% $207,322,634 $208,931,906 0.8%
Administrative Government (9B) 7,702 7,063 (640) (8.3%) $0 $0 0.0%
Total 67,055 74,322 7,267 10.8% $4,760,694,189  $4,923,354,746 3.4%

Source: IMPLAN; Bureau of Labor Statistics; EPS.

[1] Escalation of 2015% to 2018$ based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics annual CPI, All Urban Consumers, West Region values.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.
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Table A-25. Growth in Employment and Sales by Industry: Paradise (2015-2018) (in Real 2018%)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Paradise Employment

Paradise Total Sales (2018$)

Item 2015 2018 Change % Growth 2015 [1] 2018 % Growth
Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 141 126 (15) (10.3%) $8,348,138 $3,429,518 (58.9%)
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 7 10 3 36.7% $569,524 $2,073,731 264.1%
Utilities (22) 73 38 (36) (48.7%) $60,973,030 $30,855,320 (49.4%)
Construction (23) 551 710 159 28.9% $60,785,730 $50,391,896 (17.1%)
Manufacturing (31-33) 83 78 4) (5.3%) $15,791,344 $14,896,484 (5.7%)
Wholesale Trade (42) 51 50 (1) (2.7%) $5,084,168 $5,952,217 17.1%
Retail Trade (44-45) 938 1,034 95 10.2% $26,992,902 $38,621,646 43.1%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 18 20 1 6.6% $2,745,968 $2,054,874 (25.2%)
Information (51) 79 74 (5) (6.9%) $21,492,079 $29,421,576 36.9%
Finance and Insurance (52) 306 305 (1 (0.3%) $33,442,487 $41,687,849 24.7%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 917 775 (141) (15.4%) $89,652,887 $119,053,274 32.8%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) 331 294 (38) (11.4%) $12,287,411 $11,710,446 (4.7%)
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 1 2 1 46.1% $137,167 $130,200 (5.1%)
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 152 235 82 54.0% $5,927,687 $8,257,135 39.3%
Educational Senices (61) 80 58 (22) (27.6%) $1,390,896 $1,166,344 (16.1%)
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 4,139 4,286 147 3.6% $184,862,397 $228,603,849 23.7%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 334 354 21 6.3% $9,053,038 $5,715,659 (36.9%)
Accommodation and Food Senvices (72) 640 629 (11) (1.7%) $18,663,839 $18,587,693 (0.4%)
Other Senvices (except Public Admin.) (81) 665 974 309 46.4% $32,023,607 $27,510,835 (14.1%)
Gowvernment Enterprises (9A) 252 189 (63) (25.0%) $36,245,456 $26,149,049 (27.9%)
Administrative Government (9B) 1,699 1,772 72 4.3% $0 $0 0.0%
Total 11,459 12,012 553 4.8% $626,469,753 $666,269,594 6.4%

Source: IMPLAN; Bureau of Labor Statistics; EPS.

[1] Escalation of 2015$ to 2018$ based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics annual CPI, All Urban Consumers, West Region values.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.
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Total Job Earnings per Worker by Industry
2018 Snapshot

The corollary to the average wages data presented in the previous section, reflective of wages
earned by employed residents, is job earnings per worker for employment opportunities in the
Region. Since most residents are employed at jobs within the Region, the overall figures are very
similar, although note that job earnings presented in Table A-26 are reflective of earnings by
industry whereas mean wages per employed resident is presented by occupation.

Median earnings per worker for jobs in the Region were approximately $43,000. Earnings per
worker for jobs in Chico were consistent, although slightly below the Regional average, whereas
earnings per worker for jobs in Paradise were almost $6,000 higher than the Regional average,
influenced by substantially higher earnings in Health Care for jobs located in Paradise relative to the
Region as a whole.

APPENDIX A A-56



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Table A-26. Total Job Earnings by Industry (2018%)

Tri-County Region Chico Paradise
Earnings Earnings Earnings
Total per Total per Total per
ltem Empl. Empl. Empl. Empl. Empl. Empl.
Job Earnings by Industry (NAICS) [1]

Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 18,848 $24,646 2,828 $24,287 126 $21,066
Mining, Quarrying, Qil & Gas Extr. (21) 499 $12,039 80 $5,799 10 $5,771
Utilities (22) 987  $204,484 422 | $236,277 38 | $271,166
Construction (23) 9,325 $40,596 4,446 $40,411 710 $39,815
Manufacturing (31-33) 8,224 $53,291 3,138 $50,116 78 $37,518
Wholesale Trade (42) 3,036 $60,597 1,732 $63,003 50 $59,973
Retail Trade (44-45) 15,513 $32,126 9,202 $32,426 1,034 $34,092
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 4,340 $47,116 1,242 $33,107 20 $56,700
Information (51) 1,139 $55,272 859 $57,124 74 $39,460
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,950 $42,296 3,266 $44,291 305 $42,630
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 5,659 $13,606 3,215 $15,150 775 $12,110
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Services (54) 6,744 $34,204 4,605 $36,821 294 $22,163
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 658 $81,218 463 $88,776 2 $88,947
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 5,781 $28,196 3,861 $28,125 235 $26,127
Educational Services (61) 1,160 $18,639 764 $21,480 58 $21,920
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 23,930 $51,525 11,342 $46,715 4,286 $60,233
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 2,127 $11,640 1,017 $12,428 354 $8,120
Accommodation and Food Services (72) 12,337 $23,148 7,190 $23,036 629 $20,210
Other Services (except Public Admin.) (81) 11,403 $28,033 6,079 $27,825 974 $24,271
Government Enterprises (9A) 3,042 $73,878 1,508 $75,442 189 $75,440
Administrative Government (9B) 19,507 $76,566 7,063 $75,901 1,772 $75,901
Total / Weighted Average 159,208  $42,556 74,322  $41,166 12,012  $47,367
Percent of Region 100% 97% 111%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.
NOTE: Employment figures on other tables may differ due to the source and year.

[1] Earnings reflects total employee compensation, which equals total payroll costs of employees including wages
and salaries, all benefits (e.g., health, retirement), and payroll taxes.
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Gross Regional Product

2018 Conditions

Gross Regional Product (GRP) describes the wealth in a region and is a common measurement of
the size and productivity of the local economy. GRP is defined as is a measure of “value added”
at the regional level, or the additional value of goods and services produced (economic output
less intermediate inputs). In 2018, the Region’s GRP was approximately $13.7 billion, led by Real
Estate and Rental Leasing sector (almost 15 percent of the Region’s GRP), followed by
Administrative Government (12 percent) and Health Care (12 percent). Real Estate and Rental
Leasing also tops the list for the City of Chico (14 percent) and is the second largest in Paradise
(21 percent). Health Care and Social Assistance is the top industry in Paradise contributing
towards over 30 percent of the Town’s GRP. The Region accounts for less than one percent of the
State’s total GRP. See Table A-27.
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Table A-27. Gross Regional Product (2018%)
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Tri-County Region Chico Paradise State of California
Gross Regional Gross Regional Gross Regional Gross Regional
Item Product % of Total Product % of Total Product % of Total Product % of Total
GRP by Industry (NAICS)
Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) $1,261,946,084 9.2% $163,425,198 2.6% $7,093,026 0.7% $37,175,134,630 1.3%
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) $18,105,276 0.1% $2,344,741 0.0% $291,207 0.0% $8,486,932,991 0.3%
Utilities (22) $684,534,947 5.0% $358,277,918 5.7% $39,387,547 3.8% $26,447,093,450 1.0%
Construction (23) $755,685,832 5.5% $355,624,772 5.7% $58,032,989 5.6% $120,015,336,039 4.3%
Manufacturing (31-33) $814,905,444 5.9% $330,433,836 5.3% $5,633,353 0.5% $273,790,854,187 9.9%
Wholesale Trade (42) $585,936,106 4.3% $298,598,934 4.8% $8,170,618 0.8% $114,398,491,152 4.1%
Retail Trade (44-45) $1,163,451,854 8.5% $730,612,526 11.6% $82,815,584 7.9% $106,921,206,313 3.9%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) $313,649,918 2.3% $70,150,553 1.1% $1,546,472 0.1% $75,949,456,942 2.7%
Information (51) $257,371,660 1.9% $196,319,883 3.1% $17,483,126 1.7% $275,193,916,634 9.9%
Finance and Insurance (52) $389,361,600 2.8% $267,028,851 4.3% $20,916,451 2.0% $143,197,313,228 5.2%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) $2,039,303,442 14.8% $877,202,347 14.0% $216,405,394 20.7% $394,740,867,085 14.2%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) $445,404,137 3.2% $320,874,832 5.1% $16,144,230 1.5% $322,372,871,540 11.6%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) $62,152,725 0.5% $47,678,145 0.8% $212,659 0.0% $45,484,157,779 1.6%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) $281,514,823 2.0% $181,196,777 2.9% $11,229,569 1.1% $87,850,713,649 3.2%
Educational Senices (61) $27,525,480 0.2% $20,718,784 0.3% $1,529,704 0.1% $22,616,756,522 0.8%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) $1,606,223,106 11.7% $713,923,778 11.4% $327,983,473 31.4% $187,352,189,508 6.8%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) $51,058,234 0.4% $21,022,935 0.3% $6,114,653 0.6% $37,799,402,021 1.4%
Accommodation and Food Senvices (72) $483,153,939 3.5% $276,734,678 4.4% $22,015,757 2.1% $89,261,774,636 3.2%
Other Senices (except Public Admin.) (81) $517,325,703 3.8% $299,734,807 4.8% $31,472,178 3.0% $70,315,280,203 2.5%
Government Enterprises (9A) $293,466,059 2.1% $146,659,304 2.3% $18,357,971 1.8% $37,405,420,800 1.3%
Administrative Government (9B) $1,692,257,883 12.3% $601,821,884 9.6% $150,961,035 14.5% $296,100,376,119 10.7%
Total Annual Gross Regional Product [1] $13,744,334,251 100% $6,280,385,484 100% $1,043,796,993 100%  $2,772,875,545,427 100%
Percent of State / Region 0.5% of State 45.7% of Region 7.6% of Region

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.

[1] Gross Regional Product includes estimated value added in each jurisdiction, based on employee compensation, other property income, and taxes on production and imports as reported

by IMPLAN for 2018.
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Gross Regional Product Growth by Industry

2015 - 2018 Trends

The Tri-County Region experienced overall growth in GRP between 2015 and 2018 of
approximately $1.3 billion, accounting for less than one percent of the State of California’s
growth (see Table A-28). The largest industries of growth in the Region included: Real Estate
and Rental Leasing ($499.2 million); Health Care and Social Assistance ($260.8 million); and
Construction ($209.7 million). The largest decreases were in: Manufacturing ($110.6 million);
Information ($91.3 million); and Finance and Insurance ($65.2 million).

In Chico, industries of growth included: Real Estate and Rental Leasing Educational Services
($153.0 million); Health Care and Social Assistance ($137.2 million); Construction

($114.3 million); and Retail Trade ($109.8 million). The largest decreases in Chico occurred in
Manufacturing ($131.5 million) and Information ($108.9 million).

Notable industries of growth in Paradise included: Health Care and Social Assistance
($43.4 million); Real Estate and Rental Leasing ($31.6 million); Construction ($20.7 million);
and Retail Trade ($18.7 million). The largest decrease occurred in Utilities ($16.2 million).

Comparatively industries of growth in California included: Information ($61.9 billion); Professional,
Scientific, and Technical Services ($60.8 billion); and Real Estate and Rental Leasing
($55.5 billion). The largest decrease occurred in Administrative Government ($14.7 billion).
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Table A-28. Gross Regional Product Growth (in Real 2018%)
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2015-2018 Change in Gross Regional Product [1]

Tri-County Region

Chico

Paradise

State of California

Item Total Change % Change Total Change % Change Total Change % Change Total Change % Change
Change GRP by Industry (NAICS)

Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) $49,844,853 4.1% $30,088,706 22.6% ($3,041,560) (30.0%) ($4,975,980,552) (13.4%)
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) ($16,276,376) (47.3%) $264,832 12.7% $12,737 4.6% ($2,385,212,062) (28.1%)
Utilities (22) $6,334,172 0.9% $13,765,481 4.0% ($16,245,797) (29.2%) $2,518,219,631 9.5%
Construction (23) $209,745,736 38.4% $114,319,154 47.4% $20,703,979 55.5% $18,611,800,332 15.5%
Manufacturing (31-33) ($110,631,963) (12.0%) ($131,485,641) (28.5%) $1,030,300 22.4% $824,426,194 0.3%
Wholesale Trade (42) $145,639,713 33.1% $74,994,878 33.5% $628,266 8.3% $2,896,808,066 2.5%
Retail Trade (44-45) $97,645,112 9.2% $109,787,985 17.7% $18,653,173 29.1% ($69,526,654) (0.1%)
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) $28,310,060 9.9% $4,699,204 7.2% ($176,825)  (10.3%) $17,846,803,598 23.5%
Information (51) ($91,333,312) (26.2%) ($108,887,306) (35.7%) $6,203,461 55.0% $61,866,263,765 22.5%
Finance and Insurance (52) ($65,167,886) = (14.3%) ($48,921,699) (15.5%) ($6,010,329)  (22.3%) $10,656,472,184 7.4%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) $499,207,642 32.4% $153,037,927 21.1% $31,573,642 17.1% $55,542,457,703 14.1%
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) $64,028,353 16.8% $54,714,327 20.6% $1,143,605 7.6% $60,797,876,477 18.9%
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) $21,509,616 52.9% $14,729,204 44.7% $73,045 52.3% $3,009,928,740 6.6%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) $66,951,771 31.2% $37,537,150 26.1% $4,288,907 61.8% $5,767,478,304 6.6%
Educational Senices (61) $8,607,490 45.5% $7,216,971 53.5% ($122,659) (7.4%) $2,031,977,068 9.0%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) $260,813,476 19.4% $137,155,323 23.8% $43,365,199 15.2% $21,910,003,452 11.7%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) $6,094,551 13.6% $5,262,049 33.4% $1,063,682 21.1% $3,775,247,283 10.0%
Accommodation and Food Senices (72) $113,804,943 30.8% $73,015,001 35.8% ($1,240,857) (5.3%) $18,730,645,467 21.0%
Other Senices (except Public Admin.) (81) $39,810,838 8.3% $94,161,828 45.8% $202,864 0.6% $2,470,895,942 3.5%
Government Enterprises (9A) $10,673,751 3.8% $12,658,106 9.4% ($5,066,514) (21.6%) $3,122,009,416 8.3%
Administrative Government (9B) ($8,563,757) (0.5%) ($79,598,184) (11.7%) $4,240,149 2.9% ($14,676,205,280) (5.0%)
Total $1,337,048,783 10.8% $568,515,296 10.0% $101,278,470 10.7% $270,272,389,074 9.7%
Percent of State / Region 0.5% of State 42.5% of Region 7.6% of Region

Source: IMPLAN; Bureau of Labor Statistics; EPS.

[1] Escalation of 2015% to 2018% based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics annual CPI, All Urban Consumers, West Region values.
[2] Gross Regional Product includes estimated value added in each jurisdiction, based on employee compensation, other property income, and taxes on production and imports as reported by

IMPLAN for 2018.
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Industry Location Quotient

2018 Conditions

Location quotients (LQ) are useful for evaluating the industries that are unique and specialized in
a regional economy. As measured here, a location quotient shows the industry’s share of an
area’s employment relative to the national average. For example, a location quotient of 2.0
indicates that an industry accounts for twice the share of employment in the area than it does
nationally, and a location quotient of 0.5 indicates the area’s share of employment in the
occupation is half the national share.

Growing and declining industries in the Region were determined by evaluating the Region’s
industry LQ and the rate of employment growth between 2015 and 2018. Four industries
emerged as very or somewhat specialized in the Region, as shown in Figure A-10. Expectedly,
employment in the Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting industry was the most highly
specialized industry in the Region by a large margin, with an LQ of 13.5. The Region also appears
to have a greater than average concentration of employment in the Real Estate industry. The
Other Services and Utilities industries were marginally specialized in the Region. Of these four
industries, two experienced recent employment growth (Agriculture and Other Services) while two
experienced employment declines (Real Estate and Utilities).

Figure A-10. Location Quotient Analysis for Tri-County Region (2018)
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The data affirms the Agriculture industry as a dominant, growth industry that warrants continued
efforts to maintain an environment where this industry can continue to thrive. Industries with
low LQs but increasing employment can be important growth generators in the local economy in
the future. These included Management of Companies and Enterprises; Accommodation and Food
Service; Transportation and Warehousing; Mining; Manufacturing; and Arts, Entertainment &
Recreation. Conversely, industries with higher LQs but declining employment can be targets for
policy action designed to strengthen important components of the local economy. These included
Real Estate and Utilities. Industries with low LQs and declining employment represent weak
segments of the local economy. These included Information; Finance & Insurance; and
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services.

Refer to Table B-12 for detailed industry LQ figures and Table A-23 for the rate of employment
growth.

Economic Base Analysis by Industry

The economic base of a community consists of the proportion of employment that brings wealth
to the community from outside, as opposed to serving local needs. Base-sector activities produce
a significant amount of goods and services for domestic and international export, and they
typically face few geographical constraints, allowing them to operate anywhere deemed
attractive. On the other hand, local-sector activities are located to serve a local market’s
residents or base sectors and produce goods and services for local consumption, which generally
moves wealth around a local area. The health of a community depends on the economic base,
and therefore it deserves close attention and monitoring.

Recent studies have found that 25 percent of the State’s employment is supported by economic
base activities, compared to about 21 percent of the Region’s employment.231 The largest share
of the Region’s base employment, as shown in Table A-29, belongs to Agriculture with almost
45 percent of total base employment. The next largest contributors to the Region’s base
employment are the sectors of Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services, Manufacturing,
Wholesale Trade, and Finance and Insurance. Of these base industries, only Agriculture and
Manufacturing experienced recent employment growth.

About 20 percent of Chico’s economy is supported by economic base activities. The largest share
of the Chico’s base employment, as shown in Table A-30, belongs to Professional, Scientific,
and Technical Services with about 26 percent of base employment. The next largest contributors
to the Region’s base employment are the sectors of Agriculture, Finance and Insurance,
Wholesale Trade, and Manufacturing. Of these base industries, Agriculture and Manufacturing,
Wholesale Trade experienced notable employment growth while the Professional, Scientific, and
Technical Services experienced nominal growth.

Only about 4 percent of Paradise’s economy is supported by economic base activities. As shown
in Table A-31, base employment is concentrated in two industries: Finance and Insurance and
Agriculture. All base industries in the Town experienced recent employment declines or nominal
employment gains.

231 jifornia Chamber of Commerce, 2019. Trade Statistics - Advocacy - California Chamber of Commerce. [online] Available at:
https://advocacy.calchamber.com/international/trade/trade-statistics/ [Accessed November 2020].
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Table A-29. Economic Base Analysis: Tri-County Region (2018)

Regional Base Economy [1]

Total Economic Base Base Percent Base
Item Employment Share Employment Employment
Base Analysis by Industry (NAICS)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 18,848 78.3% 14,754 44.9%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction (21) 499 66.9% 334 1.0%
Utilities (22) 987 0.0% 0 0.0%
Construction (23) 9,325 0.0% 0 0.0%
Manufacturing (31-33) 8,224 47.5% 3,908 11.9%
Wholesale Trade (42) 3,036 99.0% 3,007 9.2%
Retail Trade (44-45) 15,513 0.0% 0 0.0%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 4,340 41.0% 1,781 5.4%
Information (51) 1,139 55.9% 637 1.9%
Finance and Insurance (52) 4,950 58.5% 2,894 8.8%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 5,659 9.8% 556 1.7%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (54) 6,744 62.3% 4,205 12.8%
Management of Companies and Enterprises (55) 658 100.0% 658 2.0%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Swvcs (56) 5,781 0.0% 0 0.0%
Educational Senvices (61) 1,160 0.0% 0 0.0%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 23,930 0.0% 0 0.0%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 2,127 5.9% 126 0.4%
Accommodation and Food Senvices (72) 12,337 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other Senvices (except Public Administration) (81) 11,403 0.0% 0 0.0%
Government Enterprises (9A) 3,042 0.0% 0 0.0%
Administrative Government (9B) 19,507 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 159,208 20.6% 32,859 100.0%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.

[1] The percentage share is derived from analysis of IMPLAN employment data.
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Table A-30. Economic Base Analysis: Chico (2018)

Chico Base Economy [1]

Total Economic Base Base Percent Base
Item Employment Share Employment Employment
Base Analysis by Industry (NAICS)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 2,828 89.8% 2,540 19.6%
Mining, Quarrying, and QOil and Gas Extraction (21) 80 44.4% 35 0.3%
Utilities (22) 422 0.0% 0 0.0%
Construction (23) 4,446 0.0% 0 0.0%
Manufacturing (31-33) 3,138 43.6% 1,367 10.5%
Wholesale Trade (42) 1,732 100.0% 1,732 13.4%
Retail Trade (44-45) 9,202 0.0% 0 0.0%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 1,242 52.1% 647 5.0%
Information (51) 859 47.0% 404 3.1%
Finance and Insurance (52) 3,266 62.8% 2,051 15.8%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 3,215 11.4% 366 2.8%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (54) 4,605 73.0% 3,360 25.9%
Management of Companies and Enterprises (55) 463 100.0% 463 3.6%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 3,861 0.0% 0 0.0%
Educational Services (61) 764 0.0% 0 0.0%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 11,342 0.0% 0 0.0%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 1,017 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accommodation and Food Services (72) 7,190 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other Services (except Public Administration) (81) 6,079 0.0% 0 0.0%
Government Enterprises (9A) 1,508 0.0% 0 0.0%
Administrative Government (9B) 7,063 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 74,322 17.4% 12,965 100.0%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.

[11 The percentage share is derived from analysis of IMPLAN employment data.
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Table A-31. Economic Base Analysis: Paradise (2018)

Paradise Base Economy [1]

Total Economic Base Base Percent Base
Item Employment Share Employment Employment
Base Analysis by Industry (NAICS)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 126 98.2% 124 29.2%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction (21) 10 44.0% 4 1.0%
Utilities (22) 38 0.0% 0 0.0%
Construction (23) 710 0.0% 0 0.0%
Manufacturing (31-33) 78 46.7% 37 8.6%
Wholesale Trade (42) 50 100.0% 50 11.7%
Retail Trade (44-45) 1,034 0.0% 0 0.0%
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 20 51.7% 10 2.4%
Information (51) 74 54.5% 40 9.5%
Finance and Insurance (52) 305 43.0% 131 31.0%
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 775 0.0% 0 0.0%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (54) 294 8.7% 25 6.0%
Management of Companies and Enterprises (55) 2 100.0% 2 0.5%
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 235 0.0% 0 0.0%
Educational Services (61) 58 0.0% 0 0.0%
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 4,286 0.0% 0 0.0%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 354 0.0% 0 0.0%
Accommodation and Food Services (72) 629 0.0% 0 0.0%
Other Services (except Public Administration) (81) 974 0.0% 0 0.0%
Government Enterprises (9A) 189 0.0% 0 0.0%
Administrative Government (9B) 1,772 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 12,012 3.5% 424 100.0%

Source: IMPLAN; EPS.

[1] The percentage share is derived from analysis of IMPLAN employment data.
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Real Estate Market Assessment
Retail Market Assessment

2010 - 2017 Trends

The City of Chico accounted for more than half of the Tri-County Region’s retail supply, with
more square footage than Glenn and Tehama counties combined, amounting to about 70 percent
of Butte County’s total supply (see Figure A-11 and Table B-13). Inventory within the Region
increased modestly between 2010 and 2017 with the addition of about 479,000 square feet, a

4 percent increase. The Region maintained a healthy average vacancy rate of 6 percent.232
Lease rates in Chico were consistently higher than the other jurisdictions, while Tehama County
was generally lower than the other jurisdictions.

2018 - 2019 Conditions

In 2018, the Town of Paradise experienced a significant change in retail inventory following the
Camp Fire with the loss of close to 320,000 square feet of retail space. Before the Camp Fire,
Paradise accounted for a little over 6 percent of the Region’s retail supply, dropping to about 4
percent post-Fire. Though there were small increases of supply in Chico and Tehama County, the
Region’s overall inventory decreased by 222,930 square feet with the losses in Paradise and
unincorporated Butte County.

Paradise’s vacancy rose to about 27 percent in 2019, which is attributable to the destruction of
buildings from the Camp Fire as well as retail businesses leaving the area after the population
declines (see Figure A-12).

Retail lease rate data for Paradise was unavailable for 2017, but lease rates in 2018 and 2019
data were much lower than rates in 2014, 2015, and 2016. Chico and Butte County’s lease rates
increased between 2017 and 2018 but decreased in 2019. Tehama County’s lease rates have
been declining since 2017.

232 healthy vacancy rate falls around 5 percent, which provides enough vacant space to allow for the normal ebbs and flows of a
commercial market.
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Figure A-11. Real Estate Trends: Retail (2010, 2017, and 2019)
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Figure A-12. Paradise Real Estate Trends (2010, 2017, and 2019)
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Office Market Assessment

2010 - 2017 Trends

Similar to retail, the Office supply within the Tri-County Region is dominated by the City of Chico,
amounting for almost 75 percent of the Region’s inventory (see Figure A-13 and Table B-14).
Development was dormant between 2010 and 2017 with the addition of only one small 2,464-
square-foot building. Overall, the Region maintained a healthy vacancy rate between 2010 and
2017, with an average rate of about 6 percent. Lease rates in Chico and Paradise were
consistently higher than Glenn County and Tehama County. Lease rates increased modestly
throughout the Region, except for a decline by about 7 percent in Paradise.

2018 - 2019 Conditions

In 2018 the Town of Paradise experienced a significant change in office inventory due to the
effects of the Camp Fire with the loss of close to 90,200 square feet within 23 buildings. Before
the Camp Fire, Paradise accounted for 6 percent of the Region’s office supply, dropping to

5 percent post-Fire. Approximately 23,000 square feet of office space was brought to the market
in the City of Chico and the Region’s overall inventory increased modestly with a net increase of
2,275 square feet.

The vacancy rate in Paradise’s office market increased to 13 percent in 2019, likely due to the
effects of the Camp Fire and businesses leaving the area after the population deficit. Overall, the
Region saw a decrease in vacancy between 2017 and 2018 and then an increase between 2018
and 2019. Lease rates in 2018 and 2019 increased from a low of $0.91 per square foot in 2016,
peaking in 2018 and lowering again in 2019.

Figure A-13. Real Estate Trends: Office (2010, 2017, and 2019)
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Industrial Market Assessment

2010 - 2017 Trends

Industrial supply within the Tri-County Region between 2010 and 2017 follows the same pattern
as retail and office space, with the City of Chico dominating the market supply, amounting to
about 60 percent of the Region’s inventory (see Figure A-14 and Table B-15). The industrial
market grew modestly in the Region increasing with the addition of three spaces totaling 14,700
square feet in Butte County, combined with a loss of 7,100 square feet in Tehama County for a
net growth of 7,600 square feet. Overall, the Region maintained a healthy vacancy rate between
2010 and 2017, with an average of about 7 percent. Lease rates in the Region declined between
2010 and 2017, with a decrease of over 56 percent Region-wide. Unfortunately, no lease rate
data was available for industrial space in Paradise.

2018 - 2019 Conditions

In 2018, the Town of Paradise experienced a significant change in industrial inventory due to the
effects of the Camp Fire with the loss of over 78,000 square feet within 9 buildings. Before the
Camp Fire, Paradise accounted for a little over 1 percent of the Region’s industrial supply,
dropping to less than 1 percent post-Fire. Approximately 6,000 square feet of industrial space
was brought to the market in the City of Chico, though the Region’s overall inventory declined
with a net negative decrease of almost 71,400 square feet.

Paradise’s industrial supply offered no vacancy in 2018 or 2019, while the Region saw an
increase in vacancy between 2017 and 2019. Lease rates in 2018 and 2019 data increased from
a low of $0.15 per square foot in 2012, peaking in 2018 and lowering again in 2019.

Figure A-14. Real Estate Trends: Industrial (2010, 2017, and 2019)
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Table B-1. Tri-County Regional Age Demographics (2010-2018)
Tri-County Region [2] Chico Paradise
2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change

ltem 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent
Age Group

Under 5 years 18,759 18,441 (318) (1.7%) 4,938 4,943 5 0.1% 925 1,199 274 29.6%

5to 19 years 63,919 59,801 (4,118) (6.4%) 17,026 17,624 598 3.5% 3,594 4,084 490 13.6%

20 to 34 years 64,291 70,633 6,342 9.9% 28,433 29,599 1,166 4.1% 3,092 4,797 1,705 55.2%

35 to 54 years 77,687 70,909 (6,778) (8.7%) 18,133 19,468 1,335 7.4% 7,240 4,961 (2,279)  (31.5%)

55 to 64 years 38,063 42,077 4,014 10.5% 8,172 8,876 704 8.6% 4,439 4,654 215 4.8%

Over 65 years 46,426 56,484 10,058 21.7% 8,513 11,488 2,975 34.9% 7,135 6,848 (287) (4.0%)

Total [1] 309,145 318,345 9,200 3.0% 85,130 91,998 6,868 8.1% 26,425 26,543 118 0.4%
Median Age 37.4 37.8 0.4 1.1% 28.2 29.8 1.6 5.7% 51.3 49.1 (2.2) (4.3%)

Butte County Glenn County Tehama County
2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change

Item 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent
Age Group

Under 5 years 12,244 12,523 279 2.3% 2,235 2,051 (184) (8.2%) 4,318 3,867 (451) (10.4%)

51to 19 years 43,727 41,045 (2,682) (6.1%) 6,509 6,138 (371) (5.7%) 13,579 12,618 (961) (7.1%)

20 to 34 years 48,756 54,310 5,554 11.4% 5,196 5,231 35 0.7% 10,325 11,092 767 7.4%

35 to 54 years 53,566 49,133  (4,433) (8.3%) 7,347 6,767 (580) (7.9%) 16,770 15,009 (1,761) (10.5%)

55 to 64 years 27,111 29,845 2,734 10.1% 3,045 3,410 365 12.0% 7,759 8,822 1,063 13.7%

Over 65 years 33,014 40,219 7,205 21.8% 3,604 4,300 696 19.3% 9,762 11,965 2,203 22.6%

Total 218,635 227,075 8,440 3.9% 27,935 27,897 (38) (0.1%) 62,575 63,373 798 1.3%
Median Age 37.2 371 (0.1) (0.3%) 35.1 36.6 1.5 4.3% 39.2 40.9 1.7 4.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimate Subject Tables (TablelD: S0101); EPS.

[1] Subtotals may not match by-hand calculations due to rounding.

age

[2] Tri-County Region data reflects the sum of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama County data. The median age is the weighted average of all three counties.
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Table B-2. Tri-County Regional Race and Ethnicity Change (2010 - 2018)
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Tri-County Region [2] Chico Paradise
2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change
ltem 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent
Race / Ethnicity
White 228,260 222,436  (5,824) (2.6%) 62,856 65,881 3,025 4.8% 22,909 22,806 (103) (0.4%)
Hispanic or Latino 52,518 63,485 10,967 20.9% 12,602 16,465 3,863 30.7% 1,833 1,912 79 4.3%
Black or African American 3,583 3,946 363 10.1% 1,472 1,865 393 26.7% 81 83 2 2.5%
American Indian and Alaska Native 3,674 3,165 (509) (13.9%) 622 370 (252) (40.5%) 86 228 142 165.1%
Asian 9,980 11,684 1,704 17.1% 3,927 3,865 (62) (1.6%) 353 283 (70) (19.8%)
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islande 560 375 (185) (33.0%) 220 131 (89) (40.5%) 48 2 (46) (95.8%)
Some other race 324 430 106 32.7% 205 189 (16) (7.8%) 26 24 (2) (7.7%)
Two or more races 10,246 12,824 2,578 25.2% 3,226 3,232 6 0.2% 1,089 1,205 116 10.7%
Total [1] 309,145 318,345 9,200 3.0% 85,130 91,998 6,868 8.1% 26,425 26,543 118 0.4%
Butte County Glenn County Tehama County
2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change 2010 - 2018 Change
Item 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent
Race / Ethnicity
White 166,463 164,390 (2,073) (1.2%) 16,033 14,507  (1,526) (9.5%) 45,764 43,539  (2,225) (4.9%)
Hispanic or Latino 29,512 36,358 6,846 23.2% 9,989 11,504 1,515 15.2% 13,017 15,623 2,606 20.0%
Black or African American 3,012 3,303 291 9.7% 197 223 26 13.2% 374 420 46 12.3%
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,050 1,738 (312) (15.2%) 616 414 (202) (32.8%) 1,008 1,013 5 0.5%
Asian 8,658 9,900 1,242 14.3% 629 820 191 30.4% 693 964 271 39.1%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islande 481 341 (140) (29.1%) 9 17 8 88.9% 70 17 (53) (75.7%)
Some other race 243 406 163 67.1% 32 0 (32) (100.0%) 49 24 (25) (51.0%)
Two or more races 8,216 10,639 2,423 29.5% 430 412 (18) (4.2%) 1,600 1,773 173 10.8%
Total [1] 218,635 227,075 8,440 3.9% 27,935 27,897 (38) (0.1%) 62,575 63,373 798 1.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimate Detailed Tables (TablelD: B03002); EPS.

[1] Subtotals may not match by-hand calculations due to rounding.
[1] Tri-County Region data reflects the sum of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama County data.
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Table B-3. Tri-County Regional Educational Attainment Change (2010 - 2018)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Tri-County Region [1] Chico Paradise
2010 - 2018 2010 - 2018 2010 - 2018
Item 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent
Level of Education
High school, no diploma 32,467 27,015 (5,452) (16.8%) 4,502 3,593 (909) (20.2%) 2,285 1,553 (732) (32.0%)
High school graduate 49,643 51,988 2,345 4.7% 8,340 9,208 868 10.4% 5,255 5,135 (120) (2.3%)
Some college, no degree 56,992 61,628 4,636 8.1% 13,410 14,825 1,415 10.6% 6,667 6,524 (143)  (2.1%)
Associate's degree 16,784 20,064 3,280 19.5% 4,928 5,701 773 15.7% 2,285 2,262 (23) (1.0%)
Bachelor's degree 27,968 32,693 4,725 16.9% 10,899 13,199 2,300 21.1% 2,762 2,735 27 (1.0%)
Graduate or professional degree 13,549 15,760 2,211 16.3% 5,307 6,698 1,391 26.2% 1,495 1,559 64 4.3%
Population 25 years and over 197,282 209,148 11,866 6.0% 47,385 53,224 5,839 12.3% 20,769 19,768 (1,001) (4.8%)
Butte County Glenn County Tehama County
2010 - 2018 2010 - 2018 2010 - 2018
Item 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent 2010 2018 Total Percent
Level of Education
High school, no diploma 19,839 15,823 (4,016) (20.2%) 4,517 4,426 (91)  (2.0%) 8,112 6,766 (1,346) (16.6%)
High school graduate 32,880 33,611 731 2.2% 4,204 5,058 854 20.3% 12,559 13,319 760 6.1%
Some college, no degree 39,955 44,001 4,046 10.1% 4,725 4,416 (309) (6.5%) 12,312 13,211 899 7.3%
Associate's degree 12,625 15,195 2,570 20.4% 1,112 1,540 428 38.5% 3,047 3,329 282 9.3%
Bachelor's degree 22,336 25,926 3,590 16.1% 2,050 1,947 (103)  (5.0%) 3,582 4,820 1,238 34.5%
Graduate or professional degree 11,237 13,334 2,097 18.7% 747 537 (210) (28.1%) 1,565 1,889 324 20.7%
Population 25 years and over 138,733 147,890 9,157 6.6% 17,372 17,924 552 3.2% 41,177 43,334 2,157 5.2%
edc
Source: US Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimate Detailed Tables (S1501); EPS.
[1] Tri-County Region data reflects the sum of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama County data.
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Table B-4. Tri-County Regional Household Income and Poverty Rate (2018)

Tri-County Region [2] Chico Paradise
Item 2018 Percent 2018 Percent 2018 Percent
Income Range
$24,999 or less 33,834 28.0% 10,484 29.2% 2,969 26.7%
$25,000 to $49,999 29,458 24.4% 8,150 22.7% 2,668 24.0%
$50,000 to $74,999 20,731 17.2% 5,457 15.2% 2,068 18.6%
$75,000 to $99,999 12,969 10.7% 3,698 10.3% 1,267 11.4%
$100,000 to $149,999 14,010 11.6% 4,452 12.4% 1,423 12.8%
$150,000 to $199,999 5,179 4.3% 2,118 5.9% 367 3.3%
$200,000 or more 4,658 3.9% 1,544 4.3% 356 3.2%
Median Household Income $47,254 - $47,359 - $49,270 -
Poverty Rate 20.3% - 24.7% - 12.6% -
Total [1] 120,839 100.0% 35,903 100.0% 11,118 100.0%
Butte County Glenn County Tehama County
Item 2018 Percent 2018 Percent 2018 Percent
Income Range
$24,999 or less 23,696 27.3% 2,955 29.5% 7,183 29.9%
$25,000 to $49,999 20,918 241% 2,294 22.9% 6,247 26.0%
$50,000 to $74,999 14,322 16.5% 2,013 20.1% 4,397 18.3%
$75,000 to $99,999 9,374 10.8% 1,072 10.7% 2,523 10.5%
$100,000 to $149,999 10,589 12.2% 1,162 11.6% 2,258 9.4%
$150,000 to $199,999 4,079 4.7% 331 3.3% 769 3.2%
$200,000 or more 3,819 4.4% 190 1.9% 649 2.7%
Median Household Income $48,443 - $47,395 - $42,899 -
Poverty Rate 20.1% - 18.8% - 21.5% -
Total [1] 86,797 100.0% 10,017 100.0% 24,025 100.0%

hhipr
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimate Subject Tables for Household Income (S1901); U.S. Census Bureau
ACS 5-Year Estimate Subject Tables for Poverty Rate (S1701); EPS.

[1] Represents total workers with earnings, ages 16 and over.

[2] Data for Tri-County Region are weighted averages of Butte, Glenn, and Tehama Counties' rates based on total
workers with earnings, ages 16 and over.
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Table B-5. Tri-County Regional Total Personal Income: 2010-2018 (Real 2018%)

2010 - 2018 Change
ltem 2010 [1] 2018 Total Percent

Total Personal Income Per Capita

State of California $34,738 $35,021 $283 0.8%
Paradise $30,685 $35,793 $5,108 16.6%
Chico $27,980 $27,869 ($111) (0.4%)
Tri-County Region
Butte County $27,854 $27,537 ($317) (1.1%)
Glenn County $23,787 $21,736 ($2,051) (8.6%)
Tehama County $24,038 $23,126 ($912) (3.8%)
Weighted Average (by Population) $26,710 $26,135 ($575) (2.2%)
Percentage of State 77% 75% - -

toi
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimate Detailed Tables (B19301); Bureau of Labor Statistics; EPS.

[1] Escalation to real 2018 dollars based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics annual CPI, All Urban Consumers, West Region values.
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Table B-6. Tri-County Regional Labor Force and Unemployment Rates (2018)

Labor Unemployment Labor Force as Percentage
Item Force [1] Rate [2] of Designated Geography
Paradise 11,100 4.9% 10.9% of Butte County
Chico 48,700 3.9% 47.8% of Butte County
Tri-County Region
Butte County 101,900 5.1% 72.7% of Tri-County Region
Glenn County 12,780 6.6% 9.1% of Tri-County Region
Tehama County 25,520 5.8% 18.2% of Tri-County Region
Total Region 140,200 5.4% 0.7% of State of California
State of California 19,398,200 4.2%

ulf
Source: CA EDD Monthly Labor Force Data (Report 400 C) and Annual Average 2018 - Revised; EPS.

[1] Labor Force includes: residents both employed and unemployed; those worked more than 1 hour
for a wage or salary; self-employed; those working >15 hours unpaid for a family business or farm;
and those on vacation or any other type of leave.

[2] Unemployment Rate for Tri-County Region is a weighted average of Butte, Glenn, Tehama
County rates based on total labor force.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.
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Table B-7. Tri-County Regional Labor Force by Age Group (2018)

Paradise Chico Tri-County Region California

Item Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % of Total % of Total
Labor Force Age Group

16 to 24 years 1,463 13.2% 14,522 29.8% 28,280 20.2% 13.3%

25 to 64 years 8,797 79.3% 32,269 66.3% 104,117 74.3% 81.8%

65 years and over 839 7.6% 1,909 3.9% 7,803 5.6% 4.8%

Total 11,100 100.0% 48,700 100.0% 140,200 100.0% 100.0%

If age

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: B23006); CA EDD Monthly Labor Force Data
(Report 400 C) and Annual Average 2018 - Revised; EPS.

Table B-8. Tri-County Regional Wage Structure (2018%)

Tri-County Region
ltem Paradise Chico Butte County Glenn County  Tehama County California

Mean and Median Annual Earnings

Median Earnings $29,298 $23,877 $25,636 $26,015 $26,302 $35,050
Median Earnings For Full-Time, Year-Round Workers With Earnings $41,663 $45,528 $44,941 $35,050 $37,685 $51,534
Mean Earnings For Full-Time, Year-Round Workers With Earnings $57,920 $60,628 $60,688 $45,866 $48,784 $73,105
% of Full-Time, Year-Round Workers by Wage Bracket
$1 to $24,999 20.1% 19.4% 20.5% 25.2% 25.7% 17.0%
$25,000 to $49,999 39.3% 34.8% 34.7% 44.0% 40.6% 31.2%
$50,000 or more 40.6% 45.8% 44.9% 30.8% 33.7% 51.8%
wagest

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS, 2018 5-Year Estimates Subject Tables (TablelD: S2001); EPS.
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Table B-9. Major Employers in the Tri-County Region (2020) (Page 1 of 4)

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Employee Size

Sector Industry Major Employers Category City/CDP County
Accommodation and Food Services Casinos Rolling Hills Casino & Resort 500-999 Corning Tehama
Tyme Maidu Tribe-Berry Creek 500-999 Oroville Butte
Hotels Kuman Hotels, Inc. 100-249 Willows Glenn
Restaurants and Other Eating Places Travelcenters of America 100-249 Corning Tehama
Arts, Entertainment, and Amusement, Gambling, and Recreation Industries Urban Park Concessionaires 250-499 Red Bluff Tehama
Recreation Mooretown Rancheria 250-499 Oroville Butte
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing Agricultural Consultants Erick Nielsen Enterprises Inc. 100-249 Orland Glenn
and Hunting Logging John Wheeler Logging, Inc. 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Farm Management Service Lassen Land Co. 50-99 Orland Glenn
Apiculture Honey Olivarez Bees Inc. 50-99 Orland Glenn
Postharvest Crop Activities Andersen & Sons Shelling, Inc. 100-249 Vina Tehama
Omega Walnut, Inc. 50-99 Orland Glenn
Gridley Packing, Inc. 100-249 Gridley Butte
Educational Services Schools Chico High School 250-499 Chico Butte
Olive View School 100-249 Corning Tehama
Red Bluff High School 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
William Finch Charter School 100-249 Orland Glenn
Willows Intermediate School 100-249 Willows Glenn
Mill Street School 50-99 Orland Glenn
Murdock Elementary School 50-99 Willows Glenn
Orland High School 50-99 Orland Glenn
Fairview Elementary School 50-99 Orland Glenn
School Districts Red Bluff Union High School District 250-499 Red Bluff Tehama
Red Bluff Union Elementary School District 250-499 Red Bluff Tehama
Corning Union Elementary School District 250-499 Corning Tehama
Glenn County Office of Education 250-499 Orland/Willows Glenn
Willows Unified School District 100-249 Willows Glenn
Evergreen Union School District 100-249 Cottonwood Tehama
Corning Union High School District 100-249 Corning Tehama
Tehama County Office of Education 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Hamilton Union Elementary School District 50-99 Hamilton City Glenn
Training Consultants Work Training Center Inc 100-249 Chico Butte
University-College Dept/Facility/Office California State University, Chico 500-999 Chico Butte
Junior Colleges Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Joint Community College District 250-499 Red Bluff Tehama
Butte-Glenn Community College District 250-499 Oroville Butte
Finance and Insurance Insurance Butte Community Insurance Agency 250-499 Chico Butte
Medical Insurance Plans United Healthcare 250-499 Chico Butte
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Table B-9. Major Employers in the Tri-County Region (2020) (Page 2 of 4)

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Employee Size

Sector Industry Major Employers Category City/CDP County
Health Care and Social Convalescent Homes Windsor Chico Creek Care-Rehab. 100-249 Chico Butte
Assistance RBHC 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Sun Bridge Center of Willows 50-99 Willows Glenn
Child Care Senvice Head Start 50-99 Orland Glenn
Govt-Individual/Family Social Svcs Department of Child Family Senices 50-99 Orland Glenn
Hospices Enloe Homecare 250-499 Chico Butte
Hospitals/Health Centers Oroville Hospital 500-999 Oroville Butte
Enloe Medical Center 500-999 Chico Butte
St. Elizabeth Community Hospital 250-499 Red Bluff Tehama
Orchard Hospital 100-249 Gridley Butte
Glenn Medical Center 50-99 Willows Glenn
Adventist Health
Nursing and Residential Care Facilities Helios Healthcare LLC 100-249 Chico Butte
1000 Executive Parkway LLC 100-249 Oroville Butte
California Vocations Inc. 100-249 Chico Butte
The Terraces Retirement Community 100-249 Chico Butte
Brentwood Skilled Nursing and Rehabilitation Center 50-99 Red Bluff Tehama
Offices of Physicians Orohealth Corporation 1,000-4,999 Oroville Butte
Veterans Health Admin. 250-499 Chico Butte
Outpatient Care Centers County of Butte 250-459 Chico Butte
Social Assistance The ARC of Butte County 100-249 Chico Butte
Information Newspapers (Publishers/Manufacturers) Paradise Post 100-249 Paradise Butte
California Newspapers Limited Partnership 100-249 Paradise Butte
Manufacturing Breweries Sierra Nevada Brewing Co. 250-499 Chico Butte
Building Materials-Manufacturers Johns Manville 250-499 Willows Glenn
Cheese Processors (Manufacturers) Rumiano Cheese Factory 100-249 Willows Glenn
Sierra Nevada Cheese Co. 50-99 Willows Glenn
Fruit and Vegetable Canning Pacific Coast Producers 1,000-4,999 Oroville Butte
Bell-Carter Foods, Inc. 250-499 Corning Tehama
Lumber-Manufacturers Sierra Pacific Industries 500-999 Red BlufffCorning ~ Tehama
Misc. Manufacturing Haemonetics Corp. 250-499 Chico Butte
Packaging Materials-Manufacturers Pactiv 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Printing and Related Support Activities Graphic Packaging International LLC 100-249 Oroville Butte
Rice Mills (Manufacturers) Wehah Farm Inc. 250-499 Richvale Butte
Windows Sierra Pacific Windows 250-499 Red Bluff Tehama
Other Senvices Religious, Grantmaking, Civic, Professional, and Similar Org.  Chico State Enterprises 1,000-4,999 Chico Butte
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians 250-499 Corning Tehama
DFA of California 100-249 Chico Butte
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Table B-9. Major Employers in the Tri-County Region (2020) (Page 3 of 4)
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Employee Size

Sector Industry Major Employers Category City/CDP County
Professional, Scientific, and Administrative Management Omega Waste Management Inc. 50-99 Corning Tehama
Technical Services Employment Placement Agencies Business Connections 50-99 Red Bluff Tehama
Public Administration Administration of Environmental Quality Programs CA Department of Water Resources 50-99 Red Bluff Tehama
Conservation Programs Mendocino National Forest District 50-99 Willows Glenn
Sacramento River National Wildlife 50-99 Willows Glenn
County Gov't-Public Order & Safety Glenn County Emergency Services 100-249 Willows Glenn
County Gov't-Public Health Programs Glenn County Health & Welfare 100-249 Willows Glenn
Courts Superior Court of California 100-249 Chico Butte
Executive, Legislative, and Other Governmental Support CA Department of Transportation 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
CA Department of Corrections & Rehabilitation 100-249 Paskenta Tehama
CA Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 100-249 Red Bluff/Paskenta Tehama
Fire Departments CAL Fire 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Government Offices-County Glenn County 500-999 Willows Glenn
Tehama County 1,000-4,999 Red Bluff Tehama
Butte County 1,000-4,999 Chico/Oroville Butte
Government Offices-US US Reclamation Bureau 50-99 Willows Glenn
National Security and International Affairs US Department of Air Force 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
US Department of Navy 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Police Protection Sheriffs Department 100-249 Willows Glenn
Retail Trade Automobile Dealers-New Cars Wittmeier Chevrolet 100-249 Chico Butte
Corning Ford, Inc. 50-99 Corning Tehama
Book Store Assoc. Students of CSU Chico 250-999 Chico Butte
Department Stores Walmart Supercenter 500-999 Red Bluff Tehama
Walmart 250-499 Chico Butte
Walmart Supercenter 250-499 Oroville Butte
Walmart Supercenter 100-249 Willows Glenn
Fruits & Vegetables & Produce-Retail S-S Organic Produce-Natural 100-249 Chico Butte
Gasoline Stations Ta Operating LLC 100-249 Corning Tehama
Sani-Food Market Incorp. 50-99 Willows Glenn
Home Centers Home Depot 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Lowe's 100-249 Chico Butte
Home Depot 100-249 Oroville Butte
Specialty Food Stores Blue Diamond Growers 100-249 Chico Butte
Supermarkets Raley's 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Raley's 100-249 Chico Butte
Save Market 55-99 Red Bluff Tehama
Truck Stops & Plazas Petro Stopping Center 100-249 Corning Tehama
Warehouse Clubs and Supercenters Costco 100-249 Chico Butte
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Table B-9. Major Employers in the Tri-County Region (2020) (Page 4 of 4)
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Employee Size

Sector Industry Major Employers Category City/CDP County
Transportation and Warehousing ~ Wrecker Service Precision Towing 100-249 Red Bluff Tehama
Distribution Centers Walmart Distribution Center 1,000-4,999 Red Bluff Tehama
Utilities Irrigation Companies Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District 50-99 Willows Glenn
Other Electric Power Generation Pacific Gas and Electric Company 100-249 Orland Glenn
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 100-250 Oroville Butte
Wholesale Trade Construction Materials NEC (Wholesale) Knife River Corp 250-499 Chico Butte
Fruits & Vegetables-Wholesale Pro Pacific Fresh 100-249 Durham Butte
Fruits & Vegetables-Growers & Shippers Wil-Ker-Son Ranch & Packing Co. 250-499 Gridley Butte
Fruits-Dried (Wholesale) Sunsweet Growers 100-249 Gridley Butte
Merchant Wholesales - Durable Goods Build.com Inc. 250-499 Chico Butte
Heritage One Carpentry Inc. 100-249 Chico Butte
Gonzales Park, LLC 100-249 Chico Butte
Nuts-Edible-Wholesale & Processing River West Processing Inc. 50-99 Glenn Glenn
Olives (Wholesale) Bell-Carter Olive Co 250-499 Corning Tehama
Meat-Retail Olson Meat Co. 50-99 Orland Glenn
Source: California EDD, Major Employers in Butte, Glenn, and Tehama Counties; NorTEC; EPS.
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Table B-10. Major Employers in Paradise (2020)

Employee Size

Sector Industry Major Employers Category
Educational Service School District Paradise Unified School District 100-249
Health Care and Social Assistance Hospitals Adventist Health 100-249
Information Newspapers (Publishers/Manufacturers) California Newspapers Limited Partnership 100-249
Retail Trade Grocery Stores SaveMart 1-99

Source: NorTEC; Paradise Ridge Chamber of Commerce; Paradise Unified School District; Adventist Health; California EDD, Major Employers in
Butte County; EPS.
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Table B-11. Tri-County Region Universities and Colleges (2018-2019)
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Student Enroliment

ltem Type City (2018-2019) Degrees / Credentials Offered Top Majors
University/College
CSU Chico Public University Chico 17,488 Bachelor's Degree; Master's Degree; Business Administration;
teaching credentials Psychology; Pre-Nursing; Liberal
Studies; Criminal Justice;
Construction Management; Biology;
Sociology; Exercise Physiology;
Mechanical Engineering
Butte College, Main Campus Community College Oroville 11,820 Associate's Degree in Arts and for Agriculture; Arts & Multimedia;
Butte College, Chico Center Chico Transfer (to a CSU); Associate's Business; Education; Health;
Butte College, Skyway Center Chico Degree in Science and for Transfer  Industrial Technologies; Public
Butte College, Glenn County Center Orland (to a CSU); certificates and Service; Technology & Engineering
Butte College, Cosmetology & Barbering Chico certificates of achievement in myriad
programs
Shasta College, Tehama Campus Community College  Red Bluff 9,209 Associate's Degree in Arts and for Liberal Arts and Humanities; Natural

Transfer (to a CSU); Associate's
Degree in Science and for Transfer
(to a CSU); certificates and
certificates of achievement in myriad
programs

Sciences; Business; Social
Science Research Methods;
Psychology; Nursing; Agricultural
Mechanics and Machinery;
Business Support Services

Source: CSU Chico; Shasta College; Butte College; EPS.
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Table B-12. Employment Location Quotient (2018)
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National Butte County Glenn County Tehama County Tri-County Region
Employment % Total % Location Total % Location Total % Location Total % Location
Item (in millions) Share Empl. Share Quotient Empl. Share Quotient Empl. Share Quotient Empl. Share Quotient
Industry (NAICS)

Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) 1,221 0.9% 8,247 7.0% 8.0 5,276 35.4% 40.3 5,325 19.5% 22.2 18,848 11.8% 13.5
Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) 664 0.5% 239 0.2% 0.4 79 0.5% 1.1 181 0.7% 1.4 499 0.3% 0.7
Utilities (22) 546 0.4% 724 0.6% 1.6 91 0.6% 1.6 171 0.6% 1.6 987 0.6% 1.6
Construction (23) 7,184 5.2% 7,205 6.2% 1.2 645 4.3% 0.8 1,475 5.4% 1.0 9,325 5.9% 1.1
Manufacturing (31-33) 12,391 8.9% 5,506 4.7% 0.5 817 5.5% 0.6 1,901 7.0% 0.8 8,224 5.2% 0.6
Wholesale Trade (42) 5,711 4.1% 2,333 2.0% 0.5 352 2.4% 0.6 351 1.3% 0.3 3,036 1.9% 0.5
Retail Trade (44-45) 13,800 9.9% 12,303 10.5% 1.1 946 6.4% 0.6 2,264 8.3% 0.8 15,513 9.7% 1.0
Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) 5,143 3.7% 1,789 1.5% 0.4 619 4.2% 1.1 1,933 71% 1.9 4,340 2.7% 0.7
Information (51) 2,632 1.9% 997 0.9% 0.4 30 0.2% 0.1 112 0.4% 0.2 1,139 0.7% 0.4
Finance and Insurance (52) 6,170 4.4% 4,083 3.5% 0.8 249 1.7% 0.4 617 2.3% 0.5 4,950 3.1% 0.7
Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) 2,108 1.5% 4,659 4.0% 2.6 257 1.7% 1.1 743 2.7% 1.8 5,659 3.6% 2.3
Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Services (54) 8,941 6.4% 5,682 4.9% 0.8 336 2.3% 0.4 726 2.7% 0.4 6,744 4.2% 0.7
Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) 2,245 1.6% 507 0.4% 0.3 0 0.0% 0.0 151 0.6% 0.3 658 0.4% 0.3
Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56) 8,621 6.2% 4,692 4.0% 0.6 317 2.1% 0.3 772 2.8% 0.5 5,781 3.6% 0.6
Educational Services (61) 3,324 2.4% 896 0.8% 0.3 151 1.0% 0.4 113 0.4% 0.2 1,160 0.7% 0.3
Health Care and Social Assistance (62) 18,248 13.1% 20,032 17.1% 1.3 883 5.9% 0.5 3,014 11.1% 0.8 23,930 15.0% 1.1
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71) 1,988 1.4% 1,749 1.5% 1.0 133 0.9% 0.6 246 0.9% 0.6 2,127 1.3% 0.9
Accommodation and Food Services (72) 11,349 8.2% 9,941 8.5% 1.0 745 5.0% 0.6 1,651 6.1% 0.7 12,337 7.7% 0.9
Other Services (except Public Admin.) (81) 6,169 4.4% 8,966 7.7% 1.7 957 6.4% 1.4 1,480 5.4% 1.2 11,403 7.2% 1.6
Government Enterprises (9A)/Admin. Gov't (9B) 20,435 14.7% 16,497 14.1% 1.0 2,010 13.5% 0.9 4,042 14.8% 1.0 22,549 14.2% 1.0
Total 138,890  100.0% 117,047  100.0% 14,892  100.0% 27,269 100.0% 159,208 100.0%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis; IMPLAN; EPS.
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Table B-13. Commercial Real Estate Trends: Retail (2010-2019) (Page 1 of 2)
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Average
Annual
Difference % Change
Item [1] 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2010-2017) (2017-2019) (2010-2017) (2017-2019)
Inventory (Sq. Ft.)
Town of Paradise 851,065 851,065 851,065 860,486 869,488 869,488 869,488 869,488 551,860 551,860 18,423 (317,628) 0.3% (20.3%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 6.4% 6.4% 6.4% 6.4% 6.5% 6.5% 6.3% 6.3% 4.1% 4.1% (0.1%) (2.2%) - -
City of Chico 7,410,144 7,415,596 7,429,596 7,429,596 7,433,983 7,440,496 7,438,570 7,449,000 7,502,808 7,503,494 38,856 54,494 0.1% 0.4%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 55.9% 55.9% 55.9% 55.7% 55.5% 55.3% 54.2% 54.2% 55.7% 55.5% (1.7%) 1.3% - -
Butte County 10,512,108 10,519,432 10,539,548 10,549,339 10,589,854 10,614,493 10,772,550 10,782,980 10,519,160 10,527,960 270,872 (255,020) 0.4% (1.2%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 79.3% 79.2% 79.3% 79.0% 79.1% 78.9% 78.5% 78.5% 78.1% 77.9% (0.8%) (0.6%) - -
Glenn County 923,832 923,832 923,832 923,832 933,832 961,918 971,018 971,018 971,018 971,018 47,186 - 0.7% -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 7.0% 7.0% 6.9% 6.9% 7.0% 7.1% 7.1% 7.1% 7.2% 7.2% 0.1% 0.1% - -
Tehama County 1,821,917 1,831,113 1,831,113 1,872,005 1,872,005 1,881,105 1,982,893 1,983,393 1,983,393 2,015,483 161,476 32,090 1.2% 0.8%
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 13.7% 13.8% 13.8% 14.0% 14.0% 14.0% 14.4% 14.4% 14.7% 14.9% 0.7% 0.5% - -
Tri-County Region 13,257,857 13,274,377 13,294,493 13,345,176 13,395,691 13,457,516 13,726,461 13,737,391 13,473,571 13,514,461 479,534 (222,930) 0.5% (0.8%)
Inventory (Buildings)
Town of Paradise 121 121 121 122 123 123 123 123 59 59 2 (64) 0.2% (30.7%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 8.9% 8.8% 8.8% 8.8% 4.4% 4.4% (0.0%) (4.4%) - -
City of Chico 677 677 678 678 679 680 680 680 684 685 3 5 0.1% 0.4%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 49.4% 49.3% 49.3% 49.1% 49.0% 48.8% 48.6% 48.6% 51.1% 51.0% (0.8%) 2.4% - -
Butte County 1,046 1,047 1,049 1,050 1,055 1,058 1,060 1,060 1,000 1,002 14 (58) 0.2% (2.8%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 76.3% 76.2% 76.2% 76.0% 76.1% 75.9% 75.8% 75.8% 74.7% 74.7% (0.5%) (1.1%) - -
Glenn County 123 123 123 123 124 127 128 128 128 128 5 - 0.6% -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 9.0% 9.0% 8.9% 8.9% 8.9% 9.1% 9.2% 9.1% 9.6% 9.5% 0.2% 0.4% - -
Tehama County 202 204 204 208 208 209 210 211 211 213 9 2 0.6% 0.5%
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 14.7% 14.8% 14.8% 15.1% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.1% 15.8% 15.9% 0.3% 0.8% - -
Tri-County Region 1,371 1,374 1,376 1,381 1,387 1,394 1,398 1,399 1,339 1,342 28 (57) 0.3% (2.1%)
Vacancy Rate (Percentage)
Town of Paradise 5.6% 5.9% 3.7% 4.2% 6.2% 4.7% 3.3% 3.7% 2.3% 26.9% 1.9% 23.2% - -
City of Chico 6.1% 7.1% 6.1% 6.1% 4.9% 4.0% 2.9% 2.2% 2.3% 4.3% 3.8% 2.1% - -
Butte County 6.9% 7.7% 6.2% 6.7% 6.0% 5.3% 3.9% 5.8% 2.7% 5.5% 1.1% (0.2%) - -
Glenn County 5.3% 5.9% 10.0% 10.9% 11.2% 10.2% 10.3% 7.9% 7.1% 6.7% (2.7%) (1.3%) - -
Tehama County 4.1% 5.9% 4.3% 2.7% 6.9% 6.1% 9.6% 10.4% 6.0% 7.2% (6.3%) (3.2%) - -
Tri-County Region 6.4% 7.3% 6.2% 6.5% 6.5% 5.8% 5.2% 6.6% 3.6% 5.8% (0.2%) (0.7%) - -
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Average
Annual
Difference % Change
Item [1] 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2010-2017) (2017-2019) (2010-2017) (2017-2019)
Vacant Sq. Ft.
Town of Paradise 47,746 50,556 31,491 35,910 54,017 40,848 28,966 32,234 12,531 148,240 (15,512) 116,006 (5.5%) 114.4%
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 5.6% 5.2% 3.8% 4.2% 6.2% 5.2% 4.1% 3.6% 2.6% 18.8% (2.1%) 15.2% - -
City of Chico 449,058 523,357 450,149 453,220 361,774 295,341 215,166 165,682 175,914 320,749 (283,376) 155,067 (13.3%) 39.1%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 52.9% 53.8% 54.3% 52.5% 41.5% 37.9% 30.3% 18.3% 36.2% 40.6% (34.6%) 22.3% - -
Butte County 725,560 809,609 657,924 711,822 637,720 566,486 420,659 621,724 288,710 581,273 (103,836) (40,451) (2.2%) (3.3%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 85.5% 83.2% 79.4% 82.5% 73.1% 72.7% 59.2% 68.7% 59.4% 73.5% (16.8%) 4.8% - -
Glenn County 48,505 54,216 92,260 101,141 104,891 97,769 99,681 76,974 68,712 64,716 28,469 (12,258) 6.8% (8.3%)
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 5.7% 5.6% 11.1% 11.7% 12.0% 12.5% 14.0% 8.5% 14.1% 8.2% 2.8% (0.3%) - -
Tehama County 74,881 108,928 78,357 49,985 129,354 115,196 189,676 206,160 119,622 144,443 131,279 (61,717) 15.6% (16.3%)
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 8.8% 11.2% 9.5% 5.8% 14.8% 14.8% 26.7% 22.8% 24.6% 18.3% 14.0% (4.5%) - -
Tri-County Region 848,946 972,753 828,541 862,948 871,965 779,451 710,016 904,858 486,054 790,432 55,912 (114,426) 0.9% (6.5%)
Net Absorption [2]
Town of Paradise (20,839) (2,810) 19,065 4,607 (9,105) 13,169 11,882 (293,383) (7,810)  (164,464) (272,544) 128,919 - -
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region (169.8%) 2.6% 11.6% 29.0% (21.9%) 8.5% 3.6% 159.5% (7.6%) 62.4% 329.3% (97.1%) - -
City of Chico 22,791 (68,847) 87,208 (3,071) 95,833 72,946 68,194 59,914 (8,672)  (144,149) 37,123 (204,063) - -
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 185.7% 64.2% 53.1% (19.3%) 230.9% 47.3% 20.8% (32.6%) (8.4%) 54.7% (218.2%) 87.3% - -
Butte County 102 (76,725) 171,801 (44,502) 114,617 95,873 293,829 (190,635) 16,946 (283,763) (190,737) (93,128) - -
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 0.8% 71.5% 104.5% (280.2%) 276.2% 62.1% 89.5% 103.7% 16.5% 107.7% 102.8% 4.0% - -
Glenn County (6,300) (5,711) (38,044) (8,881) 6,250 35,208 7,188 22,707 8,262 3,996 29,007 (18,711) - -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region (51.3%) 5.3% (23.2%) (55.9%) 15.1% 22.8% 2.2% (12.3%) 8.0% (1.5%) 39.0% 10.8% - -
Tehama County (19,081) (24,851) 30,571 69,264 (79,369) 23,258 27,308 (15,984) 86,538 16,279 3,097 32,263 - -
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region (155.4%) 23.2% 18.6% 436.1% (191.3%) 15.1% 8.3% 8.7% 84.2% (6.2%) 164.1% (14.9%) - -
Tri-County Region 12,275 (107,287) 164,328 15,881 41,498 154,339 328,325 (183,912) 102,736 (263,488) (196,187) (79,576) - -
Lease NNN Rate/Sq. Ft./Mo.
Town of Paradise - $0.75 $0.75 $0.75 $1.32 $1.32 $1.25 - $0.65 $0.81 - - - -
City of Chico $1.62 $1.62 $1.55 $1.58 $1.34 $1.37 $1.40 $1.43 $1.73 $1.32 ($0.19) ($0.10) - -
Butte County $1.51 $1.50 $1.44 $1.44 $1.14 $1.16 $1.15 $1.15 $1.38 $1.04 ($0.36) ($0.12) - -
Glenn County $1.40 $1.39 $1.40 $1.08 $1.11 $0.92 $0.92 $1.19 $0.90 $1.18 (%0.21) ($0.01) - -
Tehama County $0.95 $0.91 $0.92 $0.93 $1.21 $1.21 $1.02 $1.24 $1.06 $0.97 $0.29 ($0.26) - -
Tri-County Region $1.46 $1.44 $1.40 $1.37 $1.15 $1.16 $1.13 $1.17 $1.25 $1.02 ($0.29) ($0.15) - -
retail trends
Source: CoStar data retrieved February 2020; EPS.
[1] Unless otherwise noted, data reflects Q4 of each year.
[2] Net absorption is for the entire calendar year.
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Table B-14. Commercial Real Estate Trends: Office (2010-2019) (Page 1 of 2)

Average
Annual
Difference % Change
Item [1] 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2010-2017) (2017-2019) (2010-2017)  (2017-2019)
Inventory (Sq. Ft.)
Town of Paradise 348,484 348,484 348,484 348,484 348,484 348,484 348,484 348,484 258,317 258,317 - (90,167) - (13.9%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 4.7% 4.6% (0.0%) (1.6%) - -
City of Chico 4,179,059 4,179,059 4,179,059 4,181,523 4,181,523 4,181,523 4,181,523 4,181,523 4,204,210 4,204,210 2,464 22,687 0.0% 0.3%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 74.6% 75.8% 75.0% 0.0% 0.4% - -
Butte County 5,081,288 5,081,288 5,081,288 5,083,752 5,083,752 5,083,752 5,083,752 5,083,752 5,015,028 5,015,028 2,464 (68,724) 0.0% (0.7%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 90.7% 90.7% 90.7% 90.7% 90.7% 90.7% 90.7% 90.7% 90.4% 89.5% 0.0% (1.3%) - -
Glenn County 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 168,359 - - - -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% (0.0%) (0.0%) - -
Tehama County 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 349,858 - - - -
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.3% 6.2% (0.0%) (0.0%) - -
Tri-County Region 5,601,141 5,601,141 5,601,141 5,603,605 5,603,605 5,603,605 5,603,605 5,603,605 5,546,881 5,605,880 2,464 2,275 0.0% 0.0%
Inventory (Buildings)
Town of Paradise 51 51 51 51 51 51 51 51 28 28 - (23) - (25.9%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 3.4% 3.4% (0.0%) (2.7%) - -
City of Chico 626 626 626 627 627 627 627 627 630 630 1 3 0.0% 0.2%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 75.0% 77.1% 76.9% 0.0% 1.9% - -
Butte County 746 746 746 747 747 747 747 747 726 726 1 (21) 0.0% (1.4%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 89.3% 89.3% 89.3% 89.4% 89.4% 89.4% 89.4% 89.4% 88.9% 88.6% 0.0% (0.7%) - -
Glenn County 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 - - - -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 4.3% 4.3% (0.0%) 0.1% - -
Tehama County 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 53 - - - -
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.5% 6.5% (0.0%) 0.1% - -
Tri-County Region 835 835 835 836 836 836 836 836 817 819 1 (17) 0.0% (1.0%)

Vacancy Rate (Percentage)

Town of Paradise 1.7% 4.2% 5.0% 2.1% 4.0% 5.1% 2.7% 2.6% 2.3% 13.1% 1.0% 10.5% - -
City of Chico 6.3% 6.6% 7.2% 7.0% 5.7% 5.9% 3.0% 2.6% 2.2% 2.7% (3.6%) 0.0% - -
Butte County 5.6% 6.0% 6.4% 6.9% 5.8% 6.1% 3.0% 4.3% 2.4% 3.3% (1.3%) (1.0%) - -
Glenn County - 1.0% - 2.2% 5.5% 8.0% 9.3% 6.0% 6.9% 2.7% 6.0% (3.3%) - —
Tehama County 1.3% 0.3% 13.4% 12.8% 16.1% 15.4% 13.6% 14.5% 1.2% 1.2% 13.2% (13.3%) - -
Tri-County Region 5.2% 5.5% 6.6% 7.2% 6.4% 6.7% 3.8% 5.0% 2.4% 3.1% (0.2%) (1.8%) - -
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Average
Annual
Difference % Change
Item [1] 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2010-2017) (2017-2019) (2010-2017)  (2017-2019)
Vacant Sq. Ft.
Town of Paradise 5,790 14,738 17,471 7,264 14,066 17,819 9,345 9,229 6,028 33,836 3,439 24,607 6.9% 91.5%
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 2.0% 4.8% 4.7% 1.8% 3.9% 4.7% 4.3% 3.3% 4.5% 19.4% 1.3% 16.0% - -
City of Chico 262,225 275,706 300,787 292,072 238,662 246,490 126,131 110,386 90,880 111,738 (151,839) 1,352 (11.6%) 0.6%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 90.7% 89.1% 81.2% 72.9% 66.0% 65.3% 58.5% 39.8% 67.9% 64.0% (51.0%) 24.2% - -
Butte County 284,315 306,744 323,658 352,285 295,800 310,564 152,143 216,619 117,863 165,901 (67,696) (50,718) (3.8%) (12.5%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 98.4% 99.1% 87.3% 87.9% 81.9% 82.2% 70.6% 78.1% 88.1% 95.0% (20.3%) 16.9% - -
Glenn County [2] - 1,658 - 3,636 9,242 13,397 15,631 10,079 11,689 4,500 10,079 (5,579) - (33.2%)
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.9% 2.6% 3.5% 7.3% 3.6% 8.7% 2.6% 3.6% (1.1%) - -
Tehama County 4,644 1,111 46,911 44,811 56,311 53,711 47,716 50,789 4,220 4,270 46,145 (46,519) 40.7% (71.0%)
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 1.6% 0.4% 12.7% 11.2% 15.6% 14.2% 22.1% 18.3% 3.2% 2.4% 16.7% (15.9%) - -
Tri-County Region 288,959 309,513 370,569 400,732 361,353 377,672 215,490 277,487 133,772 174,671 (11,472) (102,816) (0.6%) (20.7%)
Net Absorption [3]
Town of Paradise (5,790) (8,948) (2,733) 10,207 (6,802) (3,753) 8,474 (82,949) (3,901) (27,808) (77,159) 55,141 46.3% (42.1%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 8.8% 43.5% 4.5% (36.8%) (17.3%) 23.0% 5.2% 133.8% (4.5%) (153.6%) 125.0% (287.4%) - -
City of Chico (47,519)  (13,481)  (25,081) 11,179 53,410 (7,828) 120,359 15,745 42,193 (20,858) 63,264 (36,603) (185.4%) -
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 72.2% 65.6% 41.1% (40.4%) 135.6% 48.0% 74.2% (25.4%) 48.5% (115.2%) (97.6%) (89.8%) - -
Butte County (69,609) (22,429) (16,914) (26,163) 56,485 (14,764) 158,421 (64,476) 30,032 (48,038) 5,133 16,438 (1.1%) (13.7%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 105.8% 109.1% 27.7% 94.5% 143.4% 90.5% 97.7% 104.0% 34.5% (265.4%) (1.8%) (369.4%) - -
Glenn County [2] - (1,658) 1,658 (3,636) (5,606) (4,155) (2,234) 5,552 (1,610) 7,189 5,552 1,637 - 13.8%
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region - 8.1% (2.7%) 13.1% (14.2%) 25.5% (1.4%) (9.0%) (1.9%) 39.7% (9.0%) 48.7% - -
Tehama County 3,809 3,533 (45,800) 2,100 (11,500) 2,600 5,995 (3,073) 46,569 (50) (6,882) 3,023 (197.0%) (87.2%)
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region (5.8%) (17.2%) 75.0% (7.6%) (29.2%) (15.9%) 3.7% 5.0% 53.5% (0.3%) 10.7% (5.2%) - -
Tri-County Region (65,800)  (20,554)  (61,056)  (27,699) 39,379 (16,319) 162,182 (61,997) 86,991 18,100 3,803 80,097 (0.8%) -
Lease Base Rate/Sq. Ft./Mo.
Town of Paradise $1.05 $1.02 $1.01 $1.06 $1.03 $1.09 $0.91 $0.97 $1.24 $0.99 (7.7%) 1.7% - -
City of Chico $1.13 $1.11 $0.99 $0.99 $0.99 $1.01 $1.05 $1.16 $1.35 $1.18 3.2% 1.6% - -
Butte County $1.11 $1.09 $0.98 $0.97 $0.97 $1.00 $1.03 $1.13 $1.35 $1.13 1.5% 0.2% - -
Glenn County - - - - $0.82 $0.84 $0.85 $0.81 $0.40 $0.85 - 4.0% - -
Tehama County $0.88 $0.97 $1.00 $1.00 $0.81 $0.81 $0.81 - $0.58 $1.11 - - - -
Tri-County Region $1.11 $1.09 $0.98 $0.97 $0.96 $0.99 $1.02 $1.12 $1.33 $1.12 1.6% 0.0% - -

Source: CoStar data retrieved February 2020; EPS.

[1] Unless otherwise noted, data reflects Q4 of each year.
[2] As 2010 data for Glenn County is unavailable, changes are calculated from 2011 - 2018.
[3] Net absorption is for the entire calendar year.

office trends
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Table B-15. Commercial Real Estate Trends: Industrial (2010-2019) (Page 1 of 2)

Average
Annual
Difference % Change
Item [1] 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2010-2017) (2017-2019) (2010-2017)  (2017-2019)
Inventory (Sq. Ft.)
Town of Paradise 165,025 165,025 165,025 165,025 165,025 165,025 165,025 165,025 86,927 86,927 - (78,098) - (27.4%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 0.7% 0.7% (0.0%) (0.6%) - -
City of Chico 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,416,141 7,422,186 7,422,186 - 6,045 - 0.0%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 60.2% 60.2% 60.2% 60.2% 60.2% 60.2% 60.2% 60.2% 60.6% 60.6% (0.0%) 0.4% - -
Butte County 9,094,827 9,094,827 9,094,827 9,094,827 9,094,827 9,094,827 9,094,827 9,109,527 9,039,724 9,039,724 14,700 (69,803) 0.0% (0.4%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 73.8% 73.8% 73.8% 73.9% 73.9% 73.9% 73.9% 73.9% 73.8% 73.8% 0.1% (0.1%) - -
Glenn County 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 809,411 - - - -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% (0.0%) 0.0% - -
Tehama County 2,027,024 2,027,024 2,027,024 2,019,424 2,019,424 2,019,424 2,019,424 2,019,924 2,019,924 2,019,924 (7,100) - (0.1%) -
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 16.5% 16.5% 16.5% 16.4% 16.4% 16.4% 16.4% 16.4% 16.5% 16.5% (0.1%) 0.1% - -
Tri-County Region 12,320,731 12,320,731 12,320,731 12,313,131 12,313,131 12,313,131 12,313,131 12,328,331 12,256,932 12,256,932 7,600 (71,399) 0.0% (0.3%)
Inventory (Buildings)
Town of Paradise 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 3 3 - 9) - (50.0%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 0.4% 0.4% (0.0%) (1.1%) - -
City of Chico 613 613 613 613 613 613 613 613 614 614 - 1 - 0.1%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 76.7% 76.7% 76.7% 76.8% 76.8% 76.8% 76.8% 76.4% 77.3% 77.3% (0.3%) 0.9% - -
Butte County 686 686 686 686 686 686 686 689 682 682 3 (7) 0.1% (0.5%)
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 85.9% 85.9% 85.9% 86.0% 86.0% 86.0% 86.0% 85.9% 85.9% 85.9% 0.1% (0.0%) - -
Glenn County 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 - - - -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.7% 4.8% 4.8% (0.0%) 0.0% - -
Tehama County 52 52 52 51 51 51 51 52 52 52 - - - -
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% 6.4% 6.4% 6.4% 6.4% 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% (0.0%) 0.1% - -
Tri-County Region 799 799 799 798 798 798 798 802 794 794 3 8 0.1% (0.5%)

Vacancy Rate (Percentage)

Town of Paradise - - - 4.2% - - - 4.4% - - 4.4% (4.4%) - -
City of Chico 12.4% 12.1% 8.0% 8.3% 5.0% 9.4% 4.1% 2.7% 0.7% 6.0% (9.7%) 3.4% - -
Butte County 10.1% 10.0% 7.2% 8.1% 5.5% 8.9% 4.4% 3.6% 2.9% 5.7% (6.6%) 2.1% - -
Glenn County 8.1% 8.1% 4.8% 6.1% 10.3% 8.6% 8.0% 2.5% 11.8% 25.7% (5.6%) 23.2% - -
Tehama County 1.1% 2.2% 1.6% 1.2% 3.4% 3.6% 2.2% 0.8% 3.7% - (0.3%) (0.8%) - -
Tri-County Region 8.4% 9.0% 6.4% 7.3% 5.8% 8.2% 4.5% 3.3% 3.9% 6.4% (5.1%) 3.1% - -
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Average
Annual
Difference % Change
Item [1] 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2010-2017)  (2017-2019) (2010-2017)  (2017-2019)
Vacant Sq. Ft.
Town of Paradise [2] 0 0 0 7,000 0 0 0 7,329 0 0 7,329 (7,329) - (100.0%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% (1.8%) - -
City of Chico 919,844 893,669 590,378 612,145 367,466 698,080 305,660 197,887 55,360 448,769 (721,957) 250,882 (19.7%) 50.6%
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 88.9% 81.0% 74.5% 68.5% 51.3% 69.1% 55.4% 48.2% 11.7% 57.1% (40.8%) 9.0% - -
Butte County 922,844 912,269 653,978 737,945 497,363 813,803 399,808 326,129 261,290 512,399 (596,715) 186,270 (13.8%) 25.3%
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 89.2% 82.7% 82.5% 82.6% 69.5% 80.5% 72.4% 79.4% 55.2% 65.2% (9.9%) (14.2%) - -
Glenn County 65,600 65,600 38,933 49,200 83,000 69,800 64,892 20,500 95,122 207,922 (45,100) 187,422 (15.3%) 218.5%
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region 6.3% 5.9% 4.9% 5.5% 11.6% 6.9% 11.8% 5.0% 20.1% 26.5% (1.4%) 21.5% - -
Tehama County 21,576 44,176 33,300 24,323 67,707 72,653 43,518 16,000 74,740 - (5,576) (16,000) (4.2%) (100.0%)
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 2.1% 4.0% 4.2% 2.7% 9.5% 7.2% 7.9% 3.9% 15.8% 0.0% 1.8% (3.9%) - -
Tri-County Region 1,034,378 1,102,807 792,771 893,713 716,115 1,010,777 552,189 410,975 473,052 785,884 (623,403) 374,909 (12.4%) 38.3%
Net Absorption [3]
Town of Paradise [2] - - - (7,000) 7,000 - - (73,298) (4,800) - (73,298) 73,298 - (100.0%)
Paradise as % of Tri-County Region - - - 6.4% 3.9% - - (46.9%) 3.6% - (46.9%) 46.9% - -
City of Chico 25,529 26,175 303,291 (21,767) 244,679 (330,614) 392,420 107,773 148,572 (393,409) 82,244 (501,182) 22.8% -
Chico as % of Tri-County Region 190.2% (38.3%) 97.8% 20.1% 137.8% 112.2% 85.6% 68.9% (111.3%) 125.8% (121.3%) 56.9% - -
Butte County 40,529 10,575 258,291 (83,967) 240,582 (316,440) 413,995 88,379 (4,964)  (251,109) 47,850 (339,488) 11.8% -
Butte as % of Tri-County Region 302.0% (15.5%) 83.3% 77.4% 135.5% 107.4% 90.3% 56.5% 3.7% 80.3% (245.5%) 23.8% - -
Glenn County (65,600) - 26,667 (10,267) (33,800) 13,200 4,908 44,392 (74,622)  (112,800) 109,992 (157,192) (194.6%) -
Glenn as % of Tri-County Region (488.8%) - 8.6% 9.5% (19.0%) (4.5%) 1.1% 28.4% 55.9% 36.1% 517.2% 7.7% - -
Tehama County 3,700 (22,600) 10,876 1,377 (43,384) (4,946) 29,135 28,018 (58,740) 74,739 24,318 46,721 33.5% 63.3%
Tehama as % of Tri-County Region 27.6% 33.0% 3.5% (1.3%) (24.4%) 1.7% 6.4% 17.9% 44.0% (23.9%) (9-7%) (41.8%) - -
Tri-County Region 13,421 (68,429) 310,036 (108,542) 177,598 (294,662) 458,588 156,414 (133,476)  (312,832) 142,993 (469,246) 42.0% -
Lease NNN Rate/Sq. Ft./Mo.
Town of Paradise - - - - - - - - - - 0.0% 0.0% - -
City of Chico $0.88 $0.92 $0.15 $0.21 $0.37 $0.29 $0.29 $0.30 $0.50 $0.39 (57.9%) 8.8% - -
Butte County $0.88 $0.92 $0.15 $0.21 $0.37 $0.29 $0.29 $0.31 $0.50 $0.39 (57.1%) 8.0% - -
Glenn County - - - $0.72 $0.27 $0.27 $0.24 - - - 0.0% 0.0% - -
Tehama County - - - - - - - - - - 0.0% 0.0% - -
Tri-County Region $0.88 $0.92 $0.15 $0.27 $0.34 $0.29 $0.29 $0.31 $0.50 $0.48 (56.7%) 16.9% - -

Source: CoStar data retrieved February 2020; EPS.

[1] Unless otherwise noted, data reflects Q4 of each year.

[2] Data for Paradise is sparse due to lower activity in certain categories, so differences for those categories are not calculated.
[3] Net absorption is for the entire calendar year.
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Table B-16. North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Code Definitions (Page 1 of 2)

NAICS
Code NAICS Label Description Examples of Sub-Industry Categories
11 Ag., Forestry, Fishing and Hunting (11) Activities of this sector are growing crops, raising animals, harvesting timber, Crop Production (111); Logging (1133); Hunting and Trapping (1142); Support

and harvesting fish and other animals from farms, ranches, or the animals’
natural habitats.

Activities for Crop Production, Animal Production, and Forestry (1151 - 1153)

21 Mining, Quarrying, Oil & Gas Extr. (21) Activities of this sector are extracting naturally occurring mineral solids, such Oil and Gas Extraction (211); Metal Ore Mining (2122); Support Activities for
as coal and ore; liquid minerals, such as crude petroleum; and gases, such  Mining (213)
as natural gas; and beneficiating (e.g., crushing, screening, washing, and
flotation) and other preparation at the mine site, or as part of mining activity.

22 Utilities (22) Activities of this sector are generating, transmitting, and/or distributing Electic Power Generation, Transmission and Distribution (2211); Natural Gas
electricity, gas, steam, and water and removing sewage through a permanent Distribution (2212); Water, Sewage, and Other Systems (2213)
infrastructure of lines, mains, and pipe.

23 Construction (23) Activities of this sector are erecting buildings and other structures (including Construction of Buildings (236); Specialty Trade Contractors (238); Land
additions); heawy construction other than buildings; and alterations, Subdivision (2372)
reconstruction, installation, and maintenance and repairs.

31 Manufacturing (31-33) Activities of this sector are the mechanical, physical, or chemical Food Manufacturing (311); Textile Mills (313); Chemical Manufacturing (325);
transformation of materials, substances, or components into new products. =~ Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing (334)

42 Wholesale Trade (42) Activities of this sector are selling or arranging for the purchase or sale of Lumber and Other Construction Materials Merchant Wholesalers (4233);
goods for resale; capital or durable nonconsumer goods; and raw and Machinery, Equipment, and Supplies Merchant Wholesalers (4238);
intermediate materials and supplies used in production, and providing Miscellaneous Nondurable Goods Merchant Wholesalers (4294) [including:
senices incidental to the sale of the merchandise. Farm Supplies (424910), Tobacco and Tobacco Product (424940), etc.]

44  Retail Trade (44-45) Activities of this sector are retailing merchandise generally in small quantities Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers (441); Grocery Stores (4451); Gasoline
to the general public and providing services incidental to the sale of the Stations (447); Electronics and Appliance Stores (4431)
merchandise.

48 Transportation and Warehousing (48-49) Activities of this sector are providing transportation of passengers and cargo, Air, Rail, Water, and Truck Transportation (481 - 484); Postal Senice (491);
warehousing and storing goods, scenic and sightseeing transportation, and  Warehousing and Storage (4931)
supporting these activities.

51 Information (51) Activities of this sector are distributing information and cultural products, Publishing Industries (except Internet) (511); Software Publishers (5112);
providing the means to transmit or distribute these products as data or Motion Picture and Sound Recording Industries (512); Telecommunications
communications, and processing data. (517); Data Processing, Hosting, and Related Senices (518)

52 Finance and Insurance (52) Activities of this sector involve the creation, liquidation, or change in Credit Intermediation and Related Activities (522); Securities and Commaodity
ownership of financial assets (financial transactions) and/or facilitating Exchanges (5232); Insurance Carriers (5241)
financial transactions.

53 Real Estate and Rental Leasing (53) Activities of this sector are renting, leasing, or otherwise allowing the use of ~ Real Estate (531); Offices of Real Estate Agents and Brokers (5312);
tangible or intangible assets (except copyrighted works), and providing related Automotive Equipment Rental and Leasing (5321); Lessors of Nonfinancial
senices. Intangible Assets (except Copyrighted Works) (533)

54  Prof., Scientific, and Tech. Senices (54) Activities of this sector are performing professional, scientific, and technical  Legal Senices (5411); Accounting, Tax Preparation, Bookkeeping, and
senvices for the operations of other organizations. Payroll Senices (5412); Marketing Consulting Seniices (541613); Research

and Development in Biotechnology (except Nanotechnology) (541714)
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Table B-16. North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Code Definitions (Page 2 of 2)

NAICS
Code NAICS Label Description Examples of Sub-Industry Categories
55 Mgmt of Companies and Enterprises (55) Activities of this sector are the holding of securities of companies and Management of Companies and Enterprises (5511); Offices of Bank and

56

61

62

71

72

81

92

Admin., Support & Waste Mgmt Svcs (56)

Educational Senvices (61)

Health Care and Social Assistance (62)

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (71)

Accommodation and Food Senvices (72)

Other Senvices (except Public Admin.) (81)

Public Administration (9A-9B)

enterprises, for the purpose of owning controlling interest or influencing their
management decisions, or administering, overseeing, and managing other
establishments of the same company or enterprise and normally undertaking
the strategic or organizational planning and decision-making role of the
company or enterprise.

Activities of this sector are performing routine support activities for the day-to-
day operations of other organizations.

Activities of this sector are providing instruction and training in a wide variety
of subjects.

Activities of this sector are providing health care and social assistance for
individuals.

Activities of this sector are operating or providing senices to meet varied
cultural, entertainment, and recreational interests of their patrons.

Activities of this sector are providing customers with lodging and/or preparing
meals, snacks, and beverages for immediate consumption.

Activities of this sector are providing senices not elsewhere specified,
including repairs, religious activities, grantmaking, advocacy, laundry,
personal care, death care, and other personal senices.

Activities of this sector are administration, management, and oversight of
public programs by Federal, State, and local governments.

Other Holding Companies (551111, 551112); Corporate, Subsidiary, and
Regional Managing Offices (551114)

Office Administrative Senices (5611); Employment Senices (5613);
Investigation and Security Senices (5616); Waste Treatment and Disposal
(5622)

Elementary and Secondary Schools (6111); Professional and Management
Development Training (611430); Technical and Trade Schools (6115);
Educational Support Senvices (6117)

Offices of Physicians (6211); Offices of Dentists (6212); Outpatient Care
Centers (6214); Ambulance Senvices (621910); Community Food and
Housing, and Emergency and Other Relief Senices (6242); Child Day Care
Senices (6244)

Performing Arts Companies (7111); Dance Companies (711120); Racetracks
(711212); Museums (712110); Amusement and Theme Parks (7131);
Gambling Industries (7132)

Hotels and Motels, and Casino Hotels (721110, 721120); RV Parks and
Campgrounds (721211); Restaurants and Other Eating Places (7225)

Automotive Repair and Maintenance (8111); Barber Shops and Beauty
Salons (812111, 812112); Drycleaning and Laundry Services (8123);
Religious Organizations (8131); Civic and Social Organizations (8134)

State and Local Government Education (i.e., school districts; educational
institutions), Hospitals, and Health Senices; Federal Government Military and
Other; Executive, Legislative, and Other General Government Support (9211);
Justice, Public Order, and Safety Activities (9221); Administration of
Environmental Quality Programs (9241); Space Research and Technology
(9271)

Source: IMPLAN; North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Manual, 2017: EPS.

APPENDIX B

B-22



APPENDIX C:
Economic Impact Analysis
Methodology and Assumptions




List of Map and Tables

Map C-1.
Table C-1.

Table C-2.
Table C-3.
Table C-4.

Table C-5.

Table C-6.
Table C-7.
Table C-8.

Table C-9.

Table C-10.
Table C-11.
Table C-12.
Table C-13.

Zip Codes Overlapping the Camp Fire Footprint..........ocoviiiiiiiiiinnnnn. C-2
Industry Distribution of 2019 Spending by Debris Removal

ANA RECOVEIY CIrEWS vttt it ieeie st eeeaeseseeatesesaeeaneseaaneaneaneanans C-3
Sales Tax Revenue Data for the Fire Footprint ........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiinnnn, C-4
Percent Change in Sales Tax Revenue Data for the Fire Footprint! ....... C-5
Estimated Change in Output for the Fire Footprint,

DY INAUSEIY SECEOI .. it a e C-6
Economic Impact of the Camp Fire on the Fire Footprint:

LOSt OUEPUL APProach ...veiiiiiii i e e aeas Cc-7
Summary of Key Assumptions in the Fire Footprint Model................... Cc-7
Lost Employees in Chico, by Industry Sector .......ccooviviiiiiiiiiniinnnn. c-9
Household Spending Shifted from the Fire Footprint to Chico,

DY INCOME Class. .. i e e e as C-10
Summary of Key Assumptions in the City of Chico Model................... C-13
Lost Employees in Tri-County Region, by Industry Sector.................. C-15
Summary of Key Assumptions in the Tri-County Regional Model......... C-17
Sales Tax Revenue for Fuel and Service Stations in Chico.................. C-18

Sales Tax Revenue for Fuel and Service Stations
in the Tri-County RegION... ..ot e e C-18



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

This appendix describes the data and assumptions used to quantify the series of shocks that
occurred as a result of the Camp Fire for each of the three geographic areas examined for this
analysis. We begin with a description of the geographic boundaries used to delineate each area.
Then we provide an overview of the data and assumptions used to quantify the negative and
positive shocks that occurred (also see Figure 4-1 of Chapter 4). Detailed tables summarizing
all data inputs for each study area are included in Appendix D.

Fire Footprint

As discussed in Chapter 4, we define the Fire Footprint as the two zip codes which account for
the majority of the structures damaged or destroyed by the Camp Fire: the Town of Paradise
(95969) and the adjacent, unincorporated community of Magalia (95954). We use zip codes as
the area of analysis because it is the smallest geographic unit that IMPLAN can model. When
delineating the boundaries of the Fire Footprint, we initially anticipated aligning the study area
with the physical footprint of the Camp Fire, including all areas that sustained structural damage
due to the Fire. However, as shown in Map C-1, the fire footprint overlaps a total of six zip
codes, some of which sustained little to no structural damage.

Accordingly, for each overlapping zip code, we consider three factors: (1) the number of acres
within the zip code that fell within the fire footprint, (2) the number of structures in each zip
code damaged and/or destroyed by the Fire and (3) the extent of economic activity in each zip
code not directly impacted by the Fire. Based on these three criteria, we exclude four of the six
overlapping zip codes:

e Zip codes 95916 and 95938: Overlap with the fire footprint is less than 500 acres with no
structures burned.

e Zip code 95928: Includes unincorporated areas of Butte County as well as areas that fall
within the geographic boundaries of the City of Chico. While 95928 includes a small
percentage of total structures damaged (2.2 percent, or 413 structures), the majority of the
Zip code overlaps incorporated areas of the City of Chico which we consider separately.

e Zip code 95965: Extends from the unincorporated communities of Concow and Yankee Hill
north of the Town to the cities of Oroville, Biggs and Gridley south of the Town. While zip
code 95965 includes approximately 4.6 percent of the residential structures damaged and/or
destroyed by the Fire (Map C-1), we exclude 95965 because the majority of the zip code
falls outside the fire footprint, including the cities of Oroville, Biggs and Gridley. Importantly,
while the economic data for this zip code is excluded from the IMPLAN model, our analysis
includes the people, homes and structures located in this zip code.
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Map C-1. Zip Codes Overlapping the Camp Fire Footprint

Tehama

nd

Data and Assumptions to Quantify Increased Spending in the Fire Footprint

The remainder of this section describes the data and assumptions used to quantify the increased
spending that occurred in the Fire Footprint in the first-year post-Fire.233

Increased Spending by Debris Removal and Recovery Crews. As described in Chapter 3,
in the days and months immediately following the Fire, FEMA, CalOES, CalRecycle, PG&E and
other local utilities deployed staff and subcontractors to the Fire Footprint to remove Fire-related
debris and inspect and repair utility infrastructure. Based on a review of news articles, PG&E
crews began arriving in the Fire Footprint in the middle of November 2018. According to

233 1he assumptions used to estimate the loss in GRP associated with the reduction in population are described in Chapter 4.
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discussions with staff at CalRecycle, clean-up activities by PG&E and CalRecycle overlapped
during the month of February when PG&E crews were wrapping up their work and CalRecycle
was ramping up their efforts. CalRecycle’s work leading private property debris removal activities
extended for a period of 9 months, ending the third week of November, just after the Fire’s one-
year anniversary. During this timeframe, CalRecycle estimated its peak level of effort at 162
crews from May through September; each crew consisting of 20 personnel on average. Based on
these data, we estimate an average of 2,974 people working per day in the Fire Footprint, equal
to a total of 1.1 million person-days during the first-year post-Fire (see additional detail in
Appendix D).

To estimate increased spending by these individuals, we rely on the 2019 Federal per-diem rate
of $55.00 per day for meals and incidentals. When multiplied by 1.1 million person-days, this
translates to an increase in spending of $61 million in 2019. This figure, however, is likely an
underestimate of total spending as deployment data are not readily available for other agencies
and organizations working in the area, such as CalOES, FEMA, EPA, and other utilities such as
Comcast and AT&T. To estimate the value added created by the increased spending from debris
removal and recovery activities, IMPLAN requires spending to be specified by industry sector. We
identified five industry sectors likely to be impacted by this spending. While data are not
available on the distribution of this spending by sector, as shown in Table C-1, we assumed the
majority of this spending occurred at food and beverage stores and then decreasing proportion of
spending at full-service restaurants, limited restaurants, all other food and drinking places and
then health and personal care stores. Due to the physical loss of businesses in the Fire Footprint,
we assume that 50 percent of this spending ($31 million) occurs in the Town and the remaining
50 percent occurs in the City of Chico.

Table C-1. Industry Distribution of 2019 Spending by Debris Removal and Recovery Crews

Dollars spent

Spending per worker Total spending
Industry Distribution per day? by sector
Food and beverage stores 40% $22.00 $24,400,853
Full-service restaurants 20% $11.00 $12,200,427
Limited-service restaurants 20% $11.00 $12,200,427
Health and personal care stores 10% $5.50 $6,100,213
All other food and drinking places 10% $5.50 $6,100,213
Total 100% $55.00 $61,002,133
Source: GSA. 2019 Federal Per Diem for Meals & Incidentals, Standard rate for locations without specified
rates. Accessed July 2020 at: https://www.gsa.gov/travel/plan-book/per-diem-rates/per-diem-rates-
lookup/?action=perdiems report&state=CA&fiscal year=2019&zip=&city=
Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Increased Local Government Spending. Following the wildfires across the State in 2017 and
2018, the State legislature backfilled property tax revenues for several of the municipalities
affected by these fires. In the first-year post-Fire, the Town government received $4.9 million
from the State legislature to offset property tax revenue losses and an additional $2.5 million
under its business interruption insurance policy to cover other (non-property-based) revenue
losses. In addition to these funds offsetting fire-related revenue losses, we reviewed publicly
available budget documents for the Town. Based on these reports, we estimate local government
spending increased by approximately $3.3 million in 2019 relative to pre-Fire expenditures
levels. As noted in Chapter 4, we add the increased spending by local government to the
estimate of impacts developed using both the income- and expenditure-based approaches. For
the income-based estimate, we also add the value added associated with the $4.9 million in
funding provided by the State legislature to backfill lost property tax revenues and the $2.5
million provided by the Town’s insurer under its business interruption insurance.

Data and Assumptions to Quantify Lost Output in the Fire Footprint

As described in Chapter 4, to evaluate the reasonableness of the loss in GRP calculated from the
value added and final demand approaches, we rely on sales tax data provided by Butte County
for the Fire Footprint from 2016 through 2019. As shown in Table C-2 and Table C-3, quarterly
sales tax revenue fell between 46 percent in Quarter 4 of 2018 to 75 percent in Quarter 1 of
2019. Based on these data, we estimate the year-over-year percent loss in sales tax revenues at
64 percent, which is equal to the percent change between actual revenues for 2019 ($684,655)

and an estimate for 2018 revenues of $1,899,415 (2019 dollars) in a world without the
Fire.234,235

Table C-2. Sales Tax Revenue Data for the Fire Footprint (2019 dollars)

2019 2018 2017 2016

Quarter 1 $108,727 $436,777 $435,868 -
Quarter 2 $163,893 $495,291 $490,449 $483,460
Quarter 3 $182,823 $474,831 $460,469 $461,771
Quarter 4 $229,212 $254,269 $483,026 $473,719
Annual $684,655 $1,661,168 $1,869,813 -

Source: HDL; Butte County

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.

234 1, project 2018 revenues without the Fire, we calculate quarter 4 revenues for 2018 by applying a 4 percent growth rate to
sales tax revenue in Quarter 4 of 2017 (i.e., $463,11* 1.04 = $482,277). This growth rate is consistent with the quarter-over-
quarter growth in sales tax revenue in the year prior to the Fire (i.e., between 2016 and 2017). We then add this estimate for
Quarter 4 of 2018 to actual sales tax revenue for Quarters 1 through 3 in the same year.

235 1pe percent loss in the Fire Footprint are consistent with the percent loss based on sales tax revenue data provided by the
Town of Paradise. Available sales tax revenue data for the Town of Paradise are aggregated into seven major business groups:
autos and transportation, building and construction, business and industry, food and drugs, fuel and service stations, general
consumer goods, and restaurants and hotels. Based on these data, year-over-year losses in sales tax revenue range from 21
percent for building and construction to 84 percent for restaurants and hotels with an average loss across all business groups of 64
percent.
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Table C-3. Percent Change in Sales Tax Revenue Data for the Fire Footprint*

2019 2018 2017

Quarter 1 (75%) 0% -
Quarter 2 (67%) 1% 1%
Quarter 3 (61%) 3% 0%
Quarter 4 (53%)? (47%) 2%
Annual (59%) (11%) -

Notes:

Source: HDL; Butte County

1. Percent change reflects the percent change in sale tax
revenues adjusted for inflation (i.e., 2019 dollars).
2. Calculated as the change relative to Quarter 4 for 2017.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

We then apply this percent loss to the output of all industry sectors included in IMPLAN. As noted
in Chapter 4, sales tax revenue data, however, do not reflect changes in output for the Health
Care and Social Assistance sector, which is the single largest economic sector in the Fire
Footprint. For this sector, we instead apply a loss of 99 percent to the output from Paradise,
assuming that the $6.6 million output for this sector in Magalia remains unaffected by the Camp
Fire. As summarized in Table C-4, the result is an overall loss in output of approximately $1.4
billion, equal to a loss of approximately 65 percent of the pre-Fire output of $2.1 billion in the

Fire Footprint.

APPENDIX C

C-5



Table C-4. Estimated Change in Output for the Fire Footprint, by Industry Sector?

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

1. Totals may not sum due to rounding.

2.  We assume the Camp Fire resulted in a loss of all output for this sector in Paradise and that the only output
remaining post-Fire for this sector occurs within the unincorporated community of Magalia.
Source: IMPLAN; IEc

Percent Estimated

Industry Output Loss Production Loss
11 - Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting $11,402,117 (64%) ($7,292,160)
21 - Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction $3,811,762 (64%) (52,437,791)
22 - Utilities $174,392,504 (64%) ($111,531,744)
23 - Construction $139,142,632 (64%) ($88,987,886)
31-33 - Manufacturing $27,500,034 (64%) ($17,587,492)
42 - Wholesale Trade $14,836,109 (64%) ($9,488,350)
44-45 - Retail Trade $148,624,593 (64%) ($95,052,021)
48-49 - Transportation and Warehousing $7,233,581 (64%) ($4,626,196)
51 - Information $48,469,453 (64%) ($30,998,366)
52 - Finance and Insurance $64,313,152 (64%) ($41,131,114)
53 - Real Estate and Rental and Leasing $424,817,638 (64%) ($271,689,727)
54 - Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services $33,045,872 (64%) ($21,134,301)
55 - Management of Companies and Enterprises $342,859 (64%) (5219,274)
56 - Z:r;i;;sr;r(:;ii\;;s:cis:fvp:s:srt and Waste Management 423,392,125 (64%) ($14,960,302)
61 - Educational Services $2,696,047 (64%) ($1,724,242)
62 - Health Care and Social Assistance? $563,157,590 (99%) ($556,587,322)
71 - Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $11,831,376 (64%) ($7,566,690)
72 - Accommodation and Food Services $53,211,353 (64%) (534,031,021)
81 - Other Services (except Public Administration) $72,511,390 (64%) ($46,374,251)
9A - Government Enterprises $48,053,350 0 SO
93 - Non-NAICS S0 0 S0
9B - Administrative Government $221,588,674 0 SO

Total $2,094,374,211 (65%) ($1,363,420,249)
Notes:
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Table C-5 presents the results of the IMPLAN analysis based on a loss in output of $1.4 billion.
The result is a reduction in GRP of about $750 million, which represents an approximately 57.4

percent loss in pre-Fire GRP for the Fire Footprint.

Table C-5. Economic Impact of the Camp Fire on the Fire Footprint: Lost Output Approach ($2020)

Change in GRP

Direct ($729,117,052)
Indirect ($16,373,844)
Induced ($5,729,523)

Total Change in GRP ($751,220,420)

Pre-Fire GRP $1,308,073,240

Percent Change in GRP (57.4%)

Source: IMPLAN; IEc

Summary of Key Assumptions

Table C-6 summarizes the key assumptions associated with our analysis to quantify the initial
shocks to the Fire Footprint as a result of the Fire, as well as the potential direction of bias

introduced by these assumptions.

Table C-6. Summary of Key Assumptions in the Fire Footprint Model

Key Assumption

Effect on
Estimate

Study area for the Fire Footprint is defined as two zip codes excluding approximately 7
percent of residential structures destroyed in the adjacent zip codes of 95928 and 95965.
The structures outside of these zip codes are counted in the analysis but applied as though
they are located in Paradise or Magalia.

Increased spending from post-Fire debris removal and recovery activities is limited to the
deployment of staff by CalRecycle and PG&E. Data are not available on the deployment of
staff by Federal, State and other entities to the Fire Footprint.

We assume that spending by personnel engaged in post-Fire debris removal and recovery
activities was evenly distributed between the Fire Footprint and the City of Chico.

We assume that the 64 percent loss as observed in sales tax revenue is reflective of the
change in output across all sectors in the Fire Footprint. For the Health Care and Social
Assistance sector, we assume a 100 percent loss for the Town of Paradise.

Notes:

- : This assumption may result in an underestimate of real costs.
+: This assumption may result in an overestimate of real costs.

+/-: This assumption has an unknown effect on the magnitude of cost estimates.
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City of Chico

We define the City of Chico based on the jurisdictional boundaries of the City. As discussed in
Chapter 4, despite its location outside of the Fire Footprint, the City of Chico also experienced
significant effects from the Fire in the first year following the fire, both negative and positive.

Data and Assumptions to Quantify Fire-Related Shocks to the City of Chico

In this section, we describe the approaches used to quantify the initial shocks that occurred in
the City of Chico due to the Fire.236 As shown in Figure 4-1 of Chapter 4, we assess the
impact of five Camp Fire-related shocks to the City. The primary loss facing the City of Chico is
the change in the number of workers available to businesses within Chico. Offsetting this loss are
several positive changes in terms of increased expenditures by displaced households, debris
removal and recovery crews, and local government spending. As discussed in Chapter 4,
importantly, the positive impacts are one-time, short-term gains, while the loss of output
experienced by Chico employers who lost employees or are having trouble hiring is likely to be a
more persistent loss. Below we discuss in greater detail the data and assumptions we use to
quantify each change experienced by the City due to the Fire.

Chico employees who lived on the Ridge and lost homes. As discussed in Chapter 3,
35,073 residents were displaced from the Fire Footprint. In the 13 months following the Fire,
16,083 displaced residents left Butte County (see Table 3-4 in Chapter 3), representing
approximately 46 percent of total displaced residents (16,083/35,073 = 0.46). Based on an
average of 2.39 persons per household in the Fire Footprint and an average of 0.9 workers per
household in Paradise, this translates to a loss of approximately 13,231 workers (16,083/2.39 *
0.9).237 As discussed in Chapter 2, approximately 26.9 percent of the residents of Paradise
(and presumably the larger Fire Footprint) commuted to work in Chico. 238 The result is
estimated to be a loss of about 1,632 employees in Chico (3,559 * 0.269). As shown in Table C-
7, we assume the distribution of lost employees across occupations and industry sectors matches
the pre-Fire distribution of employees by industry sector.

236 1 figures presented in the text of this section are often rounded for ease of comprehension. As a result, the illustrative
calculations provided in the text may not compute to the exact results reported.

237 5ee Table A-19 in Appendix A.

238 5ee Table A-20 in Appendix A.
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Table C-7. Lost Employees in Chico, by Industry Sector

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Percent of Total Estimated
Pre-fire Pre-fire Number of

Industry Employment (2018) Employment Employees Lost
11 - Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 2,828 4% (62)
21 - Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 80 0% (2)
22 - Utilities 422 1% 9)
23 - Construction 4,446 6% (98)
31-33 - Manufacturing 3,138 4% (69)
42 - Wholesale Trade 1,732 2% (38)
44-45 - Retail Trade 9,202 12% (202)
48-49 - Transportation and Warehousing 1,242 2% (27)
51 - Information 859 1% (19)
52 - Finance and Insurance 3,266 1% (72)
53 - Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 3,215 1% (71)
54 - Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 4,605 6% (101)
55 - Management of Companies and Enterprises 463 1% (10)
56 - Administrative and Support and Waste Management 59%
and Remediation Services 3,861 (85)
61 - Educational Services 764 1% (17)
62 - Health Care and Social Assistance 11,342 15% (249)
71 - Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 1,017 1% (22)
72 - Accommodation and Food Services 7,190 10% (158)
81 - Other Services (except Public Administration) 6,079 8% (133)
9A - Government Enterprises 1,508 2% (33)
93 - Non-NAICS 0 0% 0
9B - Administrative Government 7,063 10% (155)

Total 74,322 100% (1,632)
Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Source: IMPLAN; IEc
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Household Spending Shifted from the Fire Footprint to Chico. As discussed in Chapter 3,
the Fire resulted in an initial re-distribution of people from the Fire Footprint to Chico. Between
2018 and January 1, 2019, Chico’s population increased by 17,402 people. Using the average
number of people per household in the Fire Footprint of approximately 2.39, this translates to an
initial shift of 7,294 households to Chico. To estimate the shift in household spending from the
Fire Footprint to Chico, we rely on IMPLAN to isolate the portion of pre-Fire spending spent
locally. According to IMPLAN, the majority of spending by households located in the Fire
Footprint is non-local with only 11 percent of spending occurring within the Fire Footprint, equal
to approximately $13,000 per household per year. This analysis assumes that affected
households maintained the same pre-Fire spending levels. This yields an annual increase in
household spending of approximately $94 million (Table C-8). To assess the economic impact of
an increase in household spending, IMPLAN requires spending to be entered by household
income class. Accordingly, we distribute the estimated increase in spending based on the pre-
Fire household spending patterns in the Fire Footprint.

Table C-8. Household Spending Shifted from the Fire Footprint to Chico, by Income Class

Fire Footprint!
Percent of Estimated Spending
Number of 2018 Total 2018 Shifted to Chico
Income Class Households Spending? Spending! (2019)
Households Less than 15k 2,113 $114,768,497 5.6% $5,261,743
Households 15-30k 3,413 $249,385,902 12.2% $11,433,490
Households 30-40k 2,025 $189,219,162 9.2% $8,675,051
Households 40-50k 1,719 $178,548,845 8.7% $8,185,853
Households 50-70k 2,816 $321,629,684 15.7% $14,745,620
Households 70-100k 2,670 $375,505,912 18.3% $17,215,660
Households 100-150k 1,975 $348,035,310 17.0% $15,956,227
Households 150-200k 403 $91,820,664 4.5% $4,209,663
Households Greater than 200k 450 $183,003,836 8.9% $8,390,099
Total 17,585 $2,051,917,811 100.0% $94,073,405
Source: IMPLAN; IEc
Notes:
1. To assess the economic impact of an increase in household spending, IMPLAN requires spending to be entered
by household income class. We assume spending by income class in Chico by displaced households mirrors
2018 spending by income class in the Fire Footprint.
2. Spending includes household-to-household spending and savings.
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Extraordinary Spending to Replace Home Contents Destroyed by the Fire. To estimate
extraordinary spending to replace items destroyed by the Fire, we rely on data from the
California Department of Insurance (CDI) on insured losses. According to CDI, there were 18,533
residential property claims in Butte County, with a total value of $7.4 billion, or approximately
$400,000 per claim.2392 Residential property insurance policies typically provide three types of
coverage: coverage to replace the home, coverage to replace home contents, and coverage for
alternative living expenses (ALE). We assume 25 percent, or $100,000, of the average claim
amount of $400,000 will be spent to replace home contents destroyed by the Fire. 240

As previously discussed, an estimated 7,294 households moved to Chico from the Fire Footprint.
In addition to these households, we assume that all households displaced to the surrounding
cities of Oroville, Gridley and Biggs also shopped in Chico to replace items destroyed by the Fire.
Based on DOF population estimates, 3,678 people moved to the neighboring cities of Oroville,
Gridley and Biggs, equal to 1,542 households (based on an average household size of 2.39). This
results in a total population of 8,836 households displaced from the Fire Footprint to Chico and
the surrounding cities. Assuming these households shopped solely in Chico to replace items
destroyed from the Fire, a rough estimate of the magnitude of extraordinary spending is $890
million (8,836 households * $100,000 per claim).241 We distribute this spending equally across
four industries: furniture and home furnishing stores, electronics and appliance stores, clothing
and sports goods. This estimate may overstate the increased spending if displaced households
shopped in other areas outside of Chico. However, our estimate may also be biased downward
because we do not include additional spending by: (a) households damaged but not destroyed by

239 The total number of residential insurance claims of 18,533 is higher than the 14,490 housing units estimated as destroyed by
the Fire cited in Chapter 2. The total number of insurance claims represents a mix of residential properties destroyed as well as
damaged by the Fire. Of the 18,533 residential insurance claims filed following the Camp Fire, CDI reports 11,646 claims (or 63
percent) as the number of claims resulting in a total loss. California Department of Insurance, 2019. Insured Losses from the 2018
California Wildfires. Department of Insurance. [online] Available at: https://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-
releases/2019/upload/nr041-19InsuredLosses2018Wildfires050819.pdf [Accessed August 2020].

240 1g percentage is based on a recent analysis completed by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) on unmet needs associated with the 2018 wildfires. This analysis was completed in response to Disaster
Recovery (DR) funding recently made available to the State through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. CDBG is one of the longest, continuously run programs at HUD. It provides
grants to states and local municipalities with the goal of ensuring decent affordable housing and associated services to the most
vulnerable communities across the country. In response to Presidentially-declared disasters, Congress can appropriate additional
funding for the CDBG Program in the form of DR grants. These grants are intended to speed the rebuilding process for communities
and neighborhoods affected by disasters that otherwise might not recover due to limited resources. In California HCD’s analysis of
unmet needs for the 2018 wildfires, the agency referenced information from the CDI that insurance policies are generally structured
to include approximately 30 percent of the total policy value to cover the cost of replacing home contents. To be conservative, HCD
estimated the value of home contents by multiplying the cost to rebuild/replace by 25 percent. This approach results in an
estimated value of home contents at $89,000 for homes destroyed by the Fire and $22,000 for homes damaged by the Fire.
California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2020. State of California Proposed Action Plan for Disaster
Recovery, Figure 60: Residential Rebuild/Repair Need. June. p. 67. [online] Available at: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-
development/disaster-recovery-programs/cdbg-dr/cdbg-dr-

2018/docs/DRAFT 2019 State CDBG Disaster Recovery Action Plan for 2018 Disasters English.pdf [Accessed August 2020].

241 pp alternate approach to estimate this spending is to combine the data from CDI and HUD. Specifically, CDI indicates a total of
18,533 claims of which 11,646 (or 63 percent) are claims for total losses. We can interpret the remaining 8,722 claims (or 37
percent) as residential claims for partial property damage (i.e., homes requiring repairs rather than full replacement). To estimate
the extraordinary spending on home contents for total loss claims, we multiply the 9,811 households displaced to Chico by HCD's
estimate of the value of home contents ($89,000 per home), which yields a spending estimate associated with homes destroyed by
the Fire of $873 million. For partially damaged homes, we multiply the number of partial damage claims (8,722) by HCD's estimate
of the value of home contents for homes damaged (not destroyed) by the Fire ($22,000 per home), which yields a spending
estimate for these homes of $192 million. The sum of these two spending estimates is $1.07 billion, a figure slightly higher than the
spending estimate presented above of $980 million.
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the Fire, (b) businesses whose property and/or other capital were damaged and/or destroyed by
the Fire, or (c) households not directly damaged by the Fire but were evacuated for one or more
days during the disaster.

Extraordinary Auto Spending. To estimate extraordinary spending to repair or replace vehicles
destroyed or damaged by the Fire, we follow a similar approach as used to estimate extraordinary
spending to replace home contents destroyed by the Fire. According to CDI, there were 8,263 auto
claims in Butte County, with a total value of $130 million, or approximately $15,000 per claim.
Data are not available on the proportion of this spending likely to be in Chico; although discussions
with 3CORE indicated the potential for car sales to occur in areas outside Chico or even outside the
Tri-County Region in the Sacramento area. Accordingly, we assume that 50 percent of this
spending occurred in the City of Chico, or $65 million. We distribute this spending equally across
two industries: motor vehicle and vehicle parts and automotive repair and maintenance.

Increased Spending by Debris Removal and Recovery Crews. As previously described, we
estimate increased spending of $61 million by debris removal and recovery crews, of which we
estimate 50 percent ($31 million) occurred in Chico. In addition to spending at local restaurants
and other retail, Chico hotels and other lodging likely also experienced increased revenues from
debris removal and recovery activities. While PG&E staff likely stayed in accommodations located in
Chico, the majority of CalRecycle debris removal crews were housed in camps set up by FEMA.
Based on discussions with CalRecycle, about 20 percent of CalRecycle debris removal crews likely
stayed in hotels and other lodging and accommodations in Chico. Across PG&E and CalRecycle, we
estimate a total of approximately 514,000 nights. Applying the Federal per diem rate of $94 per
night, this translates to an increase in spending on lodging of approximately $48 million. We assign
100 percent of this spending in IMPLAN to the hotels and motels sector. This estimate may
overstate hotel spending to the extent that some of these individuals stayed in accommodations
located outside of Chico. However, our estimate of hotel spending may also be biased downward
because we do not include additional spending by staff from other federal and state agencies and
organizations deployed to the area to assist in fire response and/or post-Fire recovery activities.

Increased Local Government Spending. As discussed in Chapter 3, while the City of Chico
incurred costs to meet the needs of households displaced by the Fire, because the City was outside
the Fire Footprint, the City was ineligible for funding from many of the existing Federal and State
disaster programs. As a result, to meet the increased demand created by those displaced by the
Fire, the City re-allocated existing resources by reducing the typical level of municipal services
provided to its residents. Recognizing the role that the City is playing in post-Fire recovery, the
State legislature provided a one-time grant of $3 million to the City in September 2019. While this
figure is significantly less than the impact of the Fire on the City’s resources and infrastructure,
City officials indicated that the grant funding would be used to fund public safety and infrastructure
needs.242 We assume these funds were spent in calendar year 2019.

242 Anderaos, D., 2019. Chico and Oroville Receive $5 Million for Post-Camp Fire Impacts. Action News Now, [online] Available at:
https://www.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Chico-and-Oroville-secure-5-million-from-the-state-for-Camp-Fire-impact-
559264191.html [Accessed November 2020].
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Summary of Key Assumptions

Table C-9 summarizes the key assumptions associated with our analysis to quantify the initial
shocks to the City of Chico as a result of the Fire, as well as the potential direction and relative

scale of bias introduced by these assumptions.

Table C-9. Summary of Key Assumptions in the City of Chico Model

Key Assumption

Effect on
Estimate

The number of workers that left the City of Chico is unknown. To estimate this figure, we apply a number of
assumptions to data available on the number of people that left Butte County, including the average
number of people per household, the average number of workers per household, and the percent of
Paradise residents that commuted to Chico for work. Based on this approach, we estimate that 10.1
percent of the people that left Butte County were employed in the City of Chico prior to the Fire (1,632 /
16,083 = 10.1 percent).

+/-

We assume that the distribution of lost employees across occupations and industry sectors matches the
pre-Fire distribution of employees in Chico.

+/-

We assume that households displaced from the Fire Footprint to Chico maintained the same pre-Fire
spending levels and patterns (excluding extraordinary, one-time purchases to replace lost goods).

We assume that households displaced from the Fire Footprint to Chico, Oroville, Biggs and Gridley shopped
solely in Chico to replace home contents destroyed or damaged by the Fire.

We assume that households spent on average $100,000 per household to replace home contents
destroyed or damaged by the Fire.

We assume that 50 percent of spending to replace or repairs autos destroyed or damaged by the Fire
occurred in Chico.

Extraordinary spending in Chico is limited to increased spending to replace goods destroyed by the Fire.
Data are not available on additional spending by: (a) households damaged but not destroyed by the Fire,
(b) businesses whose property and/or other capital were damaged and/or destroyed by the Fire, or (c)
households not directly damaged by the Fire but were evacuated for one or more days during the disaster.

Increased spending from post-Fire debris removal and recovery activities is limited to the deployment of
staff by CalRecycle and PG&E. Data are not available on the deployment of staff by Federal, State and other
entities to the area.

We assume that spending by personnel engaged in post-Fire debris removal and recovery activities was
evenly distributed between the Fire Footprint and the City of Chico.

We assume about 20 percent of debris removal and recovery crews stayed in hotels and other lodging
establishments instead of the FEMA base.

We assign 100 percent of hotel spending occurs in Chico. This estimate may overstate hotel spending to the
extent that some of these individuals stayed in accommodations located outside of Chico.

Notes:
- : This assumption may result in an underestimate of real costs.
+: This assumption may result in an overestimate of real costs.

+/- : This assumption has an unknown effect on the magnitude of cost estimates.
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Tri-County Region

We define the Tri-County Region as Butte, Tehama and Glenn counties, including the Fire
Footprint and the City of Chico. As discussed in Chapter 2, the economies of the cities and
communities that make up the Tri-County Region are interconnected. By assessing the economic
impacts for the Tri-County Region in addition to the Fire Footprint and the City of Chico, we are
able to capture more of the economic impacts of the Fire and understand how these changes
ripple out and impact the broader Tri-County regional economy.

Data and Assumptions to Quantify Fire-Related Shocks to the Tri-County Region

As illustrated in Figure 4-1 of Chapter 4, our analysis for the Tri-County Region focuses on four
initial shocks stemming from the Fire.243 Of these four initial shocks, short-term increases in
spending from debris removal and recovery crews and extraordinary spending to replace items
destroyed or damaged by the Fire are the same as the changes described for the Fire Footprint
and/or the City of Chico. Accordingly, the remainder of this section focuses on the following two
Fire-related shocks: (1) lost employees among the 46 percent of people affected by the Fire that
left the Region and (2) increases in local government spending for post-Fire recovery activities.

Tri-County employees who lived on the Ridge and left the region. As described previously,
about 35,070 residents were displaced from the Fire Footprint. In the 13 months following the
Fire, 14,493 displaced residents left the Tri-County Region (see Table 3-4 in Chapter 3). Based
on an average of 2.39 persons per household in the Fire Footprint and an average of 0.9 workers
per household in Paradise, this translates to a loss of approximately 5,467 workers.244 As
shown in Table C-10, we assume the distribution of lost employees across occupations and
industry sectors matches the pre-Fire distribution of employees in the Tri-County Region.

243 The figures presented in the text of this section are often rounded for ease of comprehension. As a result, the illustrative
calculations provided in the text may not compute to the exact results reported.

244 gpp estimated a loss of 1,918 jobs in the Tri-County Region as of December 2019 (see Table A-8). Importantly, the
workforce loss estimate calculated in this analysis is intended to reflect the change in employment attributable to the Fire, not
accounting for other changes in the economy. For example, EDD estimates gains of 597 and 92 jobs in 2019 in Glenn and Tehama
County, respectively. These changes in the labor workforce for Glenn and Tehama represent the net effect of population loss due to
the Fire and other changes in the local and regional economy. The difference between the workforce loss estimate calculated in this
analysis and EDD’s estimate may also reflect a greater number of retirees among the displaced residents who ultimately left the
Region.
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Table C-10. Lost Employees in Tri-County Region, by Industry Sector

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Pre-fire Percent of Total Pre-| Estimated Number
Industry Employment fire Employment | of Employees Lost
11 - Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 18,848 12% (647)
21 - Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 499 0% (17)
22 - Utilities 987 1% (34)
23 - Construction 9,325 6% (320)
31-33 - Manufacturing 8,224 5% (282)
42 - Wholesale Trade 3,036 2% (104)
44-45 - Retail Trade 15,513 10% (533)
48-49 - Transportation and Warehousing 4,340 3% (149)
51 - Information 1,139 1% (39)
52 - Finance and Insurance 4,950 3% (170)
53 - Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 5,659 4% (194)
54 - Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 6,744 4% (232)
55 - Management of Companies and Enterprises 658 0% (23)
56 - Administrative and Support and Waste Management 4%
and Remediation Services 5,781 (199)
61 - Educational Services 1,160 1% (40)
62 - Health Care and Social Assistance 23,930 15% (822)
71 - Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 2,127 1% (73)
72 - Accommodation and Food Services 12,337 8% (424)
81 - Other Services (except Public Administration) 11,403 7% (392)
9A - Government Enterprises 3,042 2% (104)
93 - Non-NAICS 0 0% 0
9B - Administrative Government 19,507 12% (670)
Total 159,208 100% (5,467)
Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Source: IMPLAN; IEc
APPENDIX C C-15




Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Increased Local Government Spending. In the Tri-County Region, increased local
government spending includes spending previously identified for the Town of Paradise ($3.3
million) and the City of Chico ($3 million) in addition to incremental spending by other
jurisdictions due to the Fire. We understand that the City of Oroville received a $2 million grant
from the State concurrent with the $3 million grant provided to the City of Chico. Based on a
review of budget documents for Butte County, we identified expenditures of $7.9 million in 2019
related to disaster recovery. Summing up the government spending across these four
jurisdictions results in a total estimated increase in local government spending of $16 million.

This estimate is likely an underestimate of the incremental spending by government in the Tri-
County Region as it does not include Fire-related spending by other cities in the Tri-County
Region or by Federal or State governmental entities. For example, the City of Gridley may have
also experienced increased spending associated with siting of the largest of the FEMA group
camps as discussed in Chapter 3. To the extent that additional information becomes available
on Fire-related spending by other jurisdictions, we will update this analysis accordingly.
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Summary of Key Assumptions

Table C-11 summarizes the key assumptions associated with our analysis to quantify the initial
shocks to the Tri-County Region as a result of the Fire, as well as the potential direction and

relative scale of bias introduced by these assumptions.

Table C-11. Summary of Key Assumptions in the Tri-County Regional Model

Key Assumption

Effect on
Estimate

The number of workers that left the Tri-County Region is unknown. To estimate this figure, we apply a
number of assumptions to data available on the number of people that left Butte County, including the
average number of people per household and the average number of workers per household. Based on
this approach, we estimate that that 38 percent of the people that left the Tri-County Region were
employed in the Region prior to the Fire (9,221 / 3479 = 38 percent).

+/-

We assume that the distribution of lost employees across occupations and industry sectors matches
the pre-Fire distribution of employees in the Tri-County Region.

Increased spending from post-Fire debris removal and recovery activities is limited to the deployment
of staff by CalRecycle and PG&E. Data are not available on the deployment of staff by Federal, State
and other entities to the Fire Footprint.

We assume that households spent on average $100,000 per household to replace home contents
destroyed or damaged by the Fire.

We assume that 50 percent of spending to replace or repairs autos destroyed or damaged by the Fire
occurred in the Tri-County Region.

Extraordinary spending in Chico is limited to increased spending to replace goods destroyed by the Fire.
Data are not available on additional spending by: (a) households damaged but not destroyed by the
Fire, (b) businesses whose property and/or other capital were damaged and/or destroyed by the Fire,
or (c) households not directly damaged by the Fire but were evacuated for one or more days during the
disaster.

Increased spending from post-Fire debris removal and recovery activities is limited to the deployment
of staff by CalRecycle and PG&E. Data are not available on the deployment of staff by Federal, State
and other entities to the region.

We assume about 20 percent of debris removal and recovery crews stayed in hotels and other lodging
establishments instead of the FEMA base.

+/-

We assume governmental spending of $16 million represents new, incremental spending compared to
pre-Fire levels rather than re-allocation of existing funds that were reprogrammed to address post-Fire
recovery needs.

Increased government spending is limited to changes in spending by the Town of Paradise, Chico,
Oroville and Butte County. This assumption likely underestimates the incremental spending by
government in the Tri-County Region as it does not include Fire-related spending by other cities in the
Tri-County Region (e.g., Gridley) or by Federal or State governmental entities.

Notes:

- : This assumption may result in an underestimate of real costs.
+: This assumption may result in an overestimate of real costs.

+/-: This assumption has an unknown effect on the magnitude of cost estimates.

Fire-Related Spending on Fuel. During interviews with local government, we heard that fuel
and gas service stations may have experienced a bump in sales coincident with post-Fire debris
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removal and recovery activities. We obtained sales tax revenue data for the City of Chico and the
Tri-County Region. Based on these data, however, we are unable to determine whether the
region experienced a Fire-related bump in sales for this business category. As shown in Table C-
12 and Table C-13, sales tax revenues for fuel and gas stations in 2015 and 2016 were notably
down compared to 2013, 2014 and 2017. As a result, the observed percent increase in sales tax
revenue between 2017 and 2018 and between 2018 and 2019 are within the range of growth
rates seen in years prior to the Fire. Notably, both Chico and the Tri-County Region experienced
a healthy growth rate of 16 percent and 8 percent, respectively, during the first three quarters of
2018, prior to the Fire. Based on these data, we did not include a Fire-related increase in

spending at fuel and service stations among the initial shocks examined for Chico and the Tri-
County Region.

Table C-12. Sales Tax Revenue for Fuel and Service Stations in Chico (2019%)
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Quarter 1 533,659 554,214 401,521 320,115 361,916 411,424 434,149
Quarter 2 589,873 599,477 549,711 415,746 451,257 537,647 592,775
Quarter 3 626,152 633,996 495,234 427,576 488,702 558,380 611,740
Quarter 4 548,973 599,292 408,293 386,654 451,297 532,474 535,116
Total 2,298,657 2,386,979 1,854,758 1,550,092 1,753,172 2,039,925 2,173,780
Percent - 3.8% (22.3%) (16.4%) 13.1% 16.3% 6.6%
Change
Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Source: HDL, City of Chico
Table C-13. Sales Tax Revenue for Fuel and Service Stations in the Tri-County Region (2019%)
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Quarter 1 $1,945,103 $1,782,359 $1,406,648 $1,192,859 $1,423,825 $1,500,732 $1,472,701
Quarter 2 $2,195,342 $2,143,185 $1,800,797 $1,566,724 $1,663,566 $1,830,557 $1,913,355
Quarter 3 $2,205,789 $2,144,171 $1,726,353 $1,595,404 $1,761,261 $1,914,637 $1,889,905
Quarter 4 $1,999,449 $1,707,453 $1,424,713 $1,482,879 $1,650,405 $1,757,710 $1,794,542
Total | $8,345,682 | $7,777,168 | $6,358,511 | $5,837,866 | $6,499,057 | $7,003,636 | $7,070,502
'::‘r::;; - (6.8%) (18.2%) (8.2%) 11.3% 7.8% 1.0%

Totals may not sum due to rounding.

Source: HDL, Butte County
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Table D-1. Summary of Key Data Inputs: The Fire Footprint

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Quantity or

recovery

Value Data Source(s), Notes and Other Considerations
Measure Value Required
(Al Total number of residential (13,083) Table 3-2 in Chapter 3, includes Paradise, Concow/Yankee, Magalia and other
structures destroyed by the Fire ' unincorporated areas of Butte County.
Households Lost (8] Total number of households in the 17,585 |IMPLAN
study area
[C] Percent of Households Lost -79.5%|1Ec Calculation: [A] / [B]
IEc calculation reflecting input from CalRecycle. According to CalRecycle, the
number of debris crews on-site plateaued at 162 crews from May through
September. Each debris crew consisted of 20 people on average. Debris
removal activites assumed to begin on February 2,2019 and end on
November 21, 2019. To approximate the number of crews, we draw a normal
0] Debris and Recovery Crew 770.887 distribution starting from zero in February, reaching the plateau between
Personnel Days: CalRecycle ’ March and September, then decreasing throughout October and November.
(Source: CalRecycle. One Year After Deadliest Fire in State History, California
Completes Camp Fire Debris Cleanup. Accessed online at:
https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/blogs/in-the-loop/in-the-
loop/2019/11/21/camp-fire-debris-removal-complete; ; Stakeholder Email
Communication with CalRecycle, June 17, 2020.)
IEc calculation reflecting a review of PG&E press releases and input from
CalRecycle. PGE staff deployment assumed to begin November 14, 2018 and
extend through the end of February 2019. To approximate the number of
personnel days, we apply the same distribution and methodology used in [D],
(€] Debris and Recovery Crew 338,242 with a plateau at 3,000 pesonnel days instead. (Sources: PG&E. Update: PG&E
Personnel Days: PG&E ’ Continues Response and Restoration Efforts in Butte County. Accessed online
Increased Local
) , at:
Spending by Debris https://www.pge.com/en/about/newsroom/newsdetails/index.page?title=201
Removal and 81114 _update_pge_continues_response_and_restoration_efforts_in_butte_co
Recovery Crews unty; Stakeholder Email Communication with CalRecycle, June 17, 2020.)
[F] Total Debris and Recovery Crew Per 1,109,130]IEc Calculation: [D] + [E]
GSA. 2019 M&IE per diem rate for Chico. Available online at:
https://www.gsa.gov/travel /plan-book/per-diem-rates/per-diem-rates-
lookup/?action=perdiems_report&state=CA&fiscal_year=2019&zip=&city=chi
co
[G] Spending per day (food and drink) $55.00|IEc assumption on the affected industries and the distribution of spending:
406, food and beverage stores: 40%
407, health and personal care stores: 10%
509, full-service restaurants: 20%
510, limited-service restaurants: 20%
511, all other food and drinking places: 10%
Percent of spending by debris and
[H] recovery crews at Ridge 50%|1Ec Assumption to recognize the loss of businesses in the Ridge
businesses
]  |Estimated spendingin the Ridge by $30,501,067 |IEc Calculation: [F]*[G]*[H]
debris and recovery crews
0] Cstl;:lL:{Zr;/r:;t;rtspfi;sl:;c(ure to $2.400,000 (Stakeholder Email Communication with Paradise Administrative Services
e Department on June 10, 2020.)
revenue losses .
Backfill from State Legislature to In Year 2 (FY 19/20), the backfill is estimated to increase to: $5.05 million.
[K] cov?r prope'rty ta.x revenue [osses $2,525,000](Stakeholder Email Communication with Paradise Administrative Services
during the first six months of
Department on June 10, 2020.)
FY19/20.
Per correspondence with Paradise Administrative Services Director, $5
Proceeds received in the first year million paid out for insurance.related to non-prop-erty revenue losses through
. 6/30/20. We assume 50% of this payout occurred in year 1 (FY 18/19), as the
[L] frominsurance to cover non- $2,500,000 T )
oroperty revenue losses total perllod |.ncIU(%es all of FY 18/1? e?nd aI.I of FY 1.9/20. (Stakeholder Email
Increased Local Communication with Paradise Administrative Services Department on June 10
Government and 23, 2020.)
Spending [M] Total revenue backfill $7,425,000]IEc Calculation: [J]+[K]+[L]
Based on Paradise budget reports for FY 18/19 relative to previous years.
Though the Town spent $3.6min FY 18/19 on disaster recovery, overall
expenditures decreased relative to previous years, so no increase is assessed
in this FY. Spending on building redevelopment, housing redevelopment, and
Increased spending in the first capital projects in FY 19/20 surpasses spending on those same items in FY
[N] year on fire response/post-fire $3,310,339|18/19 by $6.62m. This increase in spending is prorated across the first half of

recovery year 1 (7/19 through 12/19).

Paradise 18/19 expenditures summarized on page 108 of 19/20 budget:
https://www.townofparadise.com/index.php/forms-and-
documents/finance/2019-2019-20-operating-and-capital-budget/file
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Table D-2. Summary of Key Data Inputs: Chico (Page 1 of 2)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Quantity or

Measure . Value Data Source(s), Notes and Other Considerations
Value Required
[A] Number of residents displaced by the Fire 35,073
[B] Average number of people per HH (Fire Footprint) 2.39|IMPLAN
Equivalent number of HH displaced by the Fire 14,701(IEc Calculation: [A] / [B]
[D] |Jobs per household (Paradise) 0.90|Table A-19 in Appendix A
[E] Number of employed residents affected 13,231]lEc Calculation: [C] * [D]
Percent of Paradise residents commuting to Chico for . .
Number of Workers Lostin Chico [F] & 26.9%|Table A-20 in Appendix A
employment
[G] Number of Chico employees affected 3,559]1Ec Calculation: [E] x [F]
[H] Number of displaced residents that left County -45.9%|Table 3-3 in Chapter 3
permanently
0 Estimated number of workers lostin Chico associated (1,632)|1Ec Calculati (6] x [H]
cCa ion: [G] x
with Butte County population decline of 9,501 ’ cutatio
N f leth hi f
U] umber of people that moved to Chico as of January 17,402|Table 3-4 in Chapter 3
2019
[K]  |Average number of people per HH (Fire Footprint) 2.39|IMPLAN
IEc Calculation: [J]/ [K]
The City of Chico commissioned a study finding that municipal
Number of Affected Households Displaced to water consumption rose 16% from 11/17 to 1/18, and 10.3%
Chico 1 1 i i . Thi
Equivalent number of HH that moved to Chico as of from6/18 t.o 8/18 ovgr the samg periods the previous year. This
[L] 7,294 |equates to increases in approximately 5000 and 3200 people,
January 2019 .
respectively.
https://chico-
ca.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=864&met
a_id=67973
IMPLAN; sum of local spending and HH-to-HH spending.
[M] [Pre-fire: Total HH spending in Fire Footprint $226,791,633|According to IMPLAN, most spending (79%) by HH is outside Fire
Footprint.
:'Og;?hom Spending Shifted from the Ridge [N] |Pre-fire: Total number of households (Fire Footprint) 17,585|IMPLAN
o Chico
[0] Pre-fire: Average Annual HH spent locally $12,896.78|1Ec Calculation: [M] / [N]
[P] HH sper'1d|ng.sh|fted from Paradise to Chico for HH $94,073,405|IEc Calculation: [L] x [O]
stayed in Chico through end of 2019
[Q] Number of people that moved to Oroville, Gridley and 3678 DOF, population estimates for Cities of Oroville, Gridley and
Biggs as of January 2019 ! Biggs 1/1/2019 compared to 1/1/2018
Number of Affected Households Displaced to . . .
Oroville, Gridley and Biggs [R] |Pre-fire: Total number of households (Fire Footprint) 2.39|IMPLAN
Equival f HH th ill
[s] q.uwa ent nu.mber o that moved to Oroville, 1,542|1Ec calculation: [Q] / [R]
Gridley and Biggs as of January 2019
Di Equi -
Total Nt.meer of Affected HH Displaced from M qunv.alent r?umber ofHH that moved to Chico, 8,836/ IEc Calculation: [L] + [3]
Camp Fire Oroville, Gridley and Biggs as of January 2019
Total number of residential home claims in Butte R Ue,p[ OT TS HTENCs,
[U] 18,533 | https://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-
sounty leases/2019/upload/nr041
nr041-
[V] [Total directincurred residential losses $7,439,591,231 releases uploa o
1.0lncrivadl ANAQQALLLAE cac.QENR1O.a.dE.
[W] [Averageresidential claim amount $401,424.01|l1Ec Calculation: [U] / [V]
CA HCD. 2020. State of California Proposed Action Plan for
Disaster Recovery, Figure 60: Residential Rebuild/Repair Need.
Proportion of residential claims spent associated June. p. 67. Available online at: . .
[X] ith hom ntent 25%| https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/disaster-
Extraordinary Purchases by Affected HH to wi ome contents recovery-programs/cdbg-dr/cdbg-dr-
Replace Lost/Damaged Home Contents 2018/docs/DRAFT_2019_State_CDBG_Disaster_Recovery_Action
_Plan_for_2018 Disasters_English.pdf.
[Y] |Average extraordinary (non-auto) spending $100,356.00|IEc Calculation: [W] x [X]
IEc Calculation: [T] x [Y]
Affected industry sectors: 403 (retail - furniture and home
. . furnishing stores), 404 (retail - electronics and appliance
[2] Total extraordinary (non-auto) spending $886,748,502 . i
stores), 409 (retail - clothing), 410 (sports goods). IEc
assumption that spending is distributed equally across all four
sectors.
[AA] [Total number of auto claims in Butte County 8,263 tafifornia L)e.pt orinsurance,
- - https://www.insurance.ca.gov/0400-news/0100-press-
[AB] |Total directincurred auto losses $129,999,668 v aloncoc /9010 mnland farOd
[AC] [Average auto claim amount $15,732.74|1Ec Calculation: [AA] / [AB]
Extraordinary Auto Purchases by Affected HH [AD] |Proportion of auto claim amount spentin Chico 50%|1Ec Assumption reflecting input from 3CORE
to Replace/Repair Destroyed/Damaged Autos IEc Calculation: [AB] x [AD]
Affected industry sectors: 402 (retail - motor vehicle and vehicle
[AE] |Total extraordinary auto spending $64,999,834|parts), 512 (automotive repair and maintenance). |IEc

assumption that spending is distributed equally across both
sectors.
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Table D-2. Summary of Key Data Inputs: Chico (Page 2 of 2)

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Quantity or

. Value Data Source(s), Notes and Other Considerations
Measure Value Required
Increased Local Spending by Debris Removal (AG] Estimated spending in Chico by debris removal and 30501 067 Table D-1. Row [I], IEc assumption that spending by debris crew
and Recovery Crews recovery crews T is distributed equally between Chico and Paradise.
(AH] PG&E Debris Removal and Recovery Crew Personnel 338,242 |Table D-1. Row [£]
Days of Labor
GSA. 2019 Federal per diem rate for lodging in Chico. Available
online at: https://www.gsa.gov/travel/plan-book/per-diem-

[Al] |Costof single hotel room (1 night) $94|rates/per-diem-rates-
lookup/?action=perdiems_report&state=CA&fiscal_year=2019&
zip=&city=chico

Esti E i
[A] stimated hotel costs by PG&E debris removal and $31,794,776|IEc Calculation: [AG] x [AH]
recovery crews
[AK] Debris Removal and Recovery Crew Personnel Days of 770,887 |Table D-1. Row [D]
Labor
- . -

[ALl |Percent of Crews that are Tribal members 10% Based on correspondence with CalRecycle, 10% of 20-person
crews are Tribal members.

- - -

[AM] |Percent of Crews that are drivers 35% Based on cor.respondence with CalRecycle, 35% of 20-person
crews are drivers

. . (AN] Pe-rcent of Crews that are not Tribal members or 55%|1Ec Calculation: 1-[AK]-[AL]
Spending on Hotels by Debris Removal and drivers
Recovery Crews (AO] Percent of Tribal members not staying in FEMA base 25% Based on correspondence with CalRecycle, approximately 75%
(]
camp of tribal members stayed in FEMA base camp.
- : .

[AP] |Percent of drivers not staying in FEMA base camp 50% Base.d on correspf)ndence with CalRecycle, approximately 50%

of drivers stayed in FEMA base camp.
Based d ith CalR I imately 959
Percent of personnel (non-Tribal and non-drivers) not asedon corres.pon ejnce with LafRecyc e,.appromma e.y %
[AQ] Lo 5%|of workers (besides tribal members and drivers) stayed in FEMA
staying in FEMA base camp
base camp.
[aR] |D3Ys spentby personnel in hotels during debris 175,377 |IEc Calculation: [AJJ*([AKI*[AN]+[ALI*[AO]+[AM]*[AO])
removal
GSA. 2019 Federal per diem rate for lodging in Chico. Available
online at: https://www.gsa.gov/travel/plan-book/per-diem-

[AS] [Cost of single hotel room (1 night) $94|rates/per-diem-rates-
lookup/?action=perdiems_report&state=CA&fiscal_year=2019&
zip=&city=chico

[AT] |Estimated hotel costs by debris removal crews $16,485,427 IEc Calculation: [AQ]*[AR], Affected industry code: 507 (Hotels
and motels)

[AU] |Total increased hotel spending $48,280,203|IEc Calculation: [Al] + [AS]

Chico and Oroville Receive $5-Million for Post-Camp Fire

Impacts. Available online at:

https://www.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Chico-and-
Increased Local Government Spending [AV] |Additional funding provided by the State legislature 3,000,000 |Oroville-receive-5-million-for-post-Camp-Fire-impacts-

559330971.html. Per communicattion with the Chico City
Manager, Chico's recieved $3 million of the $5 million provided
by the State legislature.
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Table D-3. Summary of Key Data Inputs: Tri-County Region

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Quantity or

spending

. Value Data Source(s), Notes and Other Considerations
Measure Value Required
(A Estimated r\umber of people that left Tri- (14,493)|Table 3-3 in Chapter 3
County region as of January 2020
(B] Averagfe number of people per HH (Fire 5 39|IMPLAN
Footprint)
Number of Jobs Lost [l Equivalent number of HH that left (6,075)|1Ec Calculation: [A]/ [B]
from Tri-County Region Tri-County region as of January 2020 ! ’
[D] Jobs per household (Paradise) 0.90|Table A-19 in Appendix A
Estimated r?umber of'worker.s |05t, in Tri- IEc Calculation: [C] x [D], distributed by sector based on pre-distribution of
[E] County Region associated with Tri-County (5,467)]. . . .
. . jobs in Tri-County Region
population decline of 14,493
Extraordinary
Purchases by Affected
HH to Replace [F] Total extraordinary (non-auto) spending $886,748,502|Table D-2, Row [Z]
Lost/Damaged Home
Contents
Extraordinary Auto
Purchases by Affected [G] Total extraordinary auto spending $64,999,834|Table D-2, Row [AE]
HH to Replace
Lost/Damaged Autos
Increased Spending by [H] Estimated spending in the Tri-County area $61,002,133 IEc Calculation: Equal to the sum of spending in the Ridge (Table D-1, Row [I])
Debris Removal Crews by debris crews e and Chico (Table D-2, Row [AF])
Increased spending in the first year on fire
0 pencine year. $3,310,339|Table D-1, Row [N]
response/post-fire recovery - Paradise
Ul Additional funding provided by the State $3,000,000 Chico and Oroville Receive $5-Million for Post-Camp Fire Impacts. Available
legislature to Chico e online at: https://www.actionnewsnow.com/content/news/Chico-and-Oroville-
receive-5-million-for-post-Camp-Fire-impacts-559330971.html. Per
Additional funding provided by the State communicattion with the Chico City Manager, Chico's recieved $3 million of
[K] . . $2,000,000 . . .
Increased Local legislature to Oroville the S5 million provided by the State legislature.
Government Spending -
The FY 19/20 Butte County budget reports ~$200,000 spent on disaster
recovery and ~$7.7m spent on Disaster EOC (fire response) in FY 18/19. The
[w Increased spending in the first year on fire $7.921,058 spending on these items was SO in FY 17/18, so all of these funds are counted
response/post-fire recovery - Butte County ’ ’ as anincrease over the previous year. See pages 73 and 75:
http://www.buttecounty.net/Portals/1/Budget/FY19-20Adopted/1-
Complete%20Adopted%20Budget.pdf?ver=2019-11-26-102527-777
M] Total Tri-County increased government $16,231,397|IEc Calculation: [I] + [J] + [K] + [L]
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Table E-1. Detailed IMPLAN Results by Industry for Lost Jobs Modeling: Chico

Impact | 1 - Direct | 2 - Indirect | 3 - Induced | Total Output
21-93- Non-NAICS S0 S0 S0 $0
2-21- Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction $(454,994) $(91,730) S(1,364) $(548,088)
15-61- Educational Services $(869,931) $(58,972) $(161,655) $(1,090,557)
17 - 71- Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $(1,091,203) $(201,109) $(159,158) $(1,451,471)
13- 55- Management of Companies and Enterprises S(1,722,103) $(1,451,031) $(113,837) S(3,286,970)
8- 48-49 - Transportation and Warehousing $(2,966,680) $(1,242,930) $(262,800) S(4,472,411)
1-11- Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting S(5,427,542) $(240,666) $(30,468) S(5,698,677)
20- 9A - Government Enterprises S(8,069,383) $(1,193,929) $(552,060) $(9,815,372)
14 - 56 - Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Ren $(6,703,941) S(4,265,772) $(484,918) $(11,454,631)
22 - 9B - Administrative Government $(13,553,649) SO SO $(13,553,649)
18- 72 - Accommodation and Food Services S(11,141,827) $(1,228,413) $(1,657,336) $(14,027,576)
3-22- Utilities $(14,407,258) $(499,798) $(107,540) $(15,014,596)
19- 81 - Other Services (except Public Administration) S(12,247,024) $(1,161,146) $(1,704,289) $(15,112,459)
6- 42 - Wholesale Trade $(11,594,060) $(3,339,364) $(858,004) $(15,791,428)
9-51- Information $(11,616,927) $(4,108,917) $(1,027,213) $(16,753,057)
4-23- Construction $(15,207,467) $(1,987,128) $(178,402) $(17,372,997)
12 - 54 - Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services $(13,745,239) $(6,759,602) $(768,913) $(21,273,754)
10- 52 - Finance and Insurance $(15,814,825) $(7,211,596) $(1,915,812) $(24,942,233)
5-31-33- Manufacturing $(25,396,196) $(318,466) $(66,656) $(25,781,318)
7 - 44-45 - Retail Trade $(24,673,701) $(1,241,547) $(2,667,832) $(28,583,079)
16 - 62 - Health Care and Social Assistance $(25,793,189) $(163,889) $(3,718,008) $(29,675,086)
11- 53 - Real Estate and Rental and Leasing $(30,459,453) $(6,313,146) $(4,362,368) $(41,134,967)
$(252,956,593) $(43,079,151) $(20,798,632) $(316,834,377)
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Table E-2. Detailed IMPLAN Results by Industry for Lost Jobs Modeling: Tri-County Region

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

| Industrial Economics, Inc.

Impact | 1 - Direct | 2 - Indirect | 3 - Induced | Total Output
21-93- Non-NAICS SO SO SO SO
15- 61 - Educational Services $(1,861,443) $(153,869) $(1,001,710) $(3,017,022)
2-21- Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction $(4,280,906) $(1,120,504) $(78,634) $(5,480,044)
17-71- Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $(4,311,147) $(1,098,421) $(2,110,376) $(7,519,944)
13- 55- Management of Companies and Enterprises $(3,631,330) $(4,519,702) $(1,064,485) $(9,215,517)
8- 48-49 - Transportation and Warehousing $(20,434,827) $(11,223,179) $(4,947,551) $(36,605,557)
20- 9A - Government Enterprises $(25,425,462) $(6,064,224) $(6,185,259) S(37,674,944)
14 - 56 - Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Rerr $(16,712,166) $(15,820,958) $(5,192,978) $(37,726,102)
9-51- Information $(23,558,710) $(10,840,539) $(7,453,314) $(41,852,563)
18- 72 - Accommodation and Food Services $(30,761,957) $(4,903,263) $(14,581,911) $(50,247,131)
3-22- Utilities $(43,625,184) $(6,227,967) $(2,901,652) $(52,754,803)
19- 81 - Other Services (except Public Administration) $(32,590,129) $(5,385,412) $(15,347,518) $(53,323,058)
12 - 54 - Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services $(29,933,922) $(21,297,525) $(6,855,348) $(58,086,795)
6-42- Wholesale Trade $(33,942,573) $(16,342,239) $(7,847,390) $(58,132,201)
22-9B - Administrative Government $(59,599,725) S0 S0 $(59,599,725)
4-23- Construction $(50,437,414) $(11,688,398) $(3,240,381) $(65,366,194)
10- 52 - Finance and Insurance $(37,305,869) $(25,410,967) $(16,130,025) $(78,846,862)
1-11- Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting $(68,597,898) $(13,809,736) $(1,187,582) $(83,595,216)
7- 44-45 - Retail Trade $(61,680,284) $(6,150,519) $(23,773,770) $(91,604,572)
5-31-33- Manufacturing $(108,944,081) $(2,799,412) $(1,219,575) $(112,963,068)
16 - 62 - Health Care and Social Assistance $(93,563,000) $(1,098,734) S(43,777,349) $(138,439,083)
11- 53 - Real Estate and Rental and Leasing $(105,740,368) $(32,990,478) $(49,659,191) $(188,390,037)
$(856,938,394) $(198,946,046) $(214,555,998)  $(1,270,440,439)
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The Butte and Glenn County Human Resources (HR) Group (HR) hosted by Butte College
distributed an online survey prepared by the Consultant Team to over 100 HR professionals on
July 1, 2020. The purpose of the survey was to better understand the impact of the Camp Fire on
companies in the Region. Given the unique circumstances associated with COVID-19,
respondents were asked to consider January 2020 as the “after” Camp Fire scenario.

After a 6-week response period, the survey received 12 responses, mostly from businesses
operating in Chico but also some with offices in Oroville, Durham, Gridley, Paradise, and other
surrounding towns. 245 Even among the 12 respondents, most survey questions were completed
by only 8 respondents. The businesses spanned several industries including: manufacturing;
finance and insurance; healthcare; and construction. Given the small sample size, however, the
results of the survey are unlikely to be representative of businesses in the Region and are more
appropriately interpreted as anecdotal evidence.

The main findings from the survey include:

e Number of employees: On average, the businesses currently employ 416 full time
employee equivalents relative to 407 prior to the Camp Fire. Only one of the responding
businesses marked a decrease in the number of employees pre- and post- fire, which
happened to be the business with the fewest employees pre-Fire.246 Most employees of
responding businesses currently reside in the City of Chico.

e Filling open positions: Among the seven businesses who provided responses, all of them
said it takes more time to fill a position post-Fire relative to pre-Fire. Respondents reported
that all types of open positions - apart from those associated with the Armed Forces -
required more time to fill, including trade workers, administrative support, service and sales,
and laborers. Respondents typically had 10 or fewer vacant positions at any given time pre-
Fire, while about half of the respondents noted that the number of vacant positions post-Fire
had increased to more than 11 and in some cases more than 25.

e Employee turnover: Half of all respondents said that employee turnover has increased
since the fire, while the other half said they have experienced no change. Among those that
said employee turnover had increased, the reasons they provided were the inability of their
employees to find permanent housing, the increased cost of housing, and the increased cost
of living.

e Employee productivity: Most respondents noted no change in worker productivity,
although most do not directly track data on worker productivity. One provided anecdotal
evidence that their employees appeared more distracted because of stress at home and
concerns about safety. This same respondent said that this decrease in productivity has led
to lower operational reserves.

245 The HR Group ended the survey response period on August 13, 2020.

246 The pusiness went from 7 employees pre-Fire to 4.5 employees post fire.
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o Employee benefits: Seven respondents noted that they offer an employee assistance
program (EAP) in the form of a fixed rate per employee. Among these respondents, they
either increased or kept the same level of EAP benefits for their employees post-Fire. In
addition to EAP benefits, two respondents offered additional paid time off and one provided
remote working arrangements to their employees post-Fire.

e Workplace safety: Half of the respondents noted that workplace safety issues have affected
the company post-Fire, although some of these affects appear to be positive and related to
implementing more emergency procedures and preparedness. Only one respondent noted
that workplace safety issues have resulted in higher operational costs.

e Future workforce needs: Over the next 3-5 years, most open positions at these businesses
will require a bachelor’s degree or less education. These positions will span occupations
including: office and administrative support; sales; and management.

e Operational impacts: Most respondents reported that their operations had been somewhat
affected by the fire. However, not all impacts were necessarily negative. Some provided
anecdotal evidence that the fire created more business for their organization short-term
(e.g., cleaning and restoration activities) and longer-term (e.g., grant and loan programs to
help small businesses). Others did experience negative impacts, including a loss of
employees because of a lack of affordable housing post-Fire.

e Supply chain impacts: No respondents experienced supply chain impacts related to the
fire.

e Other fire-related impacts: One respondent mentioned the emotional and mental impact
the fire had on their employees, leading to more time off and leaves of absences. Another
respondent noted that the cost of health care in the Region is high, and the fire has caused a
reduction in access to medical providers in the region for their employees.
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Key Study Questions

1 | How have population shifts changed the business landscape? Identify
weaknesses because of shifting population and affected business sectors.

2 | What disruptions have occurred in the supply chain (i.e., people leaving) and
key workforce pipelines and how can those be overcome?

3 | What key workforce and industry sector skillsets will be impacted and necessary
to ensure industry vitality to support recovery?

4 | What are the reasons why businesses have relocated or not reopened?

5 | Which industries were strong before the disaster?

6 | Which ones were already struggling or on the verge of collapse?

7 | Which industries will flourish during the physical rebuild of the area?

8 | Which industries will continue to have viability after the rebuilding slows or has
been completed?

9 | How have industry sectors responded to the fire?

10 | What adjustments will be necessary to fill the gap left by the closure or
reduction of the primary employers in the Town of Paradise (Adventist Hospital,
Paradise Unified School District, etc.)?

11 | What are the costs of business interruption in the region?

12 | How have tax revenues been impacted by the Camp Fire? (opposing forces:
influx of disaster recovery workers and decreased student spending)

13 | What long-term economic challenges will be faced by local government agencies
dealing with the effects of the fire? How will that impact future services provided
to the public?

14 | How will a lack of adequate housing impact employers as they search for skilled
and professional labor?

15 | As the economic driver for the region, how will a decline in enroliment at
California State University, Chico, and Butte College affect the region’s economic
stability?

16 | How do rural economic trends impact short-term projections?

17 | What outside influences (i.e., insurability) will affect repopulation and the
economic viability of the region?

18 | What are the various recovery milestones and how will they affect economic
growth in the region?

19 | How many rooftops will be necessary to sustain various business sectors?
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The following industry-accepted sources, used to prepare 2020-25 projections for this Study,
offer a range of expectations for future socioeconomic conditions in the Region, based on
differing approaches and assumptions. These data sources and key notes regarding projection
assumptions and limitations are detailed below.

e California Department of Finance (DOF) Projected Households, Household
Population, Group Quarters and Persons per Household for the Counties and
State of California, Based on Baseline 2019 Population Projection Series, June
2020. DOF prepared forecasts of population, components of change, and public school
enrollment at the state and county level for the period 2020-2030. The DOF report
contains the projections of California’s household population size, the number of
households, and average household size (persons per household) for the state and each
of its 58 counties for 2020 through 2030. The number of households at a particular time
is a function of the number of individuals in each year of age and the proportion of those
who are household heads. Per DOF, key notes related to their forecasts include:

e The 2020 household projections are derived from the 2019 baseline population
projections and are not a growth forecast. Notably, these projections are not
based on DOF’s 2020 estimates, which account for a more refined account of
Camp Fire-related population and household adjustments.

e These projections represent only one possible outcome out of many. No prediction
is made whether those assumptions will hold true and thus these projections
should not be interpreted as the most likely outcome but rather one outcome
given a set of assumptions.

e Actual household growth could deviate dramatically from that in the projections,
as the projections reflect the impact of recent long-run demographic trends and
do not allow for any adjustments either upward or downward in response to
changing economic conditions. or cyclical factors or planning decisions, including
the COVID-19 pandemic.

e These projections continue 20-year household formation rate (headship rate)
trends throughout the projection period. They do not account for either the
existence of pent-up demand in today’s market nor potential further changes in
headship that may occur if economic and social conditions differ from those of the
past.

e Butte Council of Associated Governments (BCAG), Provisional Long-Term
Regional Growth Forecasts (2018-2040), Sep. 2019. The BCAG growth forecast
offers low, medium, and high estimated growth scenarios in Butte County (only) for
population, housing units, and employment from 2018 through 2040. The growth
forecasts represent an update of the 2014-2040 forecasts developed during FY 2014-15
and include a revised methodology which considers the latest DOF population projections
and estimates, EDD job estimates, past housing production by the local jurisdictions, and
preliminary housing unit loss and population redistribution estimates resulting from the
Camp Fire. Although these projections account for losses and inter-regional shifts
following the Camp Fire, BCAG notes these adjustments are provisional. BCAG is
currently preparing a Post-Camp Fire Regional Population and Transportation Study to
better understand Camp Fire-related impacts. This study is expected to be released in
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early 2021 and will likely result in future revisions to forecasted growth. Key notes
related to BCAG forecasts include:

o BCAG projections use low to high forecasted housing units as the basis for
estimating population and employment growth. Projection data from the California
DOF was used to establish the medium-growth scenario.

o Population growth is based on an average persons per housing unit assumption
for each jurisdiction as of 2018. Based on the provisional Camp Fire adjustment,
average persons per housing unit escalated following the fire. The projections
assume the 2018 averages will be re-established linearly, through 2040.

o Employment growth reflects non-farm employment (only) and is based on a
historical, average ratio of jobs per housing unit in the Region (0.80 for the period
1999-2018) obtained from California EDD. Based on the Camp Fire adjustment
reflecting the loss of housing stock, this ratio increased substantially.247 The
projections assume this average ratio will be re-established linearly, through
2040.

e California Employment Development Department (EDD), Employment
Projections (2016-2026), Labor Market Information Division, May 2019. EDD
prepared employment forecasted by industry for Butte County (only) for the period 2016-
2026.248 Key notes related to EDD forecasts include:

o EDD projections are distinguished by and include farm, non-farm, self-employed,
and private household workers. Total employment estimates reflect employment
in NAICS Codes 11-81 and excludes employment in NAICS Code 92 (Public
Administration/

Government). 249

e Jobs are counted regardless of the nhumber of hours worked. Multiple jobholders
(i.e., individuals who hold more than one job) may be counted more than once.

e The EDD employment projections do not appear to have accounted for any Camp
Fire-related adjustments in the Region’s labor force (at the time the projections
were prepared), as also noted in BCAG’s methodological notes.

e Woods & Poole Economics Estimates and Projections, accessed in October 2020.
Woods & Poole is an independent firm specializing in economic and demographic
projections for every county in the country. Their data is used by several major
corporations, financial institutions, and consulting firms. The regional model that
produces the projection component of this database was developed by Woods & Poole
and are revised annually to reflect new computational techniques and new sources of
regional economic and demographic information. Each year, a new projection is produced
based on an updated historical database and revised assumptions. Key notes related to
Woods & Poole forecasts include:

247 Note that BCAG's methodological notes indicate EDD showed minimal job losses in the Region. The Consultant Team only had
access to post-Fire labor force data (not employment data), which did reflect losses in the labor force consistent with population
declines. See Table A-8 for more information on Regional labor force data.

248 epp 4150 prepared 2016-2026 employment forecasted by occupation for Butte County but the estimates are not included as
part of this Study.

249 pefer to Table B-16 for a description of industries associated with each NAICS Code.
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Historical data and projections are based on information from the Bureau of the
Census (population) and Bureau of Economic Analysis (employment) and

Employment projections include farm and non-farm jobs, as well as self-employed
(proprietors), private household, and miscellaneous workers.

Employment projections include both full- and part-time jobs. Estimates are of
jobs, not employees, so someone holding two jobs would be counted twice, once
for each job.

e California Department of Transportation (DOT) 2020 Long-Term Socio-Economic
Forecasts by County for Butte, Glenn, and Tehama Counties, provided to EPS in
November 2020. DOT prepared population, household, and employment forecasts at
the county level for 2020 to 2050. The county models comprise an elaborate forecast
system for projecting economic activity regionally in the State. Key notes related to DOT
forecasts include:

The projection database is an extensive collection of County-level economic and
demographic variables from a myriad of sources in California. Primarily,
population and household data are derived from DOF and employment and
employment by industry data is derived from EDD, although other sources of data
are also used.

Population, household, and employment forecasts account for Camp Fire-related
adjustments, although the source and methodology for those adjustments do not
appear to be provided.

Employment projections are categorized by major industry sector and include
farm and non-farm jobs and includes self-employed proprietors.
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Table H-1. Regional Population Projections by Data Source (2020-2025)

Population Projections

Total Change Average Annual
Source Source 2020 2025 2020-2025 Total Percent
Butte County
BCAG Low Table F-5 227,515 229,508 1,993 399 0.2%
BCAG Medium Table F-5 228,694 238,497 9,803 1,961 0.8%
BCAG High Table F-5 229,968 248,219 18,251 3,650 1.5%
Woods & Poole Table F-7 234,169 242,100 7,931 1,586 0.7%
DOF Table F-4 217,769 230,003 12,234 2,447 1.1%
DOT Table F-8 218,625 235,987 17,362 3,472 1.5%
Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 210,291 216,736 6,445 1,289 0.6%
Glenn County
Woods & Poole Table F-7 28,348 28,777 429 86 0.3%
DOF Table F-4 29,348 29,969 621 124 0.4%
DOT Table F-8 29,318 30,021 703 141 0.5%
Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 29,400 29,971 571 114 0.4%
Tehama County
DOF Table F-4 65,885 67,470 1,585 317 0.5%
DOT Table F-8 65,648 67,400 1,753 351 0.5%
Woods & Poole Table F-7 65,125 67,061 1,936 387 0.6%
Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 65,129 67,460 2,331 466 0.7%
Total Region
Low Estimate - 321,748 325,755 4,007 801 0.2%
High Estimate - 313,068 333,069 20,001 4,000 1.2%
Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) - 304,820 314,167 9,347 1,869 0.6%

emp
Source: Butte County Association of Governments; California Employment Development Department; Woods & Poole Economics;
California Department of Transportation; EPS.
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Table H-2. Regional Housing Projections by Data Source (2020-2025)

Housing Projections

Total Change Average Annual

Source Source 2020 2025 2020-2025 Total Percent
Butte County

BCAG Low Table F-5 86,477 94,087 7,610 1,522 1.7%

BCAG Medium Table F-5 86,929 97,879 10,950 2,190 2.4%

BCAG High Table F-5 87,418 101,980 14,562 2,912 3.1%

DOF [1] Table F-4 86,815 95,870 9,055 1,811 2.0%

DOT [1] Table F-8 86,689 101,271 14,583 2,917 3.2%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 86,122 89,964 3,842 768 0.9%
Glenn County

DOF [1] Table F-4 11,306 11,550 244 49 0.4%

DOT [1] Table F-8 11,202 11,495 293 59 0.5%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 11,334 11,664 330 66 0.6%
Tehama County

DOF [1] Table F-4 27,049 27,808 758 152 0.6%

DOT [1] Table F-8 26,479 27,248 769 154 0.6%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 27,714 28,850 1,136 227 0.8%
Total Region

Low Estimate - 124,832 133,444 8,612 1,722 1.3%

High Estimate - 124,370 140,014 15,644 3,129 2.4%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) - 125,170 130,478 5,308 1,062 0.8%

emp

Source: Butte County Association of Governments; California Employment Development Department; California Department of Transportation; EPS.

[1]1 Conwerts projected households to housing units using the current 2020 relationship between housing units and households as shown in Table F-10.
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Table H-3. Regional Employment Projections by Data Source (2020-2025)

Employment Projections

Total Change Average Annual

Source Source 2020 2025 2020-2025 Total Percent
Butte County

BCAG Low Table F-5 83,018 80,915 (2,103) (421) (0.5%)

BCAG Medium Table F-5 83,452 84,176 724 145 0.2%

BCAG High Table F-5 83,921 87,703 3,782 756 0.9%

California EDD Table F-6 108,360 112,310 3,950 790 0.7%

Woods & Poole Table F-7 119,187 126,089 6,902 1,380 1.1%

DOT Table F-8 78,777 86,817 8,040 1,608 2.0%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 81,800 85,356 3,656 711 0.9%
Glenn County

Woods & Poole Table F-7 13,129 13,586 457 91 0.7%

DOT Table F-8 8,530 9,480 950 190 2.1%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 9,580 9,991 411 82 0.8%
Tehama County

Woods & Poole Table F-7 26,924 28,209 1,285 257 0.9%

DOT Table F-8 18,820 20,380 1,560 312 1.6%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) 19,040 19,693 653 131 0.7%
Total Region

Low Estimate - 123,071 122,710 (361) (72) (0.1%)

High Estimate - 106,127 116,677 10,550 2,110 1.9%

Historical Average Growth (2000-2018) - 110,420 115,039 4,619 924 0.8%

emp
Source: Butte County Association of Governments; California Employment Development Department; Woods & Poole Economics;
California Department of Transportation; EPS.
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Table H-4. DOF Population Estimates/Projections (2010-2030)

Estimates Projections [1] Average Annual Growth
Jurisdiction 2010 2020 2025 2030 2020-2025 2010-2030
Population
Butte County 220,377 217,769 230,003 239,784 1.1% 0.4%
Glenn County 28,229 29,348 29,969 30,476 0.4% 0.4%
Tehama County 63,381 65,885 67,470 68,681 0.5% 0.4%
Total 311,987 313,002 327,442 338,941 0.9% 0.4%
Households
Butte County 87,618 80,141 88,500 92,042 2.0% 0.2%
Glenn County 9,800 10,437 10,662 10,830 0.4% 0.5%
Tehama County 23,767 24,970 25,670 26,110 0.6% 0.5%
Total 121,185 115,548 124,832 128,982 1.6% 0.3%
Persons/Household 2.57 2.71 2.62 2.63 - -
dof

Source: P-4 Projected Households, Household Population, Group Quarters and Persons per Household for the
Counties and State of California Table Prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance
Based on Baseline 2019 Population Projection Series, 6/10/2020; EPS.

[1] These projections do not take into account current 2020 population and household estimates provided by the
California Department of Finance, as shown in Table H-10. However, this study uses total growth to compare
with other data sources.
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Table H-5. Butte County Association of Governments Population and Employment Projections (2018-2040)

Average Annual Growth Average Annual Growth

Projections [1] 2020-2025 2018-2040
Item 2018 2020 2025 2040 Total Percent Total Percent
Population Projections
Low-Growth 227,896 227,515 229,508 255,392 399 0.2% 1,250 0.5%
Medium-Growth 227,896 228,694 238,497 265,964 1,961 0.8% 1,730 0.7%
High-Growth 227,896 229,968 248,219 277,397 3,650 1.5% 2,250 0.9%
Average 227,896 228,726 238,741 266,251 2,003 0.9% 1,743 0.7%
Housing Projections
Low-Growth 99,353 86,477 94,087 110,391 1,522 1.7% 502 0.5%
Medium-Growth 99,353 86,929 97,879 115,235 2,190 2.4% 722 0.7%
High-Growth 99,353 87,418 101,980 120,474 2,912 3.1% 960 0.9%
Medium-Growth Persons/Housing Unit 2.29 2.63 2.44 2.31 0.90 - 2.40 -
Employment Projections [2]
Low-Growth 82,900 83,018 80,915 88,313 (421) (0.5%) 246 0.3%
Medium-Growth 82,900 83,452 84,176 92,188 145 0.2% 422 0.5%
High-Growth 82,900 83,921 87,703 96,379 756 0.9% 613 0.7%
Medium-Growth Jobs per Housing Unit 0.83 0.96 0.86 0.80 0.07 - 0.58 -

bcag
Source: Butte County Association of Governments Provisional Long-Term Regional Growth Forecasts (2018-2040), Sep. 2019.

[1] These projections do not take into account current 2020 population, housing, and employment estimates provided by the California Department of
Finance and the California Employment Development Department, as shown in Table H-10. However, this study uses total growth to compare with
other sources.

[21 BCAG employment estimates exclude farm employment.
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Table H-6. CA EDD Butte County Employment by Industry (2016-2026)

Employment Projections [1] Average Annual Growth
Item 2016 2018 2020 2025 2026 2020-2025 2016-2026
Employment by Industry
Mining, Logging, and Construction 3,600 3,740 3,880 4,230 4,300 1.7% 1.8%
Manufacturing 4,300 4,320 4,340 4,390 4,400 0.2% 0.2%
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 14,200 14,320 14,440 14,740 14,800 0.4% 0.4%
Wholesale Trade 1,900 1,920 1,940 1,990 2,000 0.5% 0.5%
Retail Trade 10,700 10,780 10,860 11,060 11,100 0.4% 0.4%
Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 1,600 1,620 1,640 1,690 1,700 0.6% 0.6%
Information 1,000 980 960 910 900 (1.1%) (1.0%)
Financial Activities 3,600 3,640 3,680 3,780 3,800 0.5% 0.5%
Finance and Insurance 2,200 2,220 2,240 2,290 2,300 0.4% 0.4%
Professional and Business Services 5,800 5,900 6,000 6,250 6,300 0.8% 0.8%
Educational Senices (Private), Health Care, and Social Assistance 18,800 19,340 19,880 21,230 21,500 1.3% 1.4%
Leisure and Hospitality 8,600 8,780 8,960 9,410 9,500 1.0% 1.0%
Other Senvices (excludes 814-Private Household Workers) 3,800 3,880 3,960 4,160 4,200 1.0% 1.0%
Government 16,300 16,440 16,580 16,930 17,000 0.4% 0.4%
Total Farm 3,100 3,120 3,140 3,190 3,200 0.3% 0.3%
Private Household Workers 100 100 100 100 100 - -
Self-Employed 5,600 5,680 5,760 5,960 6,000 0.7% 0.7%
Total Employment 105,200 106,780 108,360 112,310 113,100 0.7% 0.7%
Employment by Industry (% of Total)
Mining, Logging, and Construction 3.4% 3.5% 3.6% 3.8% 3.8% - -
Manufacturing 4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 3.9% - -
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 13.5% 13.4% 13.3% 13.1% 13.1% - -
Wholesale Trade 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% - -
Retail Trade 10.2% 10.1% 10.0% 9.8% 9.8% - -
Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% - -
Information 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% - -
Financial Activities 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% - -
Finance and Insurance 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.0% 2.0% - -
Professional and Business Senices 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.6% 5.6% - -
Educational Senices (Private), Health Care, and Social Assistance 17.9% 18.1% 18.3% 18.9% 19.0% - -
Leisure and Hospitality 8.2% 8.2% 8.3% 8.4% 8.4% - -
Other Senices (excludes 814-Private Household Workers) 3.6% 3.6% 3.7% 3.7% 3.7% - -
Government 15.5% 15.4% 15.3% 15.1% 15.0%
Total Farm 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.8% 2.8% - -
Private Household Workers 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Self-Employed 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% - -
Total Employment 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -

Source: California EDD (https://data.edd.ca.gov/), Labor Market Information Division, published May 2019; EPS.

[1] These projections do not take into account current 2020 employment estimates provided by the California Employment Development Department, as shown in
Table F-10. However, this study uses total growth to compare with other sources.
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Table H-7. Woods & Poole Population and Employment Projections (2018-2025)

Estimates [1] Projections [1] Average Annual Growth
Region 2010 2018 2020 2025 2020-2025 2010-2025
Population
Butte County 219,957 230,967 234,169 242,100 0.7% 0.6%
Glenn County 28,130 28,179 28,348 28,777 0.3% 0.2%
Tehama County 63,563 64,360 65,125 67,061 0.6% 0.4%
Total 323,506 323,506 327,642 337,938 0.6% 0.3%
Employment
Butte County 97,799 116,399 119,187 126,089 1.1% 1.7%
Glenn County 11,646 12,929 13,129 13,586 0.7% 1.0%
Tehama County 22,127 26,403 26,924 28,209 0.9% 1.6%
Total 131,572 155,731 159,240 167,884 1.1% 1.6%
wé&p

Source: Woods & Poole Economics Estimates and Projections, www.woodsandpoole.com/interactive-map, accessed 10/12/2020.

[1] Both estimates and projections do not match State of California data sources, but the total growth is used to compare with
other data sources.
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Table H-8. DOT Population and Employment Projections (2018-2050)

Estimates Projections [1] Average Annual Growth
Jurisdiction 2018 2019 2020 2025 2050 2020-2025 2018-2050
Population Projections
Butte County 227,353 216,965 218,625 235,987 254,603 1.5% 0.4%
Glenn County 28,755 29,197 29,318 30,021 30,934 0.5% 0.2%
Tehama County 64,703 65,428 65,648 67,400 77,222 0.5% 0.6%
Total 320,811 311,590 313,590 333,408 362,759 1.2% 0.4%
Household Projections
Butte County 91,107 79,452 80,025 93,487 108,172 3.2% 0.5%
Glenn County 10,091 10,222 10,341 10,611 11,744 0.5% 0.5%
Tehama County 24,349 24,366 24,444 25,154 29,062 0.6% 0.6%
Total 125,547 114,040 114,810 129,251 148,978 2.4% 0.5%
Persons/Household 2.56 2.73 2.73 2.58 2.43 - -
Employment Projections
Butte County 85,600 83,610 78,777 86,817 95,428 2.0% 0.3%
Glenn County 9,050 9,470 8,530 9,480 10,370 21% 0.4%
Tehama County 19,700 20,090 18,820 20,380 22,040 1.6% 0.4%
Total 114,350 113,170 106,127 116,677 127,838 1.9% 0.3%
Jobs per Household
Butte County 0.94 1.05 0.98 0.93 0.88 - -
Glenn County 0.90 0.93 0.82 0.89 0.88 - -
Tehama County 0.81 0.82 0.77 0.81 0.76 - -
Total 0.91 0.99 0.92 0.90 0.86 - -

dot
Source: California Department of Transportation 2020 Long-Term Socio-Economic Forecasts by County for Butte, Glenn,
and Tehama Counties, provided to EPS on November 13, 2020; EPS.

[1] These projections do not match current 2020 population and employment estimates, as shown in Table F-10.
However, this study uses total growth to compare with other sources.
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Table H-9. Potential DOT and Adj. DOT Employment Projections by Industry (2020-2025)

Original DOT Adjustments Based on Recent Emp. Growth [1] Adjusted DOT [1]
Employment Growth Projections by Industry Employment Growth Projections by Industry Employment Growth Projections by Industry
2020-2025 2020-2025 2020-2025

Item Butte Glenn Tehama Total Butte Glenn Tehama Total Butte Glenn Tehama Total

Employment Growth by Industry
Farm 450 185 296 931 790 270 40 1,100 1,239 455 336 2,030
Construction 558 24 67 649 1,040 50 160 1,250 1,598 74 227 1,899
Manufacturing 75 137 124 336 300 0 0 300 375 137 124 636
Transportation, Utilities 34 6 215 256 150 0 0 150 184 6 215 406
Wholesale & Retail Trade 1,080 273 206 1,560 (650) (200) (150) (1,000) 430 73 56 560
Financial Activities (63) 5 49 9) 0 0 0 0 (63) 5 49 9)
Professional Senvices 1,228 10 94 1,332 (900) 0 0 (900) 328 10 94 432
Information (8) 0 (3) 11) 0 0 0 0 8) 0 3) 11)
Health & Education 1,399 62 116 1,578 150 0 50 200 1,549 62 166 1,778
Leisure 2,074 206 243 2,524 (830) (100) (100) (1,030) 1,244 106 143 1,494
Government 1,187 41 108 1,336 (950) (20) 0 (970) 237 21 108 366
Other 26 0 43 69 900 0 0 900 926 0 43 969
Total 8,040 949 1,560 10,550 0 0 0 0 8,040 949 1,560 10,549

% of Total Growth
Farm 5.6% 19.5% 19.0% 8.8% - - - - 15.4% 47.9% 21.5% 19.2%
Construction 6.9% 2.6% 4.3% 6.2% - - - - 19.9% 7.8% 14.5% 18.0%
Manufacturing 0.9% 14.4% 8.0% 3.2% - - - - 4.7% 14.4% 8.0% 6.0%
Transportation, Utilities 0.4% 0.6% 13.8% 2.4% - - - - 2.3% 0.6% 13.8% 3.8%
Wholesale Trade [2] 2.1% 4.6% 2.1% 2.4% - - - - 0.9% 1.2% 0.6% 0.8%
Retail Trade [2] 11.3% 24.2% 11.1% 12.4% - - - - 4.5% 6.5% 3.0% 4.5%
Financial Activities (0.8%) 0.5% 3.2% (0.1%) - - - - (0.8%) 0.5% 3.2% (0.1%)
Professional Senices 15.3% 1.1% 6.0% 12.6% - - - - 4.1% 1.1% 6.0% 4.1%
Information (0.1%) - (0.2%) (0.1%) - - - - (0.1%) - (0.2%) (0.1%)
Health & Education 17.4% 6.5% 7.5% 15.0% - - - - 19.3% 6.5% 10.7% 16.9%
Leisure 25.8% 21.7% 15.6% 23.9% - - - - 15.5% 11.2% 9.2% 14.2%
Government 14.8% 4.3% 6.9% 12.7% - - - - 2.9% 2.2% 6.9% 3.5%
Other 0.3% - 2.8% 0.6% - - - - 11.5% - 2.8% 9.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - - - - 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: California Department of Transportation 2020 Long-Term Socio-Economic Forecasts by County for Butte, Glenn, and Tehama Counties, provided to EPS on November 13, 2020; IMPLAN; EPS.

[1] This Study applies inter-industry adjustments to DOT's projections to reflect anticipated trends based on an evaluation of the Region's economic ecosystem (Appendix A), recent employment growth
by industry, in particular (see Table A-23), Camp Fire recovery efforts, broader economic trends, and the COVID-19 pandemic. Adjustments reflect EPS's professional judgement and represent one
possible outcome. Many factors, including how the pandemic continues to unfold, may impact these estimates.

[2] The Wholesale & Retail Trade category from DOT was separated into discrete categories for Wholesale Trade and Retail Trade based on each county's percentage allocation of employment as of

2018 from IMPLAN.

APPENDIX H



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. | Industrial Economics, Inc.

Table H-10. Historical Residential and Employment Growth and 2025 Projection (2000-2025)

Projection
Total Growth  Average Annual Growth Post-Fire Using Historical
Estimates 2000-2018 2000-2018 Estimates  Avg Ann. Growth
Item Source 2000 2010 2018 Total Percent 2020 2025
Population [1]
Butte 203,171 220,000 226,374 23,203 1,289 0.6% 210,291 216,736
Glenn 26,453 28,122 28,510 2,057 114 0.4% 29,400 29,971
Tehama 56,039 63,463 64,429 8,390 466 0.8% 65,129 67,460
Total 285,663 311,585 319,313 33,650 1,869 0.6% 304,820 314,167
Households [1]
Butte 79,566 87,618 91,118 11,552 642 0.8% 80,141 83,350
Glenn 9,172 9,800 10,272 1,100 61 0.6% 10,437 10,743
Tehama 21,013 23,767 24,830 3,817 212 0.9% 24,970 26,030
Total 109,751 121,185 126,220 16,469 915 0.8% 115,548 120,123
Persons/Household 2.60 2.57 2.53 2.04 - - 2.64 2.62
Housing Units [1]
Butte 85,523 95,835 99,353 13,830 768 0.8% 86,122 89,964
Glenn 9,982 10,778 11,170 1,188 66 0.6% 11,334 11,664
Tehama 23,547 26,987 27,636 4,089 227 0.9% 27,714 28,850
Total 119,052 133,600 138,159 19,107 1,062 0.8% 125,170 130,478
Housing Unit/Household 1.08 1.10 1.09 1.16 - - 1.08 1.09
Employment [2]
Butte 69,900 72,300 82,700 12,800 711 0.9% 81,800 85,356
Glenn 7,320 7,630 8,800 1,480 82 1.0% 9,580 9,991
Tehama 16,120 15,850 18,470 2,350 131 0.8% 19,040 19,693
Total 93,340 95,780 109,970 16,630 924 0.9% 110,420 115,039
Jobs per Housing Unit 0.78 0.72 0.80 0.87 - - 0.88 0.88

Source: California Department of Finance; California Employment Development Department; EPS.

[1] Population, household, and housing units are as of April 1 of the denoted year, from the following California Department of Finance datasets:
- 2000 data: Report E-8 Historical Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2000-2010, prepared in November 2012.
- 2010-2020 data: Report E-5, Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011-2020, with 2010 Benchmark, prepared in May 2020.
[2] Employment figures reflect monthly farm and nonfarm employment as of January of the denoted year, from the following California Employment Development
Department dataset: Industry Employment in California Counties, last updated October 16, 2020.
- Note: These estimates exclude self-employed, unpaid family workers, and private household employees. These estimates differ from the employment projection data
available from EDD, which includes these categories of employment, as shown in Table F-6; the projection data was not used here because it only exists for the Chico
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) (coincident with Butte County). Jobs are counted regardless of the number of hours worked. Individuals who hold more than one job (i.e.
multiple job holders) may be counted more than once.
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