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Introduction

Overview

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s (District’s) overall mission is to achieve clean air
goals by leading the region in protecting public health and the environment through innovative and effective
programs, dedicated staff, community involvement, and public education.

The District’s work involves interaction with local, state, and federal government agencies; the business community;
environmental groups; and private citizens,

The District is governed by a 14-member Board of Directors (the Board) composed of:

All five Sacramento County Supervisors,

Four members of the Sacramento City Council,

One member representing each of the Cities of Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, Folsom, and Rancho Cordova, and
One member representing the Cities of Galt and Isleton,

. & o »

The Board reviews and approves all District rules, programs, and budgets.

Does the Executive Office of the District include:

* the APCO/Executive Director;
¢ the District Counsel;
* Iegislative Liaison.

During the period of the review by KPMG LLP (KPMG), the District was organized into five divisions. Since the
time of KPMG’s review (after June 30, 2007), the Mobile Sources Division and Strategic Planning Division
(including Communications office and Land Use Section) have been combined into one division. The merging of
these two divisions will not have a significant impact on the allocation of administrative costs for the District. A
discussion of the divisions is described below:

o  The Administration Division provides fiscal oversight of the District’s programs. This Division also handles
confracts, human resource management, public information requests, and computer and telecommunication
systems. :

¢ The Land Use and Mobile Scurce Division includes the District’s Communication Office, Land Use Section,
and Mobile Source Section. The Communication Office provides public information, media support, and
information outreach to the community. The Land Use Section provides air quality analysis and commentary on
development projects within Sacramento County. The Mobile Source Section develops and implements
market-based innovative programs to reduce emissions from on- and off-road mobile sources in Sacramento.

¢ The Program Coordination Division includes the Pian Coordination Section, which handles planning and
emissions inventory, The Technical Services Section includes air monitoring, emission reduction credit (ERC)
bank, and rule development,

¢ The Stationary Source Division includes the Permit Section, which handles local air quality permits, federal
Title V permits, and the air toxics program, The Field Operations Section ensures compliance with permit
conditions and District rules and regulations,

The District receives program revenue from a variety of sources, including:

¢  Stationary and arca source air pollution permitting fees;
¢ Tocal Measure A sales tax;
®  Motor vehicle registration fee surcharges;
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Environmental document preparation and processing fees;
Asbestos removal plan fees;

Variance petition fees;

State toxics emission fees;

Penalties and settlements;

State and federal grant and subvention funds; and
Emissions credit loan fees.

*® 9 & 8 & &

The District’s programs include stationary and area source regulation and permitting, mobile source pollution
reduction incentives, public outreach and education, the Spare the Air program, emission inventory and air quality
planning, air monitoring, rule development, and emission credit banking.

"The District is responsible for the development, implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of air pollution
strategies in Sacramento County and its incorporated cities. The District is also responsible for the protection of the
public’s health and welfare through the enforcement of rules and regulations to reduce air pollution as stated in the
Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act.

Fee Authority

California law' establishes several different authorities to assess fees to recover the costs of operating local district
air guality programs. The greatest fee revenues collected from District Rule 301 rely on the District’s anthority to
establish and increase stationary source permit fee schedules granted by the California Health and Safety Code
section 42311. The code states that:

“A district board may adopt, by regulation, a schedule of annual fees for the evaluation, issuance, and renewal of
permits to cover the cost of district programs related to permitted stationary sources authorized or required under
this division that are not otherwise funded. The fees assessed under this section shall not exceed, for any fiscal vear,
the actual costs for district programs for the immediately preceding fiscal year with an adjustment not greater than
the change in the antwal California Consumer Price Index, as determined pursuant to Section 2212 of the Revenue
and Taxation Code, for the preceding year.”

This authority is further limited to a 15 petcent increase annually, as stated in California Health and Safety Code
section 41512.7, for any district with an annual budget of $1,000,000 or more.

The Clean Air Act, Title V, 42 USCA Section 7661a (b) (3) requires the District to assess fees sufficient to recover
the direct and indirect costs of operating the federal permit program. The Title V fees are a part of Rule 301,

The Study

General Information

The Contractor met with an internal working group of key District staff to coordinate the development of the study.
District staff provided information conceming program costs, equipment/process information, fees, and emissions
data, The study involved the following tasks:

A. Identify and document background and emerging issues related to the District’s cost recovery of activities
associated with District fees through interviews, document reviews, review of relevant statutes and regulatory
authority, and other sources including District Rules 301, 304, 305, and 306.

B. Identify and document the complete costs associated with fee-related activities through a review of District
financial and time-accounting data, employee interviews, and other collection methods as necessary. Consider
direct costs, indirect costs, overhead, capital costs, and all other relevant costs. Develop and document a specific

! Health and Safety Code Section 40701.5, 40711, 41080, 41512 et. seq., 42311, and 44380,
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methodology for analyzing the relationship between the costs of regulatory and associated fees on an annual
basis for the following programs:

*  Permitting

»  Enforcement

»  Alternative Compliance Permitting
*  Emission Inventory

+  Emission Reduction Credits

¢« Rule Development

*  Air Monitoring

+  Planning

C. Identify and document the past, current, and projected revenues associated with each Permit Fee Schedule and
other fees. Link total relevant costs of activities to fee schedules. Provide a narrative and matrix/graph
comparison of costs to revenue, including foreseeable future scenarios,

D. Identify and document factors that should be utilized in assessing the equity of individual fee schedules towards
source categories and industrics.

E. Develop and documernt recommendations for adjusting fees in the short-term (up to one year) and in the
long-term {one to five years) as necessary to recover costs of current and foreseeable future fee-related activities
in an equitable manner amongst fee payers. The recommendations should address fee adjustments to achieve
full cost recovery,

The District has recently experienced growth in its regulatory responsibilities and program activity costs and
requested a fee study to evaluate the existing fee structure and provide short- and long-term recommendations that
would fully and equitably recover fee-related costs for the Distriet. Changes in regulatory responsibilities of the
District have been constant, long-term, and significant. The District is concerned that the cumulative increases in
responsibility that carry with them increased costs be considered. The District requested that the fee study focus on
the following:

* A cost comparison of program activities to the associated revenues received from eligible funding sources:
* Ananalysis of how the costs are apportioned among fee payers;

¢ A comparison of fee schedules to other air quality districts;

* Avreview and assessment of fee structure appropriation for all source categories;

e An exploration of alternative fee recovery opportunities; and

* A methodology for estimating costs that will provide the District with a tool for setting fees and planning
budgets in the future.

Our Cost Recovery Approach

KPMG’s approach was to ufilize our Activity-Based Costing methodology to determine the cost for each service the
District provides and develop equitable alternative revenue generation structures for the 10 programs identified in
RFP No. 2006-026. The fundamental steps embodied in this approach were to:

* Identify issues and regulations associated with District services;

Identify and classify the services provided by District;

Assess the cost of those services;

Determine the existing revenue level for each service;

Propose alternative revenue-generating structures that will align service costs with revenues;
¢ Perform project costs and revenues analysis; and

*  Make process improvement recommendations.

. & @
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In order to determine the appropriate rate structure to meet the District’s financial needs in an equitable manner,
KPMG utilized our standard “cost of service™ analysis approach. Under this methodology, we identified current
system inequities and inefficiencies and evaluated the District’s success in achieving its current public policy goals
under this system. This overview provided us with a basis for beginning our work,

Revenues

Revenue associated with Rules 301, 304, 305, and 306 increased slightly from Fiscal Year (FY) 2005/2006 to FY
2006/2007. This change was mainly due to an increase of $197,857 in iritial permit revenue, Below is a graph
(Graph 1) comparing revenue from FY 2005/2006 and FY 2006/2007.

Graph 1

Revenue for Rules 301, 304, 305, and 306
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The following table (Table 1) further details the Rule-related revenue by funding source for Rule 301, While there
was an increase in revenue for Initial Permitting Fees and Renewal Permitting Fees, it was not enough of an increase
to cover program costs. To make up for the gap between Rule-related revenue and program costs, the District has
had to use funding from other sources. State Aid and Planning Services Revenue are two of the sources that have
been used by the District to help offset the increased costs of Rule 301-related activities. This is discussed further in
the Observations and Recommendations sections of the report.

Table 1: Rule 301 Revenues by Source

Revenue Source 2005/2006 [ 2006/2007 | Difference

Reinspections $ 6801 % 7203 1% 312
Title V Permit Fees {Exceptional Lic/Per per Compass) $ 400942 |8 27,798 |8 (13,144
Source Test $§ 618301% 53509(% (8,321)
Initial Permit Fees $ 691,705|% 889,561|§ 197,857
Annual Permit Renewal Fees $2,535057 [$2563,156 | § 27,199
ERC Renewal $ 9,300 [$ 24,205 § 14,805
State Aid - Other Misc. Programs $ 336,020 [$ 380,241 |% 24,221

Planning Services Charges $ 43656 ($ 23785|% (19,870)
Total Revenue $3,726,300 $3,949,458 $ 223,158

Current Fee Structure

The District currently has the authority to collect fees based on rules established and approved by the Board, As part
of our review, we analyzed fees associated with the fee rules listed below:

Permitting fees for Stationary Sources (Rule 301);

Asbestos Plan fees (Rule 304);

Environmental Document Preparation and Processing fees (Rule 305); and
Air Toxics fees (Rule 306),

Permitting fees for Rule 301 make up the largest fee-related revenue source for the District and consist of the most
complicated fee structures and schedules, so these fees were a major focus of our study. Permitting fees for
Stationary Sources are divided into two fee categories: Initial permit fees and Renewal permit fees. Initial pertnits
are required for any business or person fo obtain an Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate before installing or
operating new equipment or processes that may release or control air pollutants. Initial permit fees are a one-time fee
that is collected prior to construction or operation. In addition to the Initial fees, an annual Renewal fee is collected
to cover the cost of annual inspections. The Renewal fee is approximately half of the price of the Initial permit fee.
The District has the authority to increase fees to cover the increasing costs of these inspections and the processing of
the Initial permit applications.

Ower the past 10 years, the District had one fee increase in FY 2001/2002 of 15 percent in an attempt to bridge the
gap between program costs and revenue. Al the same time, the District established an annual fee increase based on
the Consumer Price Index, As part of our study, we compared the fee increases of the Sacramento Metropolitan Afr
Quality Management Districi (SMAQMD) to four other air guality districts. The fee increases identified by other
districts were mostly adjustments based on changes to the CP1. The Monterey Bay APCD increased fees in 6 percent
addition to the CPI adjustment for F'¥'s 2005/2006 and 2006/2007. The Bay Area AQMD increased fees in each of
the ten years reviewed, but their increases were not uniform across all fee schedules. San Joaquin Valley APCD has
not had a fee increase in the ten years surveyed. South Coast AQMD instituted a 30 percent fee increase for their
major fee categories of a three-year period (FY 2005/2006 {0 2007/2008). Table 2 is a summary of the fee increases
over the past ten years for the SMAQMD compared to the other districts surveyed.
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Table 2: Summary of Fee Increases Compared to Other Districts

Summary of District Fee Increases
Monterey Bay APCD Bay Area AQMD San Joaquin Valley APCD | South Coast AQMD Sac. Met. AQMD
Increase Increasa Increase Increase Increase
Year Percentage Percentaye Percentage Percentage Percentage
FY 1998/9¢ 3.40% 3.10% 0.00% 3.00% 0.00%
FY 1999/00 3.80% 15.00% 0.00% 3.00% 0.00%
FY 2000/01 4.20% 4.,30% 0.00% 3.00% 0.00%
FY 2001/02 8.50% 4,40% 0.00% 3.00% 15.00%
FY 2002/03 1.80% 5.30% 0.00% 3.00% 4.30%
FY 2003/04 3.30% 1.60% 0.00% 3.00% 2.80%
FY 2004/05 8.20% 3.00% 0.00% 3.00% 2.70%
FY 2005/06 8.00% 7.00% 0.00% 10.00% 1.70%
FY 2006/07 2.00% 8.50% 0.00% 10.00% 3.90%
FY 2007/08 3.40% 6.00% 0.00% 10.00% 4.20%
Sum of Increases 42.60% 58.20% 0.00% 51.00%| 34.60%

With the exception of the San Joaquin Valley APCD, which has not had a fee increase?, SMAQMD has had the
fewest number of increases and the smallest cumulative increase in rates over the past 10 years. These increases
have not been sufficient to allow the District to recover its permit-related costs as discussed in the Observations and
Recommendations sections of the report.

? The San Joaquin Valley APCD did establish new fees for some equipment, such as an unpermitted registration fee,
to help recover their enforcement activities costs for equipment that does not require permit,

-6
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Methodology

Direct Fee-Related Costs

To identify the full costs of the fee-related programs included in our study, we needed to be able to identify the
direct activity costs associated with each program. These costs include both the direct personnel and direct
nonpersonnel costs necessary to support each of the fee-related programs. Because the District does not track costs
at a program level, we had to rely on the allocation methodology described in the Cost Allocation Methodology
section below to distribute these direct costs down to the activities they support.

Indirect and Overhead Costs

In addition to direct costs, KPMG also identified the District’s indirect and overhead costs supporting the fee-related
programs. We then performed an analysis of all indirect and overhead costs and the activities of the District to
identify the appropriate type of costs and level of services applicable to each of the fee-related programs. Again, as
the District does not track costs at a program level, we had to allocate these indirect and overhead costs. Our
methodology is documented in the Cost Allocation Methodology sectior of the report,

Cost Allocation Methodology

In order to allocate costs down to the divisions and the programs they support, KPMG had to develop a cost
allocation methodology for the District. This methodology allowed us to determine the costs associated with the
administration of the programs in our review. Because the District does not currently track expenses down to the
program level, it was necessary for us to develop an allocation methodology that accurately distributed costs to the
programs they support. Our methodology was developed through interviews with key personnel, the use of the FY
2006/07 General Ledger (G/L), the FY 2007/08 Annual Budget, and the utilization of other SMAQMD documents
and reports.

Electronic versions of the I'Y 2006/07 G/L and FY 2007/08 Annual Budget were obtained from the Accounting
Department. After gathering the expense information, we sorted and summarized the G/L by Order Number, which
identifies individual transactions by Division, Funding Source, and Program. This sorting allowed us to identify
expenses charged to each Division and to summarize all expenses into the following five categories:

¢  Administration;

s Mobile Sources;

s Program Coordination;
s  Stationary Sources; and
*  Strategic Planning,

All expense transactions are coded with multiple pieces of information; using the G/ Account, Allocation, and
Order Number headings, we were able to group revenues and expenses. These titles were also instrumental in
applying additional descriptions to transactions in order to further distingnish expenses. Because all Order Numbers
and Allocation Numbers uniquely identify a division and type of expense, they can be used to properly identify
expenses that were not coded with Divisional information. For example, in instances where the G/L. Account or
Divisional information was missing, or did not coincide with the other information presented, the Qrder Number
could be used to determine the Division. Or, if the Order Number was missing, then the Allocation Number could be
used. We used these unique identifiers to help us code all expenses incurred to the proper Division. After properly
coding all expenses to their appropriate Divisions, we added categories (Payroli, Non Payroll, Other Expenses, etc.)
to further aid in the allocation process. Once this information was added for each transaction, a pivot table was
created to more effectively group transactions by Division and Account Expense Type.

Once expenses were sorted by Division and category, we were able to begin to allocate the administrative costs to
the remaining four Divisions (Mobile Sources, Program Coordination, Stationary Sources, and Strategic Planning).
These administrative costs are allocated to the divisions because they are considered indirect costs or costs that

.
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support the divisions’ activities. Some administrative division costs that exclusively serve one division, such as
salaries for the contract staff that support mobile source incentive program, are excluded from the allocation below
and instead reflected in the division’s expense allocation tables that follow, beginning with Table 6, Administrative
costs were allocated based on total payroll costs for each division. We decided to use payroll costs for our allocation
methodology based on interviews with District staff and our review of District overhead costs and how they support
the divisions in the District. The total payroll costs for each division were then divided by the total payrol} costs for
the District (minus Administrative Payroll costs) to determine the percentage of total payroll costs for each division.
We then used these percentages to allocate all Administrative Payroll costs to the four divisions as shown in Table 3
below.

Table 3: Administrative Payroll and Benefits Allocation

Program Stationary  Strategic
Account Type Adminisfration Mobile Source Coordination Source Planning Grand Tofal
Payroll-Salary 3 1,633,488 | § 899,237 [ § 1,310,893 | § 2,204,655 1,089,015 7,017,288
| Payrol-Bensfits g 800,510 | § 241955 | & 309,050 | § 531,151 | $ 236,305 2,118,971
Total Costs $ 2,333,998 | $ 1,141,192 | § 1,619,942 | $ 2,735,806 | $1,305,31% | $ 9,136,258
Payroll Costs $ 1,141,192 § 1,619,942 $2,735806 $1,305,319 § 6,802,260
Percentage of Payroll 17% 24% 40% 18% 100%
Administrative Allocation $ 391,667 $ 555836 $ 838,713 § 447,883 $ 2,333,009
Reallocated Total $ 1,532,758 $ 2,175,779 §$3,674,519 $1,753,202 $ 9,136,258

After we allocated the Administrative Payroll costs to the four divisions, we allocated all of the Administrative
Expenses to the division. This allocation was done using the same percentages of total payroll costs used for the
Administrative Payroll allocation above. This aliocation is shown in Table 4,

Table 4: Administrative Expense Allocation

Program Stationary  Strategic

Account Type Administration Mobile Source Coordination Source Planning Grand Total
Fixad Assels $ 6,908 - $ 159,440 $ 166,348
Interfund Chargeg $ 12,200 - $ 368,762 $ 380,961
Non Payroll Expenses | § 1,594,669 $ 9284375 $§ 880,242 § 268,708 $1,804,8381] $ 13,832,832

$ - $ -

5 - - - 5 - g - -
Total Expenses $ 1613777 % 9284375 § 1,039,682 $§ 637,470 $1,804,838| $14,380,141
Total (-interfund ch.) § 1,601,577
Allocation Percentage 17% 24% 40% 19% 100%
Administrative Allocation $ 268,691 § 381,412 $ 656,340 $ 307,335 $ 1,613,777
Reallocated Total $ 9,553,066 $ 1,421,094 $1,293,810 $2,112,172 $14,380,142

-8-
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We did a separate allocation for the Administrative Expenses coded under Other Expenses. These expenses are for
interest expenses and leasing expenses. Since Mobile Sources does not share the facilities with the other divisions, it
was excluded from the cost allocation. The results of this allocation are shown in Table 5.

Table 5; Other Expenses Allocation

Program Stationary  Strategic
Account Type Administration Coordination Source Planning Grand Total
Other Expenses $ 407,794 3 407,794
Payroll Costs $ 1,619,942 |1$2,735,806 |$ 1,305,319 | $ 5,661,068
Percentage of Payroll 29% 48% 23% 100%
Allocation Percentage 29% 48% 23% 100%
Other Expenses Allocation $ 116,692 |$ 197,073 |$ 94,029 (% 407,794
Reallocated Total $ 116,692 ($ 197,073 |5 94,029 | $ 407,794

Once we allocated all of the administrative costs to the remaining four divisions, we summarized the total expenses
(Payroll and all other expenses) for each division. Because we were only concerned with costs associated with
Program-related activities, we then separated out Program Coordination and Stationary Sources for further
allocation as they are the two divisions that perform the work that is directly supported by the fee rules being
studied. Table 6 details the divisional direct costs and the administrative payroll and expenses (indirect costs).

Table 6: Direct and Indirect Cost Allocation Summary

Direct Costs Indirect Costs
Division Payroll Expenses Total Admin. Payroll | Admin. Expenses | Other Expenses Total
Mohile Source $1,141,192 9,284,375 | $10,425,6668 | $ 301,567 | $ 268,61 - $ 660,258
Program Coordination § 1,619,842 1,035,682 2,650,625 | § 555,836 | $ 381,412 116,692 1,053,941
Stationary Source B 2,735,806 637,470 3,373,276 938,713 656,340 197,073 1,792,128
Strategic Planning 1,305,318 1,804,838 3,110,157 447,883 307,335 24,026 849,246
Total Costs 6,802,259 12,766,365 19,668,624 2,333,999 1,613,778 407,784 | § 4,355,571

Stationary Sources Allocations

The Stationary Sources Division provides support to the following programs: Rule 301 (permitting program), 304
(asbestos program}, and 306 (air toxic program). In order for us to allocate costs down to the program level, we had
to be able to measure the amount of effort supporting each of these programs in the division. Because the District
does not currently track time and expenses down to the program level, we had to use other methods to allocate costs.
In order to apply these divisional expenses to the program level, KPMG used the FY 2007/08 Budget and Labor
Distribution Report, which is tracked to the program level. Individual employee effort is estimated for their
involvement in program-related activities in the Budget. We used the estimated level of effort for each employee
and their budgeted salary to develop total budgeted payroll costs for each program. We then summarized the
percentage of budgeted salaries related to total salaries for the division to determine the percentage attributable to
each program, This percentage was used to calculate the amount of actual salaries (based on FY 2006/07 Payroll)
attributable to each program. This detailed calculation can be seen in Exhibit 4.

After determining the percentage of actual salaries attributable to each program, we allocated all divisional costs
down to each program. These costs (Division Expenses, Administrative Payroll, and Administrative Expenses) were
allocated to each program based on the percentage of divisional salaries associated with each program. Once this
aliocation was done, we had an estimate of the total payroll and expenses for Stationary Sources for each program as
shown in Table 7.
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Table 7: Stationary Sources Allocation

Account Type Stationary Source
Payroll 2,735,806
Fixed Assets $ -
Interfund Charges $ 368,782
MNon Payroll Expenses 3 288,708
Other Expenses -
Subtotal Stationary Source (Excluding Payrall) $ 637,470
Subtotal Stationary Sources (Including Payroll) 3,373,278
Admin Payroll Allgcation (Includes overhead costs)  § 938,713
Admin Expensa Allocation $ 658,340
Subtotal Admin Expense Allocation $ 1,595,053
Other Expenses Aliogation $ 197,073
Total Stationary Source Expense 3 5 165,403
Expense Admin Payroll Admin Expense Other Expense
Payroll Allocation Allocatlon Allocation Allocation Allocation Total
Rule 301 (Includes Unpermitted Sources) $ 2,230,183  82% $ 519,857 $ 766226 § 535,040 § 160,652 £4,210,768
Rule 304 § 272,834 10% § 63,596 § 93,849 § 65478 § 19661 $ 515310
Rule 306 69,438 3% 5 16,180 % 23,826 $ 168,650 § 5,002 $§ 131,104
Qther Rules (PERP and Rule 302) 163244 6% $ 38037 § 56,011 39,163 § 11,758 308,211
2,735,806 100% § 837,470 $ 938,712_3% 656,341 § 197,074 $5,165402

Program Coordination Allocations

The allocation methodology used for the Program Coordination Division was very similar to the one used for
Stationary Sources. We used the Labor Distribution Report from the FY 2007/08 Budget and discussions with

Program Coordination management to determine the level of effort associated with support program activities for
Rules 301 and 304 and all other Program Coordination activities. Divisional Expense, Administrative Payroll, and
Administrative Expenses were then allocated to each program and activity based on the percentage of total salaries
as shown in Table 8,

Table 8: Program Coordination Allocation

Program
Account Type Coardination
Payroll $ 1,619,042
Fixed Assets $ 159,440
Interfund Charges $ -
Nan Payroll Expenses $ 880,242
Other Expenses
Subtotel Program Coordinatlon (Excluding Payroll) $§ 1,030,682
Subtotal Program Ceordination {Including Payrall) 5 2650624
Admin Payroll Allocation (includss overhead costs) § 555836
Admin Expense Allocation $ 381412
Subtotal Admin Expense Allocation § 937248
Cther Expenses Allccation $ 116,802
Total Program Cocrdination Expense § 3713565
Admin Admin Other Less
Payroll Expense  Payroll Expense Expenses Offsetfing
Allocation Allocation  Allocation Alfocation Allocation Revenue Total
Rule 301 $ 814,524 50% $ 522,763 § 279,480 § 191,778 $ 58,674 § (6,218) 1,861,002
Rule 304 § 35555 2% 22819 § 12,200 $ 85371 $ 2,581 81,507
Other Program Costs (Planning, Emisslons, Alr Monitoring) § 768,863 48% 494,100 § 264,156 _$ 181,283 $ 55457 1,764,839
1,619,942 100% $4,039,582 § 5555836 $ 381,412 § 116,562 $3,707 348
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After we had allocated all divisional administration and expense costs down to the programs, we summarized the
total costs by program as shown in Table 9,

Table 9: Summary of Program-Related Costs

| _Stationary Sourges | Program Coordination Total
Rule 301 $ 4,210,768 § 1,861,002 | § 6,071,770
Rule 304 3 516,319 § 81,507 | § 586,828
Rule 306 5 131,104 $ 131104
Other Rules (FERP and Rule 302) $ 308,211 $ 308,211
Tatal Rule Expenses s 5,165,402 [ $ 1,842,508 | § 7,107,911
Other Pragram Costs (Planning, Emissions, Air Monitoring) 5 1,764,830 [ § 1,764,839
Total 85 and PC Costs with Adminisirative Allocations % 5165402 1'% 3,707,347 | § 8,872,749
Rule 301 Allocation

Because program activities for Rule 301 are separated into two different categories (Initial Permitting and Renewal
Permitting) which both receive their own funding, it was necessary for us to allocate all program costs for Rule 301
down to these categories. Again, we used the Labor Distribution Report breakdown for Stationary Sources Division
stalf from the FY 2007/08 Budget to determine the level of effort associated with each activity under Rule 301. We
then allocated all Stationary Sources and Program Coordination costs for Rule 301 based on the percentage of effort
for each activity (initial vs. renewal) from the Labor Distribution Report for the Stationary Source Division. Each
activity (nitial Permitting and Renewal Permitting) was allocated divisional expenses, administrative expenses, and
administrative payroll costs. These costs and the allocation are shown in Table 10 below.

Table 10: Rule 301 Allocation

Rula 301 Payroll

Stationary Saurces $ 2,230,193
Program Coordinalion 8 614,624
Lass ERC offsettihg Revenue $ {6,218)
Total Rula 301 Payrol Costs $ 3,058,409
Rule 301 Araas
Diroct Costs
§S Permitting (Initiai) § 882,352
S8 Fleld Ops (Renawal) 8 1,112,171
Total Direct & 1,984,523
Rule 301 Support Sarvices
PC Psrmitting {Rule Developmant) & 416,998
Ralnapasticn
S8 Othar $ 235,870
PC Other $ 381,308
Tatal 301 Support Services 3 1,043,878
Total Ruls 301 Payroll Costs ] 3,036,409
Rule 201 Allecations
Rula 301 55 Expensaes $ 519,657
Rule 301 PC Expenses $ 522,763
Total $ 1,042,420
Rula 301 S5 Admin Payrofl § 765,226
Rule 301 PC Admin Payrall 8 278,480
Total § 1,044,707
Rufe 201 S8 Admlh Expenses 5 535,040
Rule 301 PC Admin Expenses $ 101,778
Total 5 726,518
Rule 301 85 Other Expenses Allocation $ 180,652
Rula 307 PG Other Expenses Allocatian 3 58,674
Tetal ] 219,326
Total Rule 301 Allocations $ 3,033,271
Total Ruls 301 Costs $ 6,071,770
Expanse Allocation  Rule 301 Support  Expense Admin Payroll Admin Expense Othar Expanses
Direct Salary Parcentage Servicas Allogation  Allocation Allocation Allocation Total Costs
Initial Parmits § 862,352 44% § 461,842 § 461,154 § 462,165 § 321,525 § 87,027 $2,886,076
Ranawal Permits 4 1,112,171 58% § 562,134 $ 581,266 § 582,541 4§ 405,283 § 122,289 §3,385,604
Total Gosts 3 1,994,523 100% § 1,043,076 $1.043470 & 1,044,707 § 726,218 § 218326 $6,071,770
-11 -

000089




Comparison of Allocated Costs and Current Revenue

Rule 301

Based on our cost allocation model and the revenue figures provided by the District, there is a shortfall of $2.1
million between the costs and revenues for Rule 301 programs. This shortfall is mostly due to a large variance
between initial permitting costs and initial permitting revenue, This variance accounts for roughly 75 percent of the
$2.1 million shortfail. This is further illustrated in Table 11.

Table 11: Rule 301 Costs and Revenues Collected and Allocated

Direct Salary  Expense Allocation Percentage  Total Costs
Permitting (Inltial Permits) 5 882,352 44% § 2,686,076
Figld Ops {Renewal Permliis) $ 1,112,171 58% § 3,386,694
Total $ 1,994,523 100% § 6,071,770

Rule 301 Permitting {Initial Permits) Field Ops {Renewal Parmits)
Total Costs § 6,071,770 % 2,686,076 § 3,385,694
Revanue .
Reinspecticns (7,203) 3 (7,203)
Title V Parmlt Fees (Exceptional Lic/Per per Compass) (27,798} $ (27,798)
Document/Flle Raview (53,509) § (23,672) § (29,837)
initial Permit Fees (680,661} § {880,561)
Annual Permit Renewal Fees (2,563,156) $ (2,563,158)
Licenses/Permits - Other (24,205) & (10,708) % {13,497)
State Aid - Other Misc. Programs (360,241) § {169,368) $ {200,875)
Flanning Servicas Charges (23,785) § (10,522) $ (13,283)
Total Revenue (3,049,458) {1,003,820) {2,855,629)
Total Costs (Less Revenue) 5 2122312 § 1,592,247 § 530,065

In addition to the shortfall for initial permits, there is also a $530,000 difference between revenue collected and
allocated to renewal fees and the total costs for renewal permits.

The renewal permit fees are divided into nine schedules. Each schedule is made up of numerous fee levels. We
allocated total renewal costs from Table 11 to the Rule 301, Section 308 fee schedules based on the estimated level
of effort required for cach inspection multiplied by the number of permits for each schedule. We then compared the
revenue end costs for renewal permits at the schedule level. The revenue figures in the table below are based on the
number of permits in each schedule and level and the fees that should be collected for each permit (Schedule Fees,
Emission Fees, Reinspection Fees, and Toxic Fees). The difference in total fee revenue between Table 11 and Table
12 1s due to the difference in the fees that were actually collected (Table 11) and the fees that should have been
collected based on the number of permits (Table 12). The results are shown in Table 12,

Table 12; Rule 301 Renewal Permit Costs and Revenue

Percentage of Tetal  |Cost By Schedule Emissions |Reinspection Difference of Cost

Schedule  [Renewal Time Schedule Fees Fees Fees Toxics Fees|Total Fees |and Revenue

Schedule 1 28.20%| 3 954,744 751,042 96,045 | § 3.2111% 0935|% 860,23818 {94,508)
Schedule 2 18.31%| 3 653,796 289,480 84,662 | § 123 1.M7{$ 375692 § {278,104)
Schedule 3 0.59%| § 20,021 20,751 3,774 8 - ] 95 24,620 4,599
Schedule 4 0.58% 19,595 39,778 3,544 241 - 43,563 23,968
Schedule 5 1.59% 53,672 128,047 3,174 - $ 11,509 142,730 85,058
Schedule & 16.07% 544,250 429,048 38,794 3,260 29,165 501,168 (43,082)
Schedule 7 18.17% 815,032 305,561 47,042 118 3,532 366,243 (258,789)
Schedule 9 15.47% 524,584 377,180 63,300 723 4,945 446,128 _(78,456)
Total 100% 3,385,694 | $ 2,341,768 340,338 1 § 7,676 60,598 | $2,750,380 (635,314)

Based on Table 12, the greatest revenue shortfalls appear to be associated with Schedules 1, 2, 6, 7, and 9, These
schedules had the largest variance between costs and revenue when costs were aliocated based on the estimated level
of effort required for each inspection. Based on this analysis, it would appear that fees for Schedules 1, 2, 6, 7 and 9
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are less than what would be required to cover renewal activity costs. A table detailing the revenues and costs of each
schedule and level can be found in the Cost Allocation Model at the end of the report in Exhibit 4.

Title V Costs and Revenues

A portion of the costs and revenues included in the analysis of Rule 301 above is associated with the Title V
Program. The Title V Program is a federally enforceable operating permit program established by the Clean Air Act.
The Clean Air Act, Title V, 42 USCA Section 7661a (b) requires that fees recover the direct and indirect costs of
operating the federal permit program. The specific fee requirements and costs to be included are defined in
regulations promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency at 40 CFR Part 71, Section 71.9. District costs
associated with Title V include initial permitting, renewal permitting, modifications to existing permits, program
monitoring, program administration, and District overhead costs. Fees associated with Title V are currently collected
based on actual hours spent by SMAQMD staff. These fees are associated with initial permits, renewal permits, and
modifications to existing permits. District costs associated with program monitoring, program administration, and
District overhead costs are not currently being recovered. The costs and fee revenue of Title V Permits over the past
five years are detailed in Table 13 below.

Table 13: Title V Costs an(l Revenue

[Fiscal Year Program Costs [Program Revenue |Difference of Cost and Revenue
02/03 46,380 [ § 57,920 11,540
03/04 54911 | § 80,680 25,869
04/05 3 150,987 | § 47,972 | § (103,018)
05/06 $ 222,848 40,942 | § (181,906}
06/07 $ 116,652 27,798 | § (87,854) |
Total 5 590,778 255512 (335,288)

Based on the table above, the District has under-recovered its Title V costs over the past five fiscal vears. As
program costs have increased over the last few years, program revenue has decreased, creating a shortfall of roughly
$340,000 over the past five years. In addition, the annual inspection costs and ongoing expenses associated with
tracking changes in the national Title V regulations and policies are not currently being allocated to the program
costs above, but would exacerbate the cost recovery problem. These costs are currently being allocated to Rule 301,
Pees should be restructured to recover the costs for these activities as well as covering the 130 percent shortfall in
current fee revenues,

Rule 304 Costs and Revenue

Fees associated with the Rule 304 asbestos program are for renovation and demeolition, naturally occurring asbestos,
fleet inventory reports, and applications. In addition to the costs associated with the processing of permits related to
these fees, the District also incurs costs for policing the asbestos program. Table 14 below shows the cost of

Rule 304 for the Stationary Sources and Program Coordination Divisions and the revenues generated by fees
collected during our period (July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007). These costs are detailed further in Exhibit 4,
SMAQMD Cost Allocation Workbook, at the end of the report.

Table 14: Rule 304 Costs and Revenue

Program Ditference of Cost
Stationary Sources Coordination Total Costs | Revenue and Revenue
Rule 304 | § 515,318 | § 81,5071 % 596,826 | 274,150 {322,676)

Based on Table 14, the District is not collecting adequate revenue to support the asbestos program. According to
SMAQMD staff, one of the reasons that program costs are exceeding revenues is that there are significant costs
associated with policing the asbestos program that are not currently recovered by fees. This fee, authorized by H&S
Code Section 415125, is not restricted by the 15 percent cap, Therefore, the plan fees should be increased to recover
these additional costs.

-13.
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Rule 305

Rule 305 fees are for environmental document preparation and processing, Fees associated with Rule 303 are
currently charged based on actual hours spent preparing and processing environmental documents. During our
period of study (July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007), there were no costs identified with this program, As a result,
we did not assess if the program is adequately recovering its costs. Please see Short-Term Recommendation 4
relating to the District’s revision of hourly labor costs that will affect cost recovery under this rule.

Rule 306 Costs and Revenue

Rule 306 fees are Air Toxic fees charged to stationary sources to recover the costs of implementing the Air Toxics
“Hot Spots” Information and Assessment provisions in state law”, These fees are assessed based on their sources,
classification, and categorization. Table 15 shows the cost of Rule 306 for the Stationary Sources Division and the
revenues generated by fees collected during our period (July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007). These costs are
detailed further in Exhibit 4, SMAQMD Cost Allocation Workbook, at the end of the report.

Table 15: Rule 306 Costs and Revenue
Difference of Cost and
Stationary Sources | Revenue Revenug

Rule 306 | § 131,104 | 42,051 (89,053)

Based on this table, the District is not collecting adequate revenue to support the Air Toxic program. One of the
reasons that program costs are exceeding revenues is that thers is not a mechanism in Rule 306 to increase costs on
an annual basis based on a Cost of Living Adjusiment (COLA). As a result, as costs have increased from vear to
year, tevenues have not increased to cover program costs.

? California Health and Safety Code Section 44300 et. seq.
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Equity of Current Fee Schedules

This section addresses equity between fees collected through Rule 301, Stationary Source Permit Fees. One of the
concerns of the District is whether permit fees charged to businesses are fair or “equitable” based on the current fee
structure. Do fees accurately reflect the cost to the District of conducting inspections and other activities associated
with issuing and renewing permits for the various business sectors? Bach Rule 301 fee schedule may be used by one
or more business sectors, A list of the sectors by fee schedule is listed in Table 15.1. In addition, within some of the
fee schedules there are different fees assessed by equipment size. It is difficult to determine the equity of the current
fee structure as it relates to the District’s fee payers because the District does not currently track its time or expenses
in great detail. Because time and effort are not tracked to the program, rule, schedule, or even permit level, it is
difficult to determine how much effort {s involved with each permit evaluation and inspection. This information
would be necessary to compare different fees in the schedules and to determine if fees were being charged in line
with the fevel of effort it takes to do the inspections. Until this ievel of tracking is instituted by the District, the
District will be unable to accurately assess the equitability of the current fee structure.

In the absence of this information, equity conclusions are drawn from the information contained in Table 12 and
Table 15.1, Our analysis of Rule 301 renewal costs and fees in the Comparison of Allocated Costs and Current
Revenue section above contains more detailed information about which schedules appear to be recovering costs
proportionate to the level of effort estimated to be involved in inspections and other permit-related activity. For
schedules that are currently under-recoveting costs, we have addressed this issue in the

Short-Term Recommendations section.

Table 15.1: Equity Assessment for Business Sectors

Schedule Schedule Tiile Business Sectors Revenue
Shortfall
1 Electric Motor Horsepower Abrasive blasting, all coating operations (e.g., $(94,508)

autobody shops, printers, cabinet shops),
construction materials (e.g., concrete plants,
asphalt plants, and mining operations using
electric motors)

2 Fuel Burning Boilers and water heaters used by a variety of $(278,104)
commercial and industrial operations (e.g., dry
cleaners, swimming pool heaters, space and
water heaters in hotels and other commercial
buildings), large-scale electrical power
gensrafion turbines, and bakeoui ovens

3 FElectrical Energy Chemical processing 54,599
4 Incinerator Crematories $23.968
5 Stationary Containers Gasoline bulk storage, solvent, and other $89.058
chemical storage
6 Gasoline Fueling Retail-style gas stations $(43,082)
7 Internal Combustion Engines Mining operation engines, natural gas $(258,789)
production wells, and various emergency uses
(e.g., electricity production, utility water
pumping, fire protection)
9 Miscellaneous Chrome plating, degreasers used in $(78,456)
manufacturing operations, and various other
equipment
-15 -
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Results from Surveys of Other Districts

As part of our fee study, we were asked to survey four other air quality districts to gain a better understanding of
how they address some of the issues facing the SMAQMD. These issues were focused around the fee structures used
by other districts, revenue sources utilized by other districts, and how other districts cover program costs that are
either unfunded or underfunded. We will mention a few of the results from the survey here. A summary of all the
other districts’ responses can be found in the Exhibits section after the report.

Qur survey focused on the following ateas:

Emisgsion fees,

Activity fees (additional fees for special permit processing and renewals);
Cost recovery for unpermitted sources;

Revenue supporting public outreach;

Per-capita fees;

Small business discounts;

e Initial and renewal permit {ees;

Additional revenue sources for enforcement; and

¢ Collection of AB2588 fees.

Emission Fees

Responses to our question related to the percentage of permit revenue generated from emission fees varied greatly.
Districts reported collecting from 0 percent to 68 percent of their permit fee revenue from emission fees. In addition,
districts were divided as to whether the fees were based on actual emission versus potential to emit.

Activity Fees

Activity fees for most districts are charged on an hourly basis for actual time spent. There wete some flat fee
categories identified for a fow activities. Please see Exhibit 3 for more detail.

Unpermitted Sources

Responses to this question varied. Please see Exhibit 3 for individual district responses,

Public Qutreach

Most districts offset the cost of public outreach programs with fees collected through permitting and emissions,
Per-Capita Fees

Three of the four districts surveyed do not collect per-capita fees,

Small Business Discounts

Half of the districts surveyed offer small business discounts. These discounts are for the permit processing fees and
not the renewal fees.

Initial and Renewal Permit Fees
Initial permit fees for two of the districts surveyed were based on an average amount of time required to inspect and

approve a permit request, Renewal fees were only tied to initial fees for one of the four districts surveyed. They
reported that renewal fees were generally half of the initial fees. For all other districts, there was no relationship
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between initial fees and renewals. Exhibit 3 contains additional information regarding the relationship of initial and
renewal permit fees for each district surveyed.

Additional Revenue Sources for Enforcement

One of the districts surveyed reported collecting fees to support this program. The other districts support
enforcement costs through emission fees, EPA 105 grants, subvention, interest income, and other general fund
revenue derived from county property taxes.

Collection of AB2588 Fees

For all districts surveyed, these fees are collected on an annual basis,

-17-
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Observations and Recommendations

Key Observations

Observation #1: Employee’s time and effort is not tracked to a sufficient level to allow for a cost analysis for each of
the Rule 301 schedules.

The only division of employee time between programs is done for budgeting purposes in a Labor Distribution
report. Because actual employce time is not charged to a specific program or project code, it is very difficult to
determine the level of time and effort involved in various activities. Without this type of information, it is very
difficult to evaluate the costs related to various activities and to compare the actual costs associated with different
schedules and fee levels or between fee programs—asbestos, permits, and toxics.

Observation #2: Fee revenue is not sufficient to recover all program costs related to Rule 301, Title V, Rule 304, and
Rule 306.

Under the current fee structure, revenue generated by permit fees is insufficient to cover fee-related program costs.
In FY 2006/2007, the District collected approximately $3.9 million in revenue for stationary sources under Rule 301
and Title V. Based on our cost allocation model, the District’s costs associated with permitting activities under Rule
301 and Title V were approximately $6.1 million. This allowed for a shortfall of approximately $2.2 million
between what is collected to support the programs, and what the programs actually costs, The direct cost shortfall
for the Title V program was identified as approximately $88,000 for FY 2006/2007 as shown in Table 13. The Clean
Air Act, Title V, 42 USCA Section 7661a (b) requires that fees charged are sufficient to recover the direct and
indirect costs of operating the federal permit program, Fees for Rule 301 and Title V are not sufficient to cover
program costs.

A similar situation exists for Rule 304 (8596,826 in program costs vs. $274,150 in program revenue resulting in a
shortfall of $322,675) and Rule 306 ($131,104 in program costs vs. $42,051 in program revenue resulting in a
shortfall of $89,053).

Observation #3: Revenue from other sources is being used to offset the difference between program costs and permit
fee revenue.

In FY 2006/2007, the District used approximately $2.6 million from alternative revenue sources such as money
collected through settlements and penalties, subvention, and federal aid through the Environmental Protection
Agency to fund the difference between program costs and fee revenue, The problem with using these other revenue
sources to fund the shortfall in fee revenues is tha there is no guarantee that these other revenue sources will
continue to be available in the long-term to support program costs. In addition, as District costs increase with
inflation, these funding sources have been stable or declining. In addition, increases in staff costs when new rules are
established to meet state and federal mandates are not accompanied with corresponding state or federal grants to pay
for those activities. The District has the authority to charge for permits to fully cover the cost of these programs so
that they can be supported without the need of revenue from other sources.

Observation #4: Two of the four districts surveyed charge for actual emission, one district charges based on
potential to emit, and one district does not charge for emissions.

For the two districts that charge based on actual emissions, 15 percent to 18 percent of their permit revenue comes
from emissions fees. The district that charges based on potential to emit receives 68 percent of its permit revenue
from emission fees. SMAQMD currently charges based on actual emissions and recovers approximately 12 percent
of its total permit revenue from emission fees. The original design of equipment and emissions fees was to recover
25 percent of the program costs with emissions fees and 75 percent of the program costs with equipment (schedule)
fees. As the District establishes rules that require sources to reduce emissions, the District typically ineurs increased
costs to implement those rules, yet the emissions fee revenues to recover those costs are reduced.
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Observation #5: The costs for compliance efforts for sources that do not require permits are borne by permitted
sourees,

Approximately 20 percent of the Field Operations Section of the Stationary Source Division is associated with
inspecting unpermitted sources. In addition, approximately 0.85 FTE is expended providing compliance assistance
and following vup on complaints about unpermitted sources.
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Short-Term Recommendations (in the next year)

Recommendation #1: The District should consider changing the way it charges for emission fees to allowing for
separate charging for all pollutants.

The rules for emissions fees are already structured to allow for this type of fee structure, so this change could be
implemented without a rule change. Based on our discussions with Stationary Source staff and our review of the
documentation provided to us, we have determined that there are significant revenue increases that could be gained
by making this type of change to the fee structure. Table 16 below details the potential increases in emission fees
this recommendation could generate (this table was provided by the Stationary Sources Division),

Table 16: Potential Increase in Emission Fees
Potential Additional Renenues that Could be Generated by Charging for More Pollutants:

Option #1 - Include CQ, ROG and PM10 in the smission fees for bollers, crematories, and engines:

Revenues Before Changes Revenues With Proposed Changes
Schedule Fees: $2,557,475 Schedule Fees: $2,557,475
Emissions Fees:  $401,330 Emissions Feas: $675,136
NOR Fees $4,350 NOR Fees $4,350
Toxics Fees 559,791 Toxics Fees  $59,791
$3,022,946 $3,296,752

Additional Revenues Generated: $273,806

QOption #2 - Include CO, ROG, SOx and PM10 in the emission fees for boilers, crematorles, and engines:

Revenues Before Chanues Revenues With Proposed Changes
Schedule Fees: $2,557,475 Schedule Fees: $2,557,475
Emissions Fees:  $401,330 Emissions Fees: §783,720
MNOR Fees $4,350 MNOR Fees $4,350
Toxics Fees $58,791 Toxics Fees $59,791
$3,022,946 $3,405,336

Additional Revenues Generated: $382,390

The revenue increase associated with Option #2 above would be equivalent to a 95 percent increase in emission fees
($382,390/$401,330 = 0.95). If this percentage increase is applied to all emission fees for renewal permits, the
inerease in revenue would have an immediate effect on the difference between schedule costs and fee revenue,
reducing the revenue shortfall for renewal permits significantly, Table 17 illustrates the impact of the increase in
emission fees based on the munber of active permits and their associated fees as of June 30, 2007 and not on the
actual revenue collected from renewal permits,
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Table 17: Inrl.pact of Emission Fee Increase

CostBy Schedule Emlsslons |Emlssion Fag Relnspection Difterence of Cost and Biffarence of Cost and

Schedule |Schedule |Fees Fees Increase of 35% |Fees Toxlcs Fees [Total Fees Revenue with Incraasa__|Revenue without Increase

Schedule 1 684,744 751,042 96,048 187,294 3.211 9,035 951,482 (3,263) (64,508)
Schedule 2 653,736 289,490 84,662 185,091 123 1,417 456,121 (197,675} {278,104)
Scheduje 2 20,021 20,751 3,774 7.358 - ] 28,205 8,185 4,689
Schedule 4 18,585 3,778 3,544 6,911 241 - 46,930 27,335 23,968
Schedule & 83,672 128,047 8,174 6,188 - 11,509 148,748 92,073 89,058
Schedule & 544,250 428,943 38,794 75,848 3260 20 185 538,022 (6,227} _{43,082)
Schedule 7 816,032 306,851 47,042 91,732 118 3,632 400,93 {214,099) {268,789))
Schedule 8 624,584 377,13@0 63,300 123,436 723 4,945 506,26 {18,321)] {77,675)]
ITotaI 3,385,604 2,341,768 340,338 663,659 7,678 80,508 307370 1311,893) {835,314)

The emission fee increase would reduce the shortfall in scheduled revenues for renewal permit activities from
$635,314 to approximately $312,000.

Recommendation #2: The District should consider charging for additional costs incurred due to complexities if
initial permitting activity costs run over an established threshold of time.

Under the curtent fee structure, fee payers are typically charged a flat fee for the processing of their Initial Permit
applications and the associated inspections. If, during the review of the application and within 30 days of the receipt
of the application, the District determines that, due to complexities of the application, the permit processing will
Tequire significant effort, then Rule 301, Section 301 authorizes the Air Pollution Control Officer to charge the
applicant an hourly rate. The District should consider utilizing this option more often for its more complex
applications, It is our understanding that at the time of this report, houtly rate charges for Authority to Construct
application reviews are rarely used. Rule 301 establishes 10 hours as the “established threshold.” This
recommendation should re-evaluate that 10-hour thresheld using the updated houtly rate (Recommendation #5) and
recommend an alternative minimum threshold, For example, if the minimum initial fee is $600 and the hourly rate is
$200/hour, then the minimum hour threshold should be $600/$200 = 3 hours, This threshold should then be
uniformly applied to all initial permit evaluations.

Recommendation #3: The District should consider increasing its fees for Stationary Source Permits (initial permits)
so that the revenues collected can offset a larger portion of the Districts fee-related costs.

Based on the current fee structure, the District needs to consider increasing Stationary Source initial permit fees by
the maximum of 15 percent each year for the next four years to better recover the baseline fees needed to support FY
2006/2007 expenses. This projection does not factor in the increased cost of permit related programs over that same
four-year period (FY 2006/2007 costs held constant). It should be noted that increased Distriet costs (including
COLA) will have an effect on the calculations in this schedule and should be factored into this model when the
associated costs and fees are known. Additionally, if Recommendation #5 is implemented and results in increases to
the hourly rates charged, the calculations in Table 18 will be affected, Table 18 below dcmonstrates the impact of a
15 percent increase over the next four years.

Table 18; Projected Initial Permit Fee Revenue

[ Fas Increase of 15% per year

2098/2007 20072008 2008/2009 2008/2010 2010/2011
|ﬁevenue Currenf Costs|Current Revanus [Diffsrence [Revenue | Difference |Revenus |Difference  |Revenue [Dliferance |Revenue [Difference
[Initlal Permlt Fees § 2,886,076 | 569,681 [ (1,796,616)] 1,022,006 | (1.663,081)] 1,176,444 | (1,508,632 1,362,611 | {1,535,165)| 1,665,648 | {1,130,228)

Recommendation #4: The District should consider increasing its fees for Stationary Source Permits (renewal
permits) so that the revenues collected can offset a larger portion of the District’s fee-related costs.

The District should consider increasing the following renewal permit fees by the identified percentage per year for
the required number of years to better recover renewal permit fee costs (Revenue fees in this table include the

95 percent emission fee increase identified in Recommendation #1 above). It should be noted that increased Distriet
costs (including COLA) and the increased number of permits each year will have an effect on the calculations in this
schedule and should be factored into this model when the associated costs and fees are known.
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Table 19: Projected Renewal Permit Fee Revenue with 95 percent Increase in Emission Fees

| Bass Year Year 1 | Yoar 2 Yoar3
Schaduie  [Cost By Schedule Diffarence of Cost [Parcentagse [Adusted Net result of [Percentage |Asdjusted Net result of |Parcentage [Adjusted Nat result of|
Number F 2006/2007) Total Foes |and Revenus Incraasa Feas increase Iacrease Fees increase Increase Fesas Increasa
Schadule 1 O5d.744 | 051,482 (3,283 1% 560,806 6,267,94 0%| - . 0%, - -
Schaduls 2 853,790 468,121 {167,676} 18%| 524,638 | (129,266.47) 15%| 60321989 | (50,575.61) 10%)| 683,541.88 9,748.38
20,021 28,208 8,185 0%, " - 0%, - - 0% - -
8,595 48,830 27,335 0% - - 0%; - - 0% - -
53,872 146,748 92,073 0% - - 0% - - 0% - -
644,250 538,022 (8,227) 1%] 543,403 {847.27) - - 0% " -
815,032 400,033 {214,000 16%, 481,073 | (153,969.25) 15%]| 53023378 | (84,798.32) 15 609,768,82 (5,263.28)
781 - (781) 0%| ¢ p - 0% - - ] - -
623,803 506,263 {17,640} 5%| 531,578 7,773.00 0% - - [1] - -

If the District does not elect to increase emission fees by the 95 percent identified in Recommendation #1 above, the
following tables (Table 20 and 20a) would represent the fee increases and period required for fee recovery based on
FY 2006/2007 costs.

Table 20: Projected Renewal Permit Fee Revenue Without 95 percent Increase in Emission Fees

| Base Year Year 1 Year 2 Yoar 3

Schedule [Coat By Schedule Ditferance of Cost [Percentage [Ad]usted Net result of [Percentage [Adjusted Net result of | Parcentage |Adjusted Net result of
Number (FY 2006/2007) Total Fees |and Revenue Ingrease  |Fees increass Increass _ [Fsas increasa Incraage Fees Incraase
Schedule 1 964,744 860,238 194,608)| 11%| 5 964,862 117.48 0% - - 0% - -
Schadule 2 653,706 376,802 (278,104) 15 432,048 | (221,749.70) 15%| 498,852.67 | (158,042.83) 10%] 546,537.04 | (107,257.57)
Schedule 3 20,021 24,820 4,580 [§] - - 0% - . 0% - -
|Sehaduie 4 19,506 43,563 23,008 0% - - 0% " 0% - -
|Schedule & 83,672 | § 142,730 89,068 0% - - 0% - 0% - -
|Schedule 544,250 501,168 {43,082} 8% ) 548,273 2,023.33 [i] - - 0% - -

ohedule 616,032 | § 366,243 {258, 700), 15%, 400,670 | {206 362.43), 15%] 471.131.37 | (143,800.71) 16%| 641,801.07 (73,231.01)
[Schadule 781 - (7o) 0% - - ] - - 0% - -
Schedule # 523,803 448,128 (77 ,675) 15%] 513,047 | {10,765.05)] 3%| 528 438.62 483547 0% - -

Table 20a: Year 4 and 5 of Table 20

Yaard Year S
[Parcantage Adusted Net rasult of Petgentage |Adjusted Net result of
incressa Foos Increasa Increase  |Feas Increase
0% - - B -
15¢ 623619 (25,277 699,845 6,149.08
0%] - - - -
0%] - - -
0%) - - 0% -
0%} - - 0% -
15% 523071 8,039 0%| -
[ - L) 0% -
o%| - - %) -

Recommendation #5: The District should revise its hourly rate caloulation to more accurately capture all costs
associated with its hourtly rates.

Hourly rate calculations should include actual salary costs, fringe benefit costs, overhead costs, and administrative
costs for the hourly employee classification being developed. These costs would then be divided by the mumber of
hours the District determines to be acceptable for billing expectations. The District should consider developing one
blended hourly rate to be used for all services rather than having a separate rate structure for each classification of
employee. This would provide for greater simplification of the billing process and eliminate differences in costs
based on the level of staff involved in the work, When recalculating hourly rates, the District may be limited in the
amount of increases allowable each year due to the 15 percent cap on rate increases. This could result in
multiple-year increases being necessary to fully recover hourly costs. When this rate revision is completed, and the
Rule is amended, the District should also include a COLA increase in the Rule to keep pace with increasing salary
costs,

Recommendation #6: Rule 304 (Asbestos Plan) fees should be increased to cover the shortfall between program
costs and revenues,

Costs associated with the asbestos program are currently exceeding revenues by approximately $323,000, The
District should revise its fee structure to better recover its program costs. The asbestos plan feas must be increased
by 118 percent to fully recover the cost of this program. These fees are not subject to the 15 percent per year cap on
increasing fees. The District may need to review its fee structure and determine if it can increase its fees to fully
recover the costs of the asbestos program.

Recommendation #7: Rule 306 (Air Toxic Fees) should be increased to cover program costs and the fee structure
should include annual COLA increases.
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Rule 306 for the Air Toxic Fee program does not generate adequate fees to cover the cost of the program. The
District should consider a one-time fee increase or a staggered fee increase over a couple of years to cover the costs
of the program. Additionally, Rule 306 for the Air Toxic Fee program does not include a COLA increase.
Implementing a COLA increase would help the District increase revenues in the future and help programs fees keep
pace with increasing costs,

Recommendation #8: The District should consider changing from an actual emissions model to a potential to emit
model.

The District should analyze the difference between charging the actual emission fees it currently charges and what
would be charged in 2 potential-to-emit model. If the District would benefit from this change, then it should consider
implementing it. During our survey of other air quality districts, we determined that two of the four districts
surveyed charge based on actual emissions, and emission fees represented 15 percent to 18 percent of their permit
revenue. One of the four districts charges based on potential to emit and it receives 68 percent of their permit
revenue from emission fees. SMAQMD currently charges based on actual emissions and recovers approximately

12 percent of its total permit revenue from emission fees. Changing to a potential-to-emit model could significantly
increase emission fee revenues.

In addition, eliminating the emissions fee and replacing it with a potential-to-emit fee would add the efficiency of a
one-time caleulation of the fee at the inception of the permit. Fees would initially be adjusted to account for the lost
revenues due to the elimination of the emission fees. The elimination of the emission part of the equation could help
avoid a reduction of the fees arbitrarily relative to costs that would ocour from the fluctuations in the annual
emission fees that are currently realized.

Additional Sources of Revenue Identified but not Explored
Recommendation #9: Source Test Fees could be implemented for Rule 301.

Source test fees are not currently charged for gas stations under Rule 301, An analysis of these estimated costs of
tests indicated that the average review time was 1.5 hours per test, and approximately $145,000 in unrecovered costs
during 2007. When amending Rule 301, the District should consider adding a section to allow for the charging of
source test fees to gas stations to increase revenues and help recover the costs of these observing and reviewing
these tests.

Recommendation #10: The District should consider implementing an atmmal Title V fee.

"The District is not currently recovering program monitoring, administrative, and other overhead costs associated
with the Title V program. The District should consider implementing an annual fee of fee increase for Title V to
cover the costs associated with these activities,

Recommendation #11: The District should consider implementing a tracking system to more accurately track Title V
program costs and adjust Title V fees to cover those costs.

The Title V Program is a federally enforceable operating permit program established by the Clean Air Act. The
Clean Air Act, Title V, 42 USCA Section 7661a (b) requires that fees recover the direct and indirect costs of
operating the federal permit program. The specific fee requirements and costs to be ircluded are defined in
regulations promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency at 40 CFR Part 71, Section 71.9. As a result, the
District should consider implementing a tracking system to better aliow for tracking of Title V program costs so that
it is able to recover these costs as required by the Clean Air Act and the Environmental Protection Agency
guidelines,
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Long-Term Recommendations (1 to § years)

Recommendation #12: The District should continue to track actual time and effort associated with permitting
activities and should begin tracking actual time associated with other program and permit activities.

At the time of the study, the District had already begun to track employees’ actual time spent performing
permit-related activities. Employees are currently tracking their time associated with inspections of each permit.
This tracking should be continued until the District has enough reliable data to assess the amount of time it takes to
complete all of their permit-related activiiies. These data will allow the District to determine an average amount of
inspection time for each type of permit. This average could then be translated into a cost of inspection using an
established hourly rate. The District would then be able to compare this cost to the current fees charged for the
permit and determine the equity of the existing fee structure.

The District should also implement a time accounting system for all staff performing program and rule-related
activities to gain a better understanding of the total costs of programs and rules, These othet activities represent
overhead costs that should be attributed to the programs and rules they support, if possible.

Recommendation #13: The District should reassess the complexity of its fee structure and consider simplifying it.

Alfter the District determines the cost associated with processing and inspecting each type of permit it issues it -
should consider simplifying its permitting fee structure. If the District gathers adequate data following
Recommendation #11 above, it should be able to determine if the current fee structure is appropriate based on'the
actual time it takes to do an inspection. Several things should be considered: (1) whether it is appropriate to maintain
the current structure that assumes that initial permit evaluations/inspections cost twice the annual inspection and (2)
whether to add schedules for additional equipment types that are currently grouped within one schedule. This may
result in more schedules but could minimize schedule levels to more accurately reflect the amount of time required.

Recommendation #14: The District should track employees’ time and effort to allow for a cost analysis for each of
the Rule 301 schedules.

The District has begun tracking this information. When sufficient data has been collected, the District should
re-evaluate the fees schedules established in Rule 301.

Recommendation #15: The District should reassess the Cost Allocation Methodology in two or three years.
After the District has gathered sufficient activity and cost information (Recommendation #12 and #14), it should

reassess its fee structure and compare actual costs incurred and average costs of rule-related activities and compare
those costs to the current fee structure,
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)

Task 1

Fee Structure Study

Background and Authority Review

Workplan Step

Task 1 - Background and Authority Review
KPMG will identify and document the relevant issues

and relevant statutes, regulatory authorities, and district |

rules governing user fees. This review and analysis
will be the backbone of the development of the user
fees for the programs identified in the RFP. Additional
background and relevant information will be identified
through interviews with project key stakeholders and
program managers and staff,

Work Paper Numbér or Comment

Objective 1: Develop the scope and schedule of the
study and gather basic documentation to become
familiar with the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD),

A. Gather documents refated to the Fee Structure Study
(The Study).

B. Conduct an entrance conference with SMAQMD
staff.

C. Establish lines of communication between the
project team, SMAQMD management and interested
districts

Objective 2! Gain an uﬁderstanding of the functidn,
goals and organizational structure of the
SMAQMD.

A, Review interview narratives prepared during the
survey / scoping phase and determine which items
identified are pertinent to our study. Document those
items that appear appropriate and follow-up with the
appropriate interviewee to confirm that these are in fact
the appropriate criteria.

B. Review documents gathered in step 1.1.A above,

C. Conduct interviews with key staff to gain an
understanding of the operation of the programs under
review.

Objective 3: Work to establish and document a
detailed worlkplan for the performance study,

A, Develop the study objectives and detailed work
steps in line with the tasks defined in the Proposal.

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
SMAQMD Fee Study —rev.-. 4/29/2008 12;25 PM
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)

Fee Structure Study

Workplan Step. =~ -~ :

‘Work Paper Numbér or Comment

B. Submit the study objectives and detailed work steps
to the Key Client Stakeholders for comment.

C. Incorporate comments from the Stakeholders in the
study objectives and finalize objectives and workplan.

D. Develop the study program detailing specific steps
to be conducted to meet the objectives identified.

E. Present the study program to the Key Client
Stakeholders for comments and approval.

F. Incorporate comments from the Key Client

Stakeholders and finalize the study program.

Task 2
Program Costing

Study Step

. Worl Paper Number or Comment -

Task 2 — Program Costing

To identify the full costs of the fee-related programs
included in this project, KPMG will identify the direct
activity costs associated with each program. This will
include identification of personnel and non personnel
costs required to provide each of the fee-related
programs,

In addition to the direct costs, KPMG will identify
SMAQMD costs not directly identified to perform the
fee-related programs. We will perform an analysis of
all costs and activities of SMAQMD to identify the
appropriate type of costs and level of services
applicable to each of the fee-related programs. KPMG
will document specific allocation methodelogies for
each type of indirect costs allocated to the fee-related
programs to be included in the user fee rate structure.

Objective I: Identify salary and wage costs
associated with each program.

A. Obtain capies of budgets, expenditures, and labor
distribution reports associated with each program
under review.

B. Review information gathered above to gain an
understanding of the salary and wage costs associated
with each program under review.

C. Conduct interviews with staff to determine which
direct costs are associated with each fee permit rule,

D. Develop a Process Workflow of the initial and
renewal permit activity.

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
Fee Structure Study

Study Step - | Work Paper Number or Comment

E. Summarize total direct costs for each program and

fee rule area under review.

Objective 2: Idéntify the non-salary costs allocable
to each program.

A, Obtain copies of budgets, expenditures, and labor
distribution reports associated with each program
under review.

B. Review information gathered above to gain an
understanding of the non-salary costs associated with
cach program under review,

C. Conduct interviews with staff to determine how to
associate non-salary costs with each program,

D, Summarize total non-salary costs for each program
under review.

Objecfive 3: 1dentify the overhead costs associated
with each program.

A. Obtain copies of budgets, expenditures, and labor
distribution reports associated with each program
under review.

B. Review information gathered above to gain an
understanding of the overhead costs associated with
cach program under review.

C. Identify all overhead costs and develop an allocation
methodology to assign all applicable overhead costs to
all SMAQMD programs.

D. Summarize total overhead costs for each program

under review.

Objective 4: Identify the capital costs and any other
relevant costs associated with each program,

A. Obtain copies of budgets, expenditures, and
financial information for the district

B. Review information gathered above to gain an
understanding of the capital costs associated with each
program under review.

C. Summarize total capitol costs for each program

under review, if applicable.

Objective 5: Summarize all costs by
department/function/program (Fee related vs. Non
Fee related).

A, Summarize all costs identified above into 5 separate
divisions (Administrative and Facilities, Mobil
Sources, Program Coordination, Stationary Sources,
and Strategic Planning).

B. Divide divisional costs between divisional

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION Page 3 of ©
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
Fee Structure Study

Study Step

Work Psper Namber or Comment

administration, fee/permit/rule related costs, and other
non fee/permit/rule related costs,

C. Allocate District Administrative costs down to each
divisional cost category.

D. Allocate Divisional Administration costs down to
the fee related and non fee related categories.

E. Allocate all applicable Program Coordination costs
in support of rule development to the Stationary
Services Department fee related cost categories.

F. Summarize all fee/permit/rule related costs by
overhead and direct cost categories.

Objective 6: 1dentify permit related activity costs by
rale number and summarize costs down to the
schedule level.

A. Conduct interviews to determine which employees
provide support under each rule catezory,

A1 Ofthe employees dentified above,.
determine which are ihvolved in Initial
Permitting activities and Anmual Renewal
activities.

B. Meet with department staff to determins if there are
any costs assoclated with specific rule or fee areas (eg,
specialized equipment that is only used in support of
certain types of inspections) that should be charged
directly to those rules or categories,

C. Conduct intérviews and use questionnaires to
determine which employees conduct inspections
assooiated with each fee schedule aren and the amount
of time and other costs assotiated with the inspections,

. Summarize direct labor and expense costs
associated with sach fee schedule,

E. Allocats all other overhead and expense related
c0sts to the fee schedule level based on total direct
cogts supimsarized above.

Task 3

Identify Revenue

Study Step

Work Paper Number or Comiment

Task 3 - [dentify Revenue

Working closely with SMAQMD, we wilt compile a
projection of revenuies to compare agajnst permif
related expenses. Revenues will be reviewed from the
perspective that they are driven by costs. That is, the
amount of revenue to be raised must be equal to the

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
Fee Structure Study

. ) ‘StudyStep - . Work Paper Number or Comnient
costs (operating and capital) for the corresponding ' : S ' T
period.

Objective 1: Determine the current sources of
available revenue utilized by the District and
compare to prior years.

A. Interview key staff members to identify current
revenue sources and levels.

B. Gather FY 06/07 revenue information by funding
source.

C. Obtain prior FY 05/06 revenue information by
funding source.

D. Compare current year revenue (0 prior year revenue
and document any significant differences.

Objective 2: Determine the appropriateness of each
source of Revenue used to fund the programs under
review.

A, Interview key staff to determine revenue sources
utilized to support program costs.

B. Gather applicable rules and regulations related to
Ievenue sources.

C. Review rules and regulations related to revenue
source and compare actual use of revenue to the

acceptable uses identified in the rules and regulations,

Task 3.1 - Review Additional Revenue
Sources

Further analysis of SMAQMYD operations costs and
revenues will yield information pertaining to possible
sources of revenue that are not fully utilized under the
existing fee structure. Again, using KPMG’s analysis
of cost of services approach and linking that to the
present SMAQMD revenues, we will uncover any
possible sources of revenue not being fuliy realized.
Once these are identified, we will report on the revenue
impact of these sources,

Objective 1: Determine if there are additional
funding sources available to the District,

A Interview staff to determine if any additional
sources of revenue are available to the District

B. Review current funding sources utilized by the
district and compare them to available funding sources
and identify any additional sources available.

Task 3.2 — Compare Cost to Revenues
KPMG will develop a matrix based on our previous

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION Page 5 0f 9
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)

ree Structure Study

. Study Step

analysis which will identify all expenditures by major
category and revenue sources of the programs
identified in the RFP. This matrix will identify current
cost and use information as well as future scenarios to
be used in future revenue modeling.

' _ Work Paper Number or Comment

Objective 1: Develop a matrix based on previous
analysis identifying all expenditures by major
category and revenue sources.

A, Using the cost information obtained in task 2 above,
create a matrix of costs identified by program and
category.

B. Review cost categories for appropriateness.

Obrjective 2: Develop a matrix based on previous
analysis identifying all revenue by major category
and revenue sources.

A, Using the revenue information obtained in task 3
above, create a matrix of revenue identified by
program and category.

B. Review revenue categories for appropriateness.

Objective 3: Compare cost information and revenue
information identified above to identify areas where
costs and revenues do not match up.

A, Observe cost and revenue comparisons in the matrix
and identify areas where costs exceed revenue sources
and if applicable, where revenue sources exceed costs.

B. Summarize information obtained above into a
matrix table for further analysis and review.

C. Identify where fees recovered through permitting do
not cover the expenses associated with the activities

identified above.

Task 4
Develop Fee Update Methodologies

‘Study Step

Task 4 — Develop Fee Updates

Methodologies

KPMG will develop recommendations for SMAQMD
to periodically validate and update the user fee
schedules with current information and future
scenarios. The update methodology will take into
consideration full cost recovery as well as maintaining
equity among fee payers, These recommendations will

be dependent on the events and information identified

_ Work Paper Number or Comment
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District {SMAQMD)
Fee Structure Study

: Study Step . . "Work Papér Number or Comment
in the previous tasks. g '

Objective 1: Identify fee revenue required by
program/schedule necessary for fees to cover all
costs associated with each program/schedule.

A. Analyze deficits and surpluses in revenue by fee
category identified in Task 3 above.

B. Gather statistical information for the current number
of permits sold by fee and price category.

C. Based on the current number of permits sold,
calculate the necessary per permit cost required to fully
fund the programs based on current expenditures.

Objective 2: Identify fee increase or decrease
necessary to balance out program/schedule costs
with revenue collected.

A. Compare current fee revenue with revenue required
to fully fund each program and identify the fee changes

necessary for each program to be fully funded.

Objective 3: Identify costs associated with the
various levels of permits and compare them to the
current fee structure,

A, Interview staff involved with permit inspections for
each fee schedule and determine the level of time and
effort required on average to inspect each level of
permit.

B. Use information gathered above to determine the
estimated cost for inspection of each level of permit.

€. Compare the current fee structure to the costs
associated with permit inspection above to determine
where fees are not consistent with the effort required to
ingpect them.

D. Document the results of step C above and
summarize the differences between costs and fees.

Objective 3: Develop a fee change plan that will
allow for the increase/decrease of program fees in
accordance with program fee change guidelines

A. Based on fee increases and decreases necessary to
fully fund each fee category, create a fee increase plan
identifying the amount of fee increase necessary for
each fee category to become self sufficient.

B. Meet with District Staff to discuss the proposed fee
increases and gain feedback.
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)

Fee Structure Study

Study Step

Work Paper Number or Comment

C. Adjust the proposed fee increases based on. Di.étrict
Staff feedback.

Task 5

Identify Operational Improvements

Study Step .

Work Paper Number or Comment

Task & — Identify Operational Improvements
Working closely with SMAQMD, during the
identification of services and costs associated with
each of the fee programs, we wil! identify duplicate
costs or services that may lead to operational
improvements including productivity, efficiency, and
cost savings for SMAQMD’s programs and services.

Objective 1: Throughout the project, work with
SMAQMD staff to identify opportunities for
operational and process improvements.

A, Identify opportunities for operational and process
improvements.

B. Communicate observed opporturities for
improvement with SMAQMD staff.

C. Document observed opportunities to improve the
quality, productivity, efficiency, and effectiveness of
the District’s programs, operations and services.

Study Task 6
Prepare Interim and Final Report

 Study Step . :

Task 6 — Prepare Interim and Final Report
Our recomimendations will carefully consider the
revenue adequacy and administrative simplicity
guidelines. The recommended structures will be
incorporated into the fee model to allow the
comparison of existing and proposed structures on the
revenues of the SMAQMD and fee payers.

All pertinent data, caleulations, evaluations, and
projections used in the development of conclusions,
and recommendations will be incorporated in a draft

Work Paper Number or Comment
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)

Fee Structure Study

Stady Step- DR

report for review by SMAQMD, Based upon
comments, we will finalize and present the final report.
The report will clearly set forth all underlying
assumptions used in the development of forecasts, as
well as identify data sources,

KPMG is willing to present the results of our study to
any group the SMAQMD deems appropriate. We have
included two meetings and one presentation in our cost
estimate and will attend additional meetings on a time
and materials basis at the direction of SMAQMD, All
visual aids used in our presentation will become the
property of SMAQMD.

-~ Work Paper Nuimber or Comment

Objective 1: Report preliminary findings
(summarized by task) to SMAQMD.

A. Develop and report preliminary findings to
SMAQMD.

B. Meet with SMAQMD staff to review findings for
accuracy and validity.

C. Make changes to findings based on SMAQMD staff
input.

D. Finalize preliminary finds and deliver them to

SMAQMD

Obj ective 2: De.velop a draft report and deliver it to |

SMAQMD staff.

A. Prepare and submit a draft report to SMAQMD
staff.

B. Discuss draft report with SMAQMD staff and
gather comments on report content.

C. Respond to comments regarding draft report and

include responses in the final report.

Objective 3: Develop a final report and deliver it to
SMAQMD staff.

A. Prepare and submit a final report to the SMAQMD.

B. Discuss final report with SMAQMD staff at a
project close out meeting.

NOT FOR DESTRIBUTION
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Fee Study - Other District Questions
October 10, 2007

In identifying potential approaches for the restructuring of fees for SMAQMD, KPMG is
surveying selected Air Quality districts in an effort to address deficiencies within the
current SMAQMD fee system. The following is a partial list of statutory provisions
pertaining to fee authority that are used to support the current fee structure of
SMAQMD. What other provisions, if any, are used to support the fee structure of your

district?

Health and Safety Code sections 40701.5 (general funding authority,
including per capita fees), 41080(a) (may assess fees and permitted and
other sources of air pollution subject to regulation by the district), 41081
(DMV fees), 41512 (sampling fees), 41512.5 (nonpermitted sources for
costs connected to review and enforcement of plans) 41512.7 (15% cap) ,
42311(a) (permit fees), 4231 1(f) (toxic fees), 42311(g) (area wide and
indirect sources), 42311.2 (fee limits).

It is our aim to understand the rationale behind your fee structure in order to aid
SMAQMD. Below are questions pertaining to specific areas of interest to SMAQMD.
Please answer ali questions as thoroughly as possible. If you have any questions or
concerns, please contact Aaron Stewart with KPMG.

1.

Emission fees

» What percentage of total permit revenues is from emission fees?

+ Are fees assessed for potential emissions or actual emissions?
Activity fees - Are additional flat fees or other charges (such as applying an
hourly rate) assessed for special permit processing/renewal activities? Below
are some examples.

« Issuing initial Title V permits, Title V renewals, inspections at Title V

sources

« Processing permits that trigger offset requirements

+ Processing permit as the lead agency under CEQA

» Processing permits that require public noticing

« Extending the authority to construct permit expiration date

» Processing permits that include toxic air contaminant evaluations

« Reviewing and observing source emissions testing

. If additional hourly fees are assessed, are they subject to the 15% cap in

HSC 41512.77 (30% for small districts)

What are the cost recovery mechanisms used to implement and enforce
district rules that apply to unpermitted sources such as residential water
heaters, architectural coatings, and adhesives?

What fees or revenues support the costs of public outreach (for new rule
requirements not Spare the Air type programs), rule development, emission
inventory, banking and processing emission reduction credits, and air
monitoring activities?

1
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6. How are per capita fees assessed (authorized by California Health and Safety
Code Section 40701.5)7

7. Are special fees, discounted fees, or other mechanisms used to reduce fees
for small businesses?

8. How do the fees for initial permitting relate, if at all, to renewal fees? For
example are the renewal fees half the initial permitting fees.

9. What other revenue streams are used to support the permit/enforcement
programs?

10. How are AB 2588 fees collected? Is it based upon an annual fee or when
inventories are updated?

2
000115



s

Exhibit 3: Results of Questionnaire

-27-
000116



The South Coast AQMD - |MONTEREY BAY |SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR Bay Area Air Quiality
(AQMD) . UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT Mangement Division
POLLUTION, :
CONTROL '
DISTRICT
Emission fees
What percentage of total permit revenuaes is from emission fees?

Approximately 18% of AGMD's  [68% 0%
total General Fund revenues
comes from emission fees.

Appreximately 15% of BAAQMD
permit fees are derlved from
emlssion fess.

Are foes assessed for potential emisslons or actual emissions?

Actual emissions, for the largast  (Potential emissions but/n/a
emltters (4 tonsfyear or greater)  not at 160% operation.
for emissions ahove four tens and |Adjustments are mads
a flat rate (currently $89.09 per for the expacted
facilify} assessed for up to four operation of the

tons for all facilities, gquipment.

Emission fees are assassed
based on actual emissions.

Activity fees - Are additional flat fees or other chal
Beolow are some gxamples.

rges {such as applying an hourly rate) assessed for speclal permit processing/renewal activities?

Yes, we assess additional fees Yes, See Below. For the majority of permit applications

{many on an hourly basis) for progessed, District Rule 3010 reguires only a
additional work such as expedited flat application filling fee of $60. An additional
permit processing, health risk hourly fee is charged only for certain categories
assessments, source testing, of prejects, for instance, those that are subject tol
CEQA review, toxic assessment, a refined health risk assessment or a public
public noticing requirements for notice process.  Our Permit Services hourly rate
Title V facilities for 2007 is $86.00 per hour. This is a weighted

average |abor rate which Is updated annually by
our Finance Depariment.

Additional flat fees are charged
for processing various types of
Tile V permit applications. .

Issuing Initlal Title V permits, Title V renewals, inspections at Title V sources

See above. Title V permit Titte V' parmit processing is charged an hourly

fssuance/renewals are  [fee.
done on an hourly basis
i.e, time actually spent.
Tiile V inspections are
included in fees no eatra
chaipe,

Fees for Title V public notices
and Title V hearings are based
on actual cost recovery. See
BAAQMD Regulation 3,
Schedula P for detalls

Processing permi

ts that trigger offset reguirements

See above, Processing permtis that  [N/A

trigger offsels/CEQA
Lead/public notice are all
charged at our base
{average) rate which
represents approximately
6 hrs engineering time.
If the engineering time
exceeds this amount
additional time may be
charged on an hourly
basis,

N/A

Processing permi

t as the lead ageney under CEQA

See above. See above CEQA Review

Fees for the District's actlvities
as CEQA lead agency are based
on gctual cost recovery,

Processing permi

ts that require public noticing

See above. See above ATC Projects - NSR & COC Noticlng, ATC
Projects - Schoel Notices ¥ and the Waters Bill are hased

Fees for public naticing for Titie

on actual cost recevery, There
are ne additional fees for public
notlcas required under NSR,

Extending the aut

horlty to ¢onstruct permit expiration date

See above, Ixtending ATC flat fee  [ATC Profects — NSR & COC Noticing, ATC The fea for extending an
unless the operation has  [Projects - Schoo! Notices Authority to Construct s 50% of
commenced in which the initial fee for applying for a
case emission fee also new A/C.
applies.

Processing permi

ts that include toxic air contaminant evaluations
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chsarving source
emlssions testing - no
charge.

Ses above. Processing permits that  [N/A Additional fees are required for
amit toxics - flat charge conducting toxic air contaminant
currently $150. evaluations. The specific fees

are specified by source type in
the various Fee Schedules in
BAAQMD Regulation 3.
Revlewing and observing source emlsslons testing
See sbove. Reviewing and N/A No additional fees are asscssed

fer raviewing or observing
source tests

Other activities that incure hourly charges ara:
Indirect Source Review Rule Processing,
Refined HRA, and Voluntary Development
Mitigation Contracts.

Additionally, the Distriet's permit renewal fess
(Rule 3020) provide the funding to maintain an
seffactive permitting and enforcement program,

We are in the procass of amending our fee rules
which will consist of an immediate elght-percent
Increase in most District faes, followad by a
second eight-percent increase in FY 09/10, and
an expansion of the applicability of the permit
application evaluation fee for all ATC/PTO
applications so that the costs of application
processing are directly recovered by the District
via the assessment of an hourly fee. Anficlpated

adoption dats is the 1% quarter of 2008.

[ additional hourly fees are assessed, are they subject to tha 15% cap in HSC 41512.77 {30% for small districts)

AQMND fees are capped at CPi
unless the AQMD Board makes
finding that increases above CP!
are necessary to pay for the
program costs, {cost recovery).

Alf our District
generated fees are
Increased by the same
percentage. We do
not have separate
percentages for
various fee schedules,

Not sure we understand the question. Qur
hourly fees are recalculated each year based on
labor costs. Annual increases have never been
anywhere near the 15% statutory limit.

Hourly fees increase af a rate
leas than 15% per year.

What are the cost recovery mechanisms used to i

mplement and enforce

district rules that apply to unpermitted sources such as residential water

heaters, architec

tural coatings, and ives?

We are currently working on a fee
proposat that will recover the cost
associated with architectural
coatings. We do charge a source
testing/lab analysis to
manufactures for the testing of
water heaters.

Cost recovery for
regulation of
unpermitted sources -
nena unless the ag
registration pragram
falis into this category.

The District's permit fees are supplemented by
an annual EPA grant of approximately $1.9
milllon and an annual State Subventicn of
appraximataly $800,000.

The BAAQMD generally does
noi racover costs to implement
and enforce District rules that
apply to non-permitted sources.
Registration fees have besn
proposed for non-permitted
commercial charbroilers. Risk
screening fees are asssessed for
exempt sources, If the facility
requests the District to condust a
risk screen to support the
exemption,

What fees or revenues support the costs of public outreach {for new rule requirements not Spare the Air type programs), rule development, emlssion
inventory, banking and precessing emission reduction credits, and air monitoring activities?

Those activities are supperted by
Emission Fee revenues.

Ganeral permit fees.
Banking s charged on
an hourly basis.
AB2766 funds used for
meobile sourca fraction
of air monitering
activities, Public
education outreach
uses AB2766 funds.

In additlon to the federal and state grants
referred to in answer #4 above, the District
utilizes DMV Surcharge Fee revenue to support
eligible activities. Many of the activities listed in
this question are partially supported by DMV
Feas.

Permit faes support activities
related to statfonary source rule
development, emissions
inventory, banking and
processing ERCs, Fees do not
support gir monitoring activities.

How are per cap

ta fees assessed {authorized by Galifornia Health and Safety Coda Section 40701.5)7
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Does not apply to South Coast.

Cilies and Counties
are bllled $0.23 per
capita annually based
on population figures
issued by the
Callfornia Dapt. of
Finance In May or

The per caplta fees assessed under CHSC
40701 .5(b) do not apply to the SJVUAPCD,
GHSC section 40701.5(c) specifically prohiblts
San Joaquin from collecting these fess.

The BAAQMD does not assess
per capita fees under H&S
Section 40701.5.

each year,
7 Are speclal fees, discountad fees, or other meshanisms used to reduce fees for small busingsses?
Yes, the AQML offers 2 50% No specific discounts  |No. However, the District does have a Small Permit apglication fees for small
permit processing fee discount to |but we do charge a Business Assistance Frogram to help small businesses are reduced by 50%.
small businesses whe qualify different rate for businesses understand and meet their air quality|No discount Is given for renewal
under AQMD's definition of a small|sources over 300 obligations. fees,
busingss, Businesses wiffi 10 or |lonsivear.
fewer employess and gross
recelpls of $500,000 a year or
less.
8
Haw do the fees for initial permitting relate, if at all, to renowal fees? For example are the renewal fees half the Initial permitting fees?
The initial permit processing fee is {The first years Initial permitting fees are not generally related to | Renawal fees are generally half
hased upon the average amount o emlssions fees are the renewal fees. the initial permitling fee. Initial
time necessary to process that assessed af the time of permitting fees also include
type of equipment or process, initial permitting as additional fling fees, and may
Standard processing fees are part of the cost of the Inglude additional risk screening
established for groups or types of [initial parmit {other fees that don't apply to permit
equipment or processes and costsfcharges ars the renswals.
broken into eight categories {A averags time to
through H). Renewal fees are procass and toxics).
much less and are designed to Subsequent year's
cover the cost of our compliance  |emissfons fees are the
program. same as the Initial
emission fee,
) What other revenue streams are used to support the permit/enforcement programs?
Emigsion fees ¢an alsc be used to [EPA 105 grant, These fees are collected by the district to {Other than fees, general fund
cover shortfalls in permit process  |subvention, Interest recover the operating costs of its programs revenue derived fram county
and permit renewals. property taxes are the major
revenue stream used to support
permit/enforcement programs,
under H&S Section 40271,
10 How are AB 2588 fees collected? Is It based upon an annual fes or when inventorias are updated?

Fees are billed once per year and
are either a small flat fee for area
wide sources such as gas stations
or dry cleaners and facilities with
at least one emergency standby
diesel engine, or a larger fee
based on health risk assessment
categoties.

Based on an annual
fee for permits subjact
to the program

AB2588 fees are collested annually through the
fes schedules in District Rule 3110,

AB 2588 fees are collected at
the time of permit renewal which,
in most cases, Is on an annual
basls.

What other provi

sions, if any, are used to support

tite fee structure of your distrigt?

The South Coast AQMD (AQMD)
is also governed by H&S Code
Chapter 5.5, beginning with
Section 40400. Qur fes authority
ls contained in Arlicle 7 -
Varlances and Permits, beginning
with Sectlon 40500 and Article 8 -
Financlal Prevision, beginning with
Section 40520. Specifically, H&S
Sections 40500.1, 40502,
40510,40510.5, 40510.7, 40511,
40512, 40522, 40522.5 and
40523. The AQMD, as de many
other air districts, recsives vehicle
registration menies. The authority
is covered under H&S Code
Sections 44200-44257 and Motor
Vehicle Code Section 9250.11

N7A
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Cost Allocation Workbkook
Total Expenses

Division Name

Account Type Admin Moblle Source Program Coordinafion  Stationary Source Strategic Planning |Grand Total

Payroll § 2333909 § 114#1102 § 1,619,942 § 2,735,806 § 1,305,319 | $ 9,136,258
Fixed Assets $ 6,908 $ 159,440 § 166,348
Interfund Charges $ 12,200 $ 368,762 $§ 380,981
Non Payroll Expenses § 1,594,669 § 9,284,375 § 880,242 §% 268,708 § 1,804,838 | $13,832,832
Other Expsnses $ 407,794 $ 407,794
Grand Total $ 4355570 § 10,425,566 $ 2,859,625 § 3,373,276 § 3,110,157  $23,924,194
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Cast Allocation Workbook
Admin Payroll Allocation

Program Stationary  Strategic

GiL Account Account Type Adminlstration Mobile Source Coordination Source Planning Grand Total
10111000|Payroll-Salary 1,471,603 § 851,500 1,286,327 $2,125,830 $1,011,437 6,776,698
10112100 Payrall-Salary 38822 § 1,231 14,044 59,808 § 42,808 154,703

10112200]Payroll-Salary - -
10112400} Payroll-Salary g 2,485 2,485
10113200( Payroll-Salary 4,650 11,002 4,740 10,661 11,013 42,065
10114100[ Payroll-Salary 20,313 5,504 5,781 5,781 3,957 41,337
10121000[Payroll-Benefits 328,478 90,391 130,365 215,318 96,049 861,201
10122000| Payroll-Benafits ] 91,528 63,605 61,564 114,858 54,964 386,419
10123000 Payroll-Benefits 286,858 85,340 113,060 193,880 § 81,552 760,791
10124000| Payroll-Benefits 89,249 5 89,249
10125000 Payrcl-Benefits 4,396 2,719 4,061 8,306 § 374018 21,312
Total Costs i 2,333,099 1,141,192 § 1,619,942 $2,735,806 51,305,319 [ $ 0,136,258
Payroll Costs $ 1,441,192 $ 1,619,942 $2,735,806 $1,305,319 §$ 6,802,260
Pergentage of Payroll 17% 24% 40% 19% 100%
Administrative Allocation 5 391567 $ 555,836 § 938,713 $ 447,883 $ 2,333,999
Reallocated Total $ 1,532,788 $ 2175779 $3,674,519 $1,753.202 § 9,136,258
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Cost Allecation Workbook
Admin Exp Allocation

Interfund Charge

$ 12,200

'P'rogram §tationary Strateglc

Account Type Administration Moblle Source Coordination Source Flanning Grand Total
Fixed Assets [ 6,908 $ 159,440 166,348
Interfund Chargas 12,200 b 368,762 380,961
Non Payroll Expenses 1,594,669 §  ©,284,375 § 880,242 268,708 $1,804,838 | $13,832,832

i - -

- § -8 - - § - -

Total Expenses 1,613,777 9,284,375 $ 1,039,682 637,470 $1,804,838 | $14,3580,141
[Total (Anterfund ch.)  $ 1,601,577
Allocation Percentage 17% 24% 40% 19% 100%
Administrative Allocation $ 268,691 § 381412 $ 644,140 $ 307.335 § 1,601,577

Reallocated Total

$ 9,553,066 5 1,421,004 $1,293,810 $2,112,172 § 14,380,142
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Admin Non Payroll Allocation

G/L Account Account Type Admin Mobile Source  Program Coardination  Stationary Source  Strategic ﬁannin_g_Grand Total
20200500 Non Payroll Expenses $ 24,221 § 8,978 § 86,019 $ 9,145 § 128364
20202100 Non Payroll Expenses 3§ (162} & - $ {182)
20202200 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 688 $ 413 § 103 § 232 § 1,436
20202202 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 335 $ {103) $ 232
20202203 Non Payrol Expenses  § 182 5 162
20202300 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 2,218 § 2,218
20202400 Non Payroll Expenses  § 8,639 § 368 % 56 $ 6973 § 16,036
20202900 Non Payrall Expernses § 37,922 § 11,852 § 13,340 5 12,337 § 15,504 § 90,954
20203500 Non Payroll Expenses § 6,867 § 4307 § 8501 § 9,272 % 2974 $ 31921
20203600 Non Payroll Expenses $ 212§ - $ 715 $ 026
20203803 Non Payroll Expenses  § 500 $ 67 $ - $ 566
20203804 Non Payroll Expenses  § 1,774 $ 49§ 1,824
202038085 Non Payroll Expenses  § 3,509 § 153 § 65 § 2949 § 517§ 7.282
20203807 Non Payroll Expenses § - % -
20203900 Nen Payroll Expenses  § 39,184 & 8382 % 8227 § 15676 % 4,893 § 77,162
20204400 Non Payroll Expenses $ - $ -
20204500 Non Payroll Expenses  § 2,639 § 56 $ 2,841 § 95 § o0 § 6,542
20205100 Nen Payroll Expenses § 85,130 $ 86,130
20208100 Non Payroll Expenses $ 14,511 & 185 § 168 & 15 § 1,550 % 16,406
20206500 Non Payrall Expenses $ 1,437 $ 1,437
20207600 Non Payroll Expenses  $§ 37174 & 463 § 432 % 4843 §$ 247 § 43,260
20208100 Non Payroll Expenses 870 [ 870
20208102 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 1 $ 1
20208500 Non Payroll Expenses 5 8904 § 1,539 & 7412 % 4,341 § 3,068 § 25,253
20210400 Non Payroll Expenses $ - $ -
20217100 Non Payroll Expanses  § 201§ 68,348 § 16,856 $ 84,205
20218600 Non Payroll Expenses  § - $ -
20219100 Non Payroll Expenses $ 9,431 3 9,431
20219300 Non Payroll Expanses  $ 1,020 $ 1,020
20219700 Non Payroll Expenses  § 2,164 $ 642 % 1,844 § 8 % 8B40 § 5,680
20220600 Non Payroll Expenses  § (820) $ (820)
20222600 Non Payroll Expensas  § 1,721 % 214 § 98,587 § 17,673 $ 118,196
20222700 Norn Payroll Expenses  § 45 $ 644 $ 8,088 % 21§ 9,047
20223600 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 20855 § 30 $ 256 $ 20,710
20226100 Non Payroll Expenses  § 150 5 150
20226200 Non Payroll Expenses  $§ 32,261 § 5,999 $ 38,260
20228400 Non Payroll Expenses  § 5,147 $ 5,147
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Admin Neon Payrall Allogation

GIL Account Account Typs Admin Moblle Source Program Coordinatlon Stationary Source  Strateglc Planning Grand Total
20226500 Non Payroll Expenses [ - 5 -
20227800 Non Payrol Expenses § 41,135 § 6,124 § 1,790 5 1079 § 50,120
20227501 Non Payroll Expenses  § 0% (0) $ 0
202275603 Non Payroll Expenses  § 38 $ 38
20227504 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 128,130 $ 66 $ 8 $ 0§ 128203
20229100 Non Payroll Expenses  § 1,430 $ 12,088 % 241 $ 13,758
20229200 Mon Payroll Expenses i - 3 -
20231300 Nen Payrall Expenses $ 743 $ 2,522 b 3,265
20244300 Non Payroll Expenses  § 2,185 3 2,165
202560200 Non Payroll Expenses  § 10,000 $ 10,000
20250500 Neon Payroll Expenses  §  §2,699 § 52,698
20250805 Non Payroll Expensas  $ 13 & 13
20252100 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 189,332 $ 9,451 $ 198,783
20252200 Non Payroll Expenses  $ )] 3 ]
20253100 Non Payroll Expenses  § 63,316 $ 63,316
20254400 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 16 $ 16
202589100 Non Payroll Expenses  $§ 424,323 § 9,148,916 § 665,263 % 77,910 § 1,745,281 $12,062,383
20281100 Non Payrolt Expenses $ 57,660 § 2,071 § 4,500 § 13,088 $ 830 § 78,155
20281200 Non Payroll Expenses $  (3,069) $ 3,068 $ {0)
20281201 Non Payroll Expenses $ 105,643 § 5586 § 857 $ 1,088 $ 112953
20281202 Non Payroll Expenses $ 17,858 § 5012 § 2885 8§ 1,800 § 3,878 § 31,436
20281203 Non Payrcli Expenses  $ 21,327 § 2,887 § £26 $ 24,740
20281204 Non Payroll Expenses  § 2,718 $ 2,718
20284100 Non Payroll Expenses $ 1,773 & 1,773
20289800 Non Payroll Expenses  § 862 % 152 § 130 % 433 § 80 § 1,428
20289900 Non Payroll Expenses  § 331 $ 275§ 7423 % 14§ 8,043
20202100 Mon Payroll Expenses  § 566 $ 457 § 1622 $ 2,645
20202200 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 25333 & 9,437 § 49 % 4 3% 3,991 § 38,814
20292300 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 2,268 $ 2,268
20292500 Non Payroll Expenses  $ 302 $ 72 % 374
20292600 Non Payroll Expensas  § 873 § 206 § 274 % 566 § 171§ 2,090
20292900 Non Payroll Expenses  § 1,821 § 1,821
20293400 Non Payroll Expenses  § a64 $ 864
20296200 Non Payroll Expenses  § 815 3 815
20298700 Non Payroll Expenses  § 105,027 $ 105,027
20298900 Non Payroll Expenses  § 2,356 $ 2,356

Grand Total $1,594,870 % 9,284,375 § 880,242 $ 268,708 § 1,804,838 $13,832,832

Admin Burden % 17% 24% 40% 19% 100%
Admin Allecation $ 267,632 $ 379,767 % 641,361 § 306,009 $ 1,504,670
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Cost Allocation Workbeok
Admin Non Payroll Allccaticn

G/L Account Account Type Admin Mobile Sourca Program Cocrdination Stationary Scurce  Strategic Planning  Grand Total |

Reallocated Totals $  8551,907 §$ 1,260,000 $§ 910,070 § 2,110,847 $13,832,832 |
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Othar Expense Allocation

Program Stationary  Strategic
Account Type

Administration Coordination Source Planning Grand Total
Other Expenses $ 407,794

$ 407,794

Payroll Costs § 1819942 $2,735806 $1,305,319 § 5,661,088
JPercentage of Payrol| 29% 48% 23% 100%
Allocation Percentage 29% 48% 23% 100%
Other Expenses Allocatlon 5 116692 & 197,073 $ 94029 $ 407,794

Reallocatod Total

§ 116692 § 197,073 § 04,020 § 407,704

* $257,670 is related to interest expense
** $150,000 is related fo leasing (rent)
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Admin Fixed Assets Allogation

G/L Accounf Account Type Admin Mobile Source_Program Coordination _Stationary Source  Strateglc Planning _ Grand Total
43430200 Fixed Assets 6,908 159,440 [$ 166,348
Grand Total 6,908 168,440 3 166,348
Admin Burden % 17% 24% 40% 19%
Admin Allocation $ 1,159 § 1,645 % 2778 % 1,326 § 6,908
Reallocated Totals 5 1,159 § 161,085 § 2,778 § 1,326 § 166,348
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Admin Interfund Allocation

Sum of Dollar Amount Civision Name

GiL Account Account Type Admin Stafionary Source Grand Total
50597900 Interfund Charges $ 12,199.63 § 368,761.72 § 380,961.35

Grand Tetal g 12,199.63 § 368,761.72 § 380,061,365

* Interfund charges are a 100% Stationary Source charge
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Caost Allecation Werkbook
Statlonary Saurces

000130

Account Type Stationary Source
Payroll $ 2,735,808
Fixed Assets $ -
Interfund Charges $ 368,762
Non Payroll Expenses 8 268,708
Other Expenses $ -
Subtotal Statienary Source (Excluding Payroll) 3 637,470
Subtotal Staticnary Scurces {Including Payroll) 3,273,276
Admin Payroll Allacation {includes overhead costs) $ 938,713
Admin Expense Allocation 5 £56,340
Subtotal Admin Expense Allocation $ 1,595,053
Othar Expenses Allocation $ 197,073
Total Stationary Source Expense 3 5,165,402
Expense Admin Payroll Admin Expense Other Expense
Payroll Allocation Allocation Allocation Allogation Allocation Total
Rule 301 {Includes Unpermitted Sources) ] 2,230,183 82% $ 519,657 % 765,226 % 535,040 § 160,652 § 4,210,766
Rule 304 % 272,034 10% $ 63,596 § 93,649 § 66,47¢ § 19,661 $ 515,319
Rule 306 $ 69,428 3% § 16,180 $ 23,826 § 16,650 § 5,002 § 131,104
Other Rules (PERP and Rule 302) $ 163,241 6% $§ 38,037 § 56,011 § 39,163 § 11,758 § 308,211
$ 2,735,808 100% § 637,470 § 938,713 § 856,340 & 197,073 §5,165,402
10



Cost Aliocation Workbook
Program Coordination

Account Type
Payroll

Fixed Assets
Interfund Charges
Non Payroll Expenses
Other Expenses
Subtotal Program Ceordination {(Excluding Payroll)

Subtotal Pregram Coordination (Including Payroll)
Admin Payrol! Allocation (includes overhead costs)
Admin Expense Allocation

Subtotal Admin Expense Allocation

Other Expenses Allocation

Total Program Coordination Expense

Rule 301
Rule 304
Other Program Costs (Planning, Emisslons, Air Monitoring)

Program

Coordination

$ 1,619,042
159,440

$

$ -
$ 880,242
$

$

1,039,682

2,658,824
$ 555836
S geta12
$ 937,248
5 116,602
$ 3,713,565

Admin Admin Other Less

Payroll Expense  Payroll Expense Expenses Offsetting
Allocation Allocation  Allocation Allecation Allocation Revenue Total
§ 814524 50% $ 522,763 $ 279,480 $ 191,778 $ 58,674 $ (6,218) 1,861,002
& 35,656 2% § 22819 $ 12200 § 8371 $ 2,561 51,507
$ 760863 48% $ 494,100 § 264166 § 181,263 § 55457 1,764,838
$ 1,619,942 100% $1,03¢,682 § 555,836 § 381,412 § 116,602 $3,707,347
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Cost Allocation Workbock
Ruls Expenses

|_Stationary Sources | Program Coordination Total
Rule 301 $ 4,210,768 § 1,861,002 | § 6,071,770
Rule 304 $ 515,318 % 81,507 | § 596,826
Rule 306 3 131,104 $ 131,104
Other Rules (PERP and Rule 302) B 308,211 3§ 308,211
Total Rule Expenses I3 5165402 | § 1,842,508 | § 7,107,911
Other Program Costs {Planning, Emissions, Alr Monitoring) $ 1,764,839 [ § 1,764,839
Tetal S8 and PC Costs with Administrative Allosations [ & 5,165,402 | § 3,707,347 | § 8,872,750
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Rule 301 Allocation

Rule 301 Payroli

Stationary Sources

Program Coordinatlon

Less ERC offselting Ravenus
Total Rule 301 Payroll Costs

Ruls 301 Areas
Direct Costs
S8 Permitting (Initial)
S5 Fleld Ops (Renewal)
Total Direct

Rule 301 Support Services

PC Permitting {Rule Development)
Reinspection

85 Cther

PC Other

Tatal 301 Suppert Services

Total Rule 301 Payrall Costs

Rule 301 Allocations
Rule 301 85 Expenses
Rule 301 PC Expenses
Total
Rule 301 85 Admin Payrall
Rule 301 PC Admin Payroll
Total
Rule 301 58 Admin Expenses
Rule 30t PC Admin Expanses
Total

Rule 301 S5 Other Expenses Allocation
Rule 301 PC Qther Expenses Allocation
Tatal
Total Rule 307 Aflocations

Total Rule 301 Costs

Inltfal Fermits
Renawal Permits
Total Costs

R R R A D

$

2,230,193
814,524
(6.218)
3,038,408
9,264,375

882,352
1,112171

$

B IR SRR An

Direct Salary

$
¢

1,894,523

418,996

235,870
391,308
1,043,876

3,035,499

519,657
522,763
1,042,420
765,228
279,480
1,044,707
535,040
101,778
726,818

160,652
58,674
219,326
3,033,271
6,071,770

Expense

Rula 301 Admin

Allogation Support Expense Payroll

862,352
1,112,171

Percentage  Services

Allocation  Allocation

Admin Other
Expense Expenses
Allocation  Allocation Total Costs

44% $ 461842 § 461,164 $ 462,165 $ 321,535 § 97,027 $2,686,076

86% $ 582134 $ 581,267 $ 582,541

$ 406283 § 122,299 $3,385,604

$

1,984,523

100% $ 1,043,878 $1.042420 $1,044.707

$ 726,818 § 219,326 $6,071770
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Cost Allogation Workbook

Revenue

Revenus

G/L Account Account Name
Rule 301

92629031 Relnspections (7,203}

02828034 Title V Permit Fees {Exceptional Lic/Per per Compass) (27,798)

820928035 Document/File Review (53,509)

82928051 Inittal Permit Fees {689,561)

92029052 Annual Permit Renawal Faes (2,563,156)

82020000 Licenses/Parmits - Other {24,205)

85956900 State Ald - Other Misc. Programs (360,241}

©6964 100 Planning Services Charges {23,785)
Total Revenue Rule 301 (3,949,458),
Rule 303

92029053 Ag Burn Fees (14,782)
Total Revenue Rule 303 (14,792)
Rule 304

97979024 Geo Tech Cons (1,306}

97979018 Asbestos Plan Fees (272,844)
Total Revenue Rule 304 (274,150)
Rule 308

97979020 State Toxics Emissions Fea (42,051)
Total Ravanue Rule 306 (42,051)
Total Rule Specific Revenue {4,280,451)
Other Rule Related Revenue

93934000 Civil Settlements {1,080,612)

94941000 Interest lncome (100,000),

05958900 Federal Aid - Health Programs {1,400,000)

97979022 Variances (3,008)
Total Rule Related Revenue {2,593,710)
Total Program Supporting Revenue (6,874,161}
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Cost Allocation Workbook
Rule 301 Residual Costs

Direct Salary Expense Allocatlon Percentage Total Costs

Permitting {Initial Permits) $ 882352 4% § 2,686,078
Field Ops (Renewal Permits) $ 1,112,171 58% 3 3,385,684
Total $ 1,994,523 100% $ 6,071,770
Rule 301 Permitting (Initial Permits) Field Ops (Renewal Permits)

Total Costs $ 6,071,770 § 2,686,076 § 3,385,694
Revenue

Reinspections (7,203) 5 (7,203.00)
Title V Permit Fees (Exceptional Lic/Per per Compass) (27,788) $ (27,798.00)
Document/File Review (53,509) § (23,671.72) § {29,837.28)
Initial Permit Faas (889,561) (889,561)

Annual Permit Renewal Fees {2,563,166) (2,563,156),
Licenses/Permits - Other (24,205) $ (10,707.99) § (13,487.01)
State Ald - Other Misc. Programs (360,241) § {1569,366.18) § (200,874.82)
Plarning Services Charges {23,785) $ {10,522.18) & (13,262.81)
Total Revenue (3,948,458) ) (1,093,829) (2,855,629)
Total Costs (Less Revenue) $ 2122312 § 1,502 247 § 530,065
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Cost Altocation Workbaok
301 Schedule costs and revenues

Percantage of Total  |Cost By Schedule [Emissions jRelnspection Difference of Cost
jSchedule  |Renewal Time Schedule Faes Faes Fees Toxlcs Faes|Total Fess |and Revenue
|Schedula 28.20% 064,744 761,042 88,048 3,211 9,935 860,238 {94,508

chedule 18.31% 653,796 289,480 84,662 123 1,417 375,692 (278,104
Schedula 0.55% 20,021 20,751 ,774 - 5 24,620 4,599
[Schedule 4 0.58% 19,695 39,778 3,544 241 - 43,563 23,088
|Schedule 5 1.59% 53,672 28,047 3,174 - 11,509 142,730 58,058

chadule & 16.07% 544,250 420,049 38,764 3,260 29,165 501,168 (43,082)
Schedule 7 18.17% 615,032 305,661 47,042 118 3,532 358,243 (258,789
Schedule 8 0.02% 781 - - - - - {78
Schedule 9 16.47% 523,803 377,180 63,300 723 4,845 446,128 (77,875)
Total 100%] § 3,365,694 § 2,341,768 | § 340,338 7,676 60,508 | $ 2,750,360 {636,314
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Staff Report

Rule 107 — Alternative Compliance

Rule 301 — Permit Fees — Stationary Source
June 24, 2013

Page D-1

APPENDIX D

STATIONARY SCURCE PROGRAM
FY13/14 EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WITHOUT PROPOSED FEE INCREASE
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FY2013-2014 {FTE = 92.95}

Cost Less Budgated {ost Less Budgeted H&sC
Budgeted Cost F¥13/14 Projected Revenues Ravenues Other Revenues and Other Ravenues | Section
Program SSD Cost PCOD Cost  Total Cost Revenua Amount Amount % short [Revanus Amount Amount Yeshort
Permitted Program Cost $4,283,865. $925814 § 35,209,675 | Total Permitied Revenues 5 4,714,400 [ 5 495278 10% - |Tatal ] |5 485,279 10% | §4z311(a)
Enforcement Permlt Related 82,284,327 Relnspectian Fees 5 2,652
Permitting 51,541,731 Source Test Feas 5 173,564
Application Intake § 179,507 Initial Fees 5 314,587
BERC 5 116,498 Renewal Feas 5 4,172,411
Floating Roof Tank Inspection 5 6,500 SEED- Ranewa] Feas {Rule 205} 8 45,150
Rula Devalopment § 572,879 ERC-Transfer of credit (Rule 201} & 5,036
Emlssion laventary 5111516 Varianca 3 1,000
ERC 4 241,419
Unallocated Admin 5155,302
Ttley Prégram oL |8, akaas £ - S 186234 TheViees | -, N B o) [T Y L R T Tl eow
TV $ 180,229 Titfe V fees $ 74463
Unallocated Admin s 6,005
Alr Toxles Prograri ., - =0 . | 5% 168480 = . - -’ '$"'168,490 [Toxlc Emissians Fees LoE 8w 8ALE[ 5 B42TA  S0%. |Total s 8l ool T 1S 84074 -0 50% | (544380
Alr Torles Program & 163,09 Toxlc Emlsslons Fees 5 84,216
Unakiocated Admin $ 5,397
LA R Total Uinpermitied Revenue (Aule 208454 37% [Total - §.0 0 20eHsa o | S22,
; . eI L AR P | amsas
Other Revenues  § 208,494
Rule 421 Related Actlvities - CO
{Staff time} § 125,430
Rule 421 Related Activities - CO
{ather prof services) §$ 255,081
rmitied pragromifother| 1 5" ‘86,080 5 469,319 15 - 556,000 | Total Unparafted Revermas . 1 &0 23800 | 57 533107 ae% [forl LS e Y samdn| 8 oy ok 5“‘&.353‘?’-
! 5 7059 ot
Enfercemant Not Permit Related Land Use Mitigation -3 22,650 Other Revenues & 533,310
Woaod Smoke Program 5 22,690
Rule Davelopment §1327,624
Emission Inventory 5 118,806
Unallocated sdmbn 5 16,184
PERE - . B § 2493875, - 4 214,938 | 3 L& r10000 3 104838 ank[Total - e &L 0 v 104,938( 8- 07 Lo . [ §4L7sZ
" PERP 5 207,568 H 110,000 Other Revenues & 104,938 R B
$ 6970
: A5y § - 1za5s [ TowLAe bngine Regsuration <308 sas E 5 5-?4%.';11(5)’
Ag Engine Program s azses o ‘g Engirie: Registration Fea Clzesd| T i o
Unallocated Admin 5 429
TSP — R ESN s e e T e §42311(g),
£ o5 Program H 456,470 ] a3 456470 TolalAsbgstos.PragramFee . ...5 T 251,500 §.. 208970 ] 9; “Vagsiae
‘Ashestos Program T Nk Asbestos Fees ST s T 1sen| " |other Revenues & 204,870 ’ -
Unallocated Admin 14,047 Ashestos Plan Fees 250,000
Rz B Brogram 3 TELEDDFeBum o o TIAE7E] 5 66e24 82K [Tl L 0§ T E R
Ag B[Jr“n‘P‘r’n“g‘ra‘n;- N T .Ag Burn Permits 14,876 Other Revenues 5 66,924
Bacin Contral Colnell “Cost. . ™ |8 20250 787" e 8 VAL e T LT T ST ] 6 21,280, 1006 [Tetel S LT ST o 0%
Basin Control Counclf 5 21,250 Other Revenwes  '$ ~~ " 225g| 0 07 T
Total $ 7,471,306 Total B 5,630,162 $ 1,841,144 5% $ 1,149,821 | § 591,323 9%
Other Projected Revepues  Total Budgeted
Civll Penalties ] 375,000
State- ARB Subvention H 340,000
Fedleral -EPA 105 Grant 3 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Revehue Available  Remalning
Other Revenue (Total) H 1,262,852 & 113,031 s 1,149,821 § {0}

Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Burn, Ashestos, Az Engine, PERP, Unpermitted (other), Toxles, Title ¥, Perimities
Cost for Unpermitted pragram {Rule 421) s coverad first by other revenues, if avallable, and then by land use mitigation feas,
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Notes
1. Costs and revenues are based FY13/14 budgets.

2, Adminlstrative costs are spread to all District programs as indirect costs, No admin costs are directly allocated in Stationary Scurce Program.,

3. Pertien of the indirect admin costs spread to the admin program is cover by DMV funds, The remalning portlan, known as the unallocated admin costs, are spread to the other District
programs {Stationary Source, Mobile, Land Use, Program Coordination). Portion of the unallocated admin not related to the Statlonary Source Program is funded by other revenue streams .

4, BERC - 100% Permit Related from SSD. BERCis $116,498 In FY13/14. Assume no increase in future years.

5. Portions of ARB subvention maney are dedlcated to cover the cost of the fallowing:
1. 866,924 (equivalent to total program cost, $81,800, Jess the ag burn program revenues ,$14,876)for the Sacramento County Ag Commissioner's contract to operate the Ag Burn

Program. No FTE's Included,
2, 521,250 paid to the Basinwide Alr Pallutlen Control Councll, N FTE is included.

6. ERC- 100% in Permitted Program Cost
7. Rule 421/Wood Smoke (PCD)

Cost does hot include incentive monies in the wood stove change out program,

Total Cost In FY13/14 5 29,467 0.17 FTE
Rule 421 Portion $ 6,777 0.04 FTE in unpermitted program (Rule 421)
Woad Smoke Program Portion S 22,680 .13 FTE in unpermltted program

8, Emission Inventory, Time allocation.

a. 40% zllocated in permitted program cost
b. 44% alleeated in unpermitted program cost

¢. 16% allocated to other. This portion of emlssion inventory is work related to mobile sources which is funded by DMV funds.

9. Rule Development

a. 64% allocated In permitted program cost based on past rule development,
b. 36% allocated in unpermitted program cost based an past rule development.,

. federal EPA105 Grant dees not fnclude PAMS.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

Rule 421 related actlvities are temporary funded by LU mitigation.
NOA means naturally occurring ashestos.

BERC means Business Environmental Reseurce Center,

ERC means emlsslon reduction credit.

CO means Communicatlon Office.

PERP means Portable Equipment Registration Program.
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Staff Report

Rule 107 — Alternative Compliance

Rule 301 — Permit Fees — Stationary Source
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APPENDIX E
STATIONARY SOURCE PROGRAM

PROJECTED EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WITH PROPOSED FEE INCREASES
(FY13/14 TO FY17/18)
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OPTION 4B: FY2013-2014 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 92.95) and Immediately Restore Fund Balance

Cost Lass Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted aned]  H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY13/14 Projected Revenuas Revanues Other Revenues Other Revenues Section
Pregram SSD Cast PCD Cast Total Cast Revenue Amount Amount % short |Revanue Ampunt Amount S4short
Permitted Program Cost * 5 4,425,930 $ 925814 5 ;5,351,744 | Total Permitted Revenues S 5,351,743 | § 0 0% |Total B - S LU 3 §42311{a)
Enfarcament Parinit Related 5 2,284,327 Relnspection Fess 5 2,652
Permltting 3 1,541,731 Sourca Tast Faag 3 136,262
Application Intake s 179,507 Inltlal Fses S 355,728
BERC § 116,498 Renewal Feas $ 4,718,065
Floating Roof Tank Inspection | % 6,500 SEED-Renawal Fees (Rule 205) % 73,000
Rule Development $ 572,879 ERC -Transfer of cred/t H 5,036
Emlsslon Inventory $ 111,516 Varlance H 1,000
ERC $ 241,418
Unallocated Admin $155,202
Fund Balance 142,065
TR Y Pragran - RFTETIE <5 18623 | T Viaes 8T s [§T 35368 tew |FundBalnce 1 5 - 33,908 | 5 % L 0L, 0%
Title v 180,229 Tltle V fees s 152,865 Fund Balence-301 3 33,368
Unallocated Admin
ABZ588 Program’; . - % .. 168,290 [Taxic Emissions Fees . B0 147,494 (% 20,935 . 12% |Total i % 20996 ] 5 SO0 544380
ABZ588 ToxleFmisslons Faes 5 147,434 Existing Fund Balance % 20,986
Unallocated Admin
R . R v 7. -7 |Total Unpérmitted Revenuie (Rule - - LT T R R L DOEAIR k- FEVETEN
Unparinltted phogram Rule 43 ey et el g it Ll R LN W
Rute 421 Related Activities 176,192 § 6777 Land Use Mitigation $ Other Revenies § " 208494 :
Rule 42, Related Activitles- CO
istaff time} $ 1540
Rule 421 Related Actlvities- CO
[other prof services) $ 255051
permitted Program (Gther) BB S 469,195 - 556,000 [ Tore Ungamittter Reveriugs - § 533,307 Ge% - {Othet Revenues . 883331618 o 7 g one ?:ﬁig-‘g"
Efori e sl e B ., N S . : B ERE i : RS i 1
Related $ 10656 Land Use Mitigation s 22,690 Othar Revenues $ 533,310
Wood Smeka 5 226%0
Rule Development 5 327624
Emission Inventory 3 118,808
Unallocated Admin $ 16,184
Fomp T T 8 g & e e 2l gan| ARp L3 e [ §7I00 938 sk ot Revemugs < - 5. 104 3R | § 1 0o | §AL752
PERP H 207,968 PERP H 10,000 Other Revenues  § 104,938 T
Unallocated Admin 3 6,970
Ag Enginé Régiti B E::L‘::“f"‘-” L 5585775, |Ofher Reiénues e §:i§i§l§:
Ag Engine Program 12,‘506 Ag Eng]riekeg[strfi 5 o T |Giber Reveru EREC T
Unallocated Admin 425
ee AT & Y fuc el . R L e g . - [ea23111g);
" : .. 45647075 56,470 50 251,500 | § 208,870, /| Other Hevshugs magro| s i o R TR
'A'sbes'turs'Program» "'hd-i,dié " 'NDA Ashestos Fags S 1,§Dﬁ " |Gther RevenLes '2'0;1',97'6' : )
Unallocated Admin 14,047 Ashestos Plan Fees 5 250,000
Ag Bum Brogrtm 61800 5 S ELEG| A .. . THEE[3. oo 624 |Ofer Bevenues T o
Ag Burn Program 81,800 Ag Burn Permits 5 14,876 Other Revenuas
Bpsin Contral Counell Cost” . " 51, 21250 §° "ii. . ;21,250 Ag Bumn ) S8 24259, - 1005 |Other Revenes 7 $o Ll
Basln Control Council 21,250 Othear Revahues o
Total $ 7,613,271 Total 5 6,409,185 S 1,204,186  16% 1,208,186 | & 0 0%
Adtltlonz| Other Projected Revenues  Total Budgetad
cPl Increase Total Increase
FY13/14 Tltle ¥ Mcrease Mew fee structure Clvil Penalties 4 375,000
Fr13/14 Non-Title V Increase 1.70% 13.30% 15,008 State- ARB Subvention 3 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant B 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Available Remaining
Total Needed Starting Ending Other Revenue (Total) 3 1,262,852 § 112,031 $ 1,149,821 § ()]
Fund Balance - 301 5 1,544,946 % § 108696
Fund Balancs - 306 ) 42,123 % - 5 - Revenue Allocation; BCC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Englne, PERP, Unpermitted [other), Unpermitted {Rule 421), Texics, Title V, Permlited
Existing Fund Balance $ 478967 S 457,974 Cast for Unpermitted program (Rule 421} Is coverad flrst by other revenues, if avallable, and then by fand use mitigation.
$5 Fund Balance s 1867827 5§ 478967 % 566,667
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OPTION 4B: FY2014-2015 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 92.95) and Immediately Restore Fund Balance

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and| HE&SC
Budgeted Cast FY14/15 Budgeted Revenues Revahues Gther Revenues Other Revenuss section
Program 88D Cost PCD Cost Total Cost Revanue Amount Amount % sheort |Revenue Amount Amaunt Seshort
Permlttad Pragram Qost $ - 4645258 $ 952,088 § - 5.596,321 | Totel Permitied Revenues .8 5598322 § - o). 0% IR |- 0) . 0% [542311(a)
Enfarcemnent Permit Related H 2,348,148 Relnspactlon Feas H 2,945 )
Permitting H 1,630,860 Source Test Faps H 212,199
Application {ntake H 184,765 Inftlal Feas H 374,736
BERC k] 116,498 Rehewal Fees E 4,930,378
Floating Roof Tank [nspection § 5,500 SEED-Renewsl Pees {Rule 208) 3 74,460
Rule Devetaprmant ¢ 586,803 ERC -Transfer of credit $ 5,500
Emissian Inventory $ 117,071 Varfanca 3 1,000
ERC 5 248,190
Unalloeated Admin H 164,333
Fund Balancs -301 5 194,153
Tltle VProgram HE 191,978 5. 2.8 191,978 | Tifa ¥ fees R 175,795{4 - 16184 .B% . [Fund Balance-361 . § .- 16,184 ] % i I
Title ¥ F3 185,678 Tltle  faes 3 175,795 Fund Palanca-30r  § 16,184
Unallocated Admin 46,300
AB2588 Pragram,’ 5o 1438657 178 145,863 |ToMc Etisslons Fees T L8 1458631 5. -7 (0), O |Total EA EE o Tem L gadaR0
AB25SR $ 128,007 Texle Emlsslons Fees s 145,863
Unallocated Admin § 4,275
Fund Balance - 306 N 13,430
: Lo o o G e “* |Total Unpermitted Raveriua (Rula. . R i S Tsa2311ig),
Uinpermilited program (Rule 421} |3 - T 1BL259 4 UEYLLA6§0 | Tssgad lay oL T T ( ol $ _1,-5.'4‘0.0? _,?§?6'-T?-“1~ VT 4 41_51’215]
Rule 421 Related Activities $ 181,258 & 675 Land Use Mltigatlon Other Revenues 5 154,005
Ruls 421 Related Actlvities- CO 5 129,120
(Staff tme) '
Rulz 421 Related Acthvities - O
{ather prof services) $ 21,051
Unpermitted Program (Othér). 8 ee,00 % 573,804 | Teps| Unipermitted Revenues | 5 & a0 4 ‘sapisa Capn fata T T sgase e o 'S:ﬁﬁfgh
$ 72,924 .
Enforeement Not Permilt Relatad| Land Use Mitigatlon 3 23,350 Gther Revenuas % 550,154
Wood Smake {CEOQA Mitigation) 3 23,350
Rule Davelopment 335,528
Emisslon Inventory 124,322
Unallacated Admin H
R TS, 271 | PERE 10288 SO [Tl T ri o8 o 11,289 |
PERP § PERP 'Cther Revenues 5 lii283
Unallocated Admin ]
BEne deguirtonrogn |5 B oy : 1% e 1 10078 P
Ag Engine Program K3 Ag Engine Initfal Permits Other Revenues 10,317
U, Admin 3 Ag Engina Renewals
iheitos Pragrain - ¢ e el e eyt e e BRSO R Fe p i | 542311[g),
Ashestos Pragram : 3 i AB9SE5 - § +7 469,565 | Total Asbestos Program Fee - F 2 |5 A6k [Totsl -, 2 ‘ - B oy
Ashestos Program [ 454,827 NOA Ashestos Fees H 1,500 Other Revenues $ 218065
Unallocatad Admin $ 14,738 Asbestes Plan Fees s 250,000
A Erogran 7 o TR § 7 BNED [AgBu. i LA TTRER|§ eepne T ek [Tl T S eegmal s O
Ag Burn Program 4 $1,800 Ag Burn Permlits 5 14,876 Other Revenues 66,924 i
Basin Control.Covineil -Cost - BN 21,250 .5 - § 21,250 [ AgBurn o ED 3 e o E #1250 1008 [Total® - L v o 8 - 21,750 St 0%
Basin Control Counell 5 21,250 Other Revenues § 21,350
Total 5 7875286 | Total 3 6,727,104 § 1,148,182 15% § 1148182 5 [ 03|
cPl 'I\::::I:STI Total Increase Other Budgated Reveniues Totsl Budgeted
FY13/14 Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 13.00% 15.00% Civit Penaltles s 375,000
F¥12/14 Mon-Title V [ncrease 200% 2.50% 4.50% State- ARB Subvention & 340,000
. Federal-EPA 105 Grant $ 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Avallable Remaining
Tolal Needed Starting Ending Other Revenue (Total) $ 1,262,852 5 130,854 4 1,131,998 -
Fund Balanee - 301 4 1,601,063 5 108536 § 286,665
Fund Balapee - 306 5 86466 3 - $ 13,490  Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Buin, Ashestos, Ag Englne, PERP, Unpermitted (ather), Unpermitted {Rule 421}, Toxlcs, Title v, Permitte
Exlsting Fund Ralance 5 457971 & 457,971 Cost for Unpermitted program {Rule 421) Is covered first by other revenues, If avallable, and then by land use mitigation.
55 Fund Balance ) 1,516,913 § 566867 § 758126
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OPTION 4B: FY2015-2016 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 {FTE = 92.95) and !mmedlately Restore Fund Balance

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&S¢
Budgeted Cost FY15/16 Budgeted Revenues Revenues Other Revenuss Qther Revenues Section
Program 55D Cost PCD Cost  Total Cost Revenue Amount Amount % short [Revenpue Amount, Amount %short
Permitted Program Cost - - 3 4,B7si_ﬁnll$ 872,244 § - 5,848,845 | Tetal Permitiad Revenues . § 5,848,845 0" o% $ =] 0} 0% | 5423140m)
Enforcement Permit Related § 2,402,166 Relnspection Fees g 3,004 o T
Parmitting 3 1,666,785 Source Test Feas H 222,219
Application Intake $ 189,168 Inftial Fees H 388,464
BERC $ 116,458 Renewal Fees $ 5,152,245
Floating Roof Tank Inspectian $ 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees {Rule 205} H 75,845
Rule Development 5 598,883 ERC -Transfer of credit 3 5,874
Emlssion Inventory & 119,528 Varlance $ 1,000
ERC § 253,833
Unallocated Admin $ 163,180
Fund Balance -301 5 332,304
Titfe'V Program §7. 196,187 §° = . 196,187 [Title v fees - 3 196,187 | § - O 0% |FundBalnce301. §.. -] & 0%
TV $7 ise@e7 Title ¥ fees 5 196,187 | Fund Baknee-301 7T T '
Unallocated Admin 5 6,256
Fund Balance 5 34
RB548 Program § . isaes T 145,853 [ TR Episglons Fogs § . daaet] g oo [toml - R S
AB2583 H 131,035 Toxlc Emisslons Fees -3 145,863
Unallosated Admin 4 4,245
Fund balance - 306 S 10,583
: R - s s Total Unpermitted Revenue {Rule - SR I N N S B 5423110g),
Unpariltted program [Rule 4215 - | 6.~ 185346 5. 2a0201 ¢ sessrofaziy T ST asmeza | /134632 1 24% |otherRevenues . § 134632 )5 %% | hts1as.
Rule 421 Related Actlvities § 183348 5 7,136 Land Use Mitigation 5 430,938 Other Revanues 5 134,632
Rule 421 Related Actlvitias - CO
(Staff time) $ 132,058
|ather prof services) $ 241,051
Unpermitied Progrm (Other] - °[§ %8325 403,883 °¢ . |- 535235 | Tokal Unperiilfted Reventies . 78 2agef [ § 551344 o6% [Otht Revanuds 3 fel i % %ﬁii;’i’-
Enforcement Not Permilt Related | 5 74,391 Land Use Mitigatlon 5 23,891 Other Revenuss § 561,344
Waod Smoke § 23891
Rule Development § 342,344
Emisslon Inventory g 127,748
Unallocated Admin
PERF o J E RS RO T} RN T IDg0n [ E - 1mees | 51%. [OlherRevenyEs € IG5 (3 - o @)L D% | BT
PERP PERP § 110,000 Other Revenles  § 118,093 T
u d Admin
AgEngine Regisiration Progreri - $ - 1 fga | [ NEEIBIE RBIIRANT 7 T o0 [ '€ 0604 % 70 |other Revenvas-: |+ 10,608 SiLiel
T N RN N S o |Revenues T o e Tent CE L e ) Rt 41512,5-
Ag Englne Program 4 Ag Engine Inftial Permits $ 3,000 Cther Revenues & 10404
L Admin 5 Ag Engine Renewals
Asbestos Program © 15 wmeam < "$7. . 479,471 | Total Asbestos Program Fee L L4 UAE1500)| $7 227571 4B% - [Other Revenies. - § 324970
Ashestos Program 5 454,836 NOA Asbestos Fees. $ 1,500 Cther Revenues § 227971
Unallocated Admin & 14,635 Ashastos Plan Fees 5 250,000
Ag Burn Program’ § 0 UBLBOD.S U . 8 B1,800 | Ag Burn | SUEE ) 14876 |5 66,924 . . 82%: [Other Revaimues’ -~ . § 66,924 |5 . -
Ag Burn Frograim 5 81,800 Ag Burn Permlts 4 14,876 Other Revenues S 66924
Basln Cantral,Councll-Cost . & 21,250 (4 -8 .. 21,250 | AgBumn s gL CeTE|08 721,250 100% |Other Revenyes .5 21,250 & T0%
Basln Control Council 5 21,250 Other Reventtes § 21,250
Total S 8,161,919 | Total 3 7025100 | § 1,135,812 14% $1,138,818 | & 0%|
Additional Other Budgeted Revenues  Total Budgated
Pl Inerease  Total Increase
FY13/14 Title V¥ Increase 2.00% 4,604 11.60% Civll Penalties 5 375,000
FY13/14 Nen-Title V Increase 2.00% 2.50% 4.50% State- ARD Subvantlon 5 340,000
Faderal -EPA 105 Grant K 547,852 Qther Unallocated Admin Avallable Remalning
Tata| Needed Starting Ending Other Revenue {Total) $ 1,262,852 § 124,034 51,138,518 & -
Fund Balance - 301 $ 1,639,507 5 236665 4 613,003
Fund Ralance - 306 § 36,466 § 13490 3 24,073 Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted (other), Unperimitted (Ruls 421), Toxles, Title V, Permitted
Exlsting Fund Balante $ 457,971 3 457,971 Cost for Unpermitted program (Rule 421} is covered first by other revenues, f available, and then by land use mitlgation.
55 Fund Balance § 1955258 § 758,126 § 1,101,047 000143
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CPTION 4B: FY2016-2017 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 92,85) and Immediately Restore Fund Balance

Cost Less Budgated Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&SC
Budgated Cost FY15/16 Budgetad Revenues Revenvas Qther Revenues Other Revanuss Sactlon
Program 550 Cost PCD Cost Total Cost Reyane Amount Amount % short [Revenue Amount Armgunt stshort
Permitted Program Cost - S 5119761 § 990972 3 6,110,233 | Total Permitied Revenues S 5110232] 5 0 o%-| . - - § .. -|§ . 0 -o0% |&4zua
Enfercement Permit Related & 2,251,295 Relnspection Fees H 3,236
Permitting s 1,700,218 Saurce Test Faas 5 232,343
Appllcation Intake 8 183,160 Inltlal Fees E 405,945
BERC ] 115,498 Renewal Fess H 5,384,096
Floating Roof Tank Inspection 3 6,500 SEED-Renswal Fees (Rule 205) 5 77468
Rula Development $ 610,017 FRC -Transfer of credit H 6,145
Emlssion Inventary $ 121,83 Vatlance $ 1,000
ERC § 255,119
Unallocated Admin 8 168,370
Fund Balance -301 $ 483,219
Title ¥ Program * 200307 % -4 200,307 | Title V fees K38 200,307 [% -0 Q% |Fund Balanee-301:"§ . L[5 a 0%
Title V 5 153333 Title ¥/ fees S 200,307 Fund Balance-301
Unallocated Adimin ) 6455
Fund Balance-301 219
AB2538 Program _ = of§ . cds8e3c o T 8 0 145863 [Touic EmlsslonsFees | o0 U600 14g8ss] g o (SRR R B SR TN T
AB2588 H 133,765 Toxic Emissions Fees § 145,863 Fund Balance-306
Unallocated Admin H 4,380
Fund Balance - 306 5 7,717
L [ e L W0 o | Tota) Unpermitted Revenue (Rule - o . - v ; : L ;.| §423114g),
‘Unpermitted program (Rule 221) [ § . 185169 % ‘383,088 "¢ - 572,267 421} N R $ 7 102217, 86 [Other Revenues =< 5. 102,247 __5 O s
Rule 421 Related Activitles 5 see § 0 7S Land Use Mitigation s 470,050 Other Revenues  § 102,217
Rule 421 Related Actlvitles- CO
(Staff time) 3 7R
{other prof services) $ 241,051
Unperinitted Program (Gther) A TTERE B | Tatal Unpermitted Revériies © _ 0 -§ . 524,389 §:0 572,349 96% [Other Revenusx | § 7 B72.3a8 | 4, o 5:?51;(!;!.‘
Enfortement ot Permit Related | $ 75,927 Land Use Mitigation 24389) Other Revenues $ 572,349
Wood Smoke $ 24,388
Aule Devslopment $ 343,626
Ermilsslon Inventory $ 130,388
Unallocated Admin 4 17,398
PERP .. ) 5 0888 €. T REOEES | PERP 1 oo v o o8 1100003, 130,868 -52%. |OterRevente 120,869 |57 W §HTS2
PERP s EaETy PERP 3 110,000 ’ Gthar Reventes j20880 |
Unallocated Admin 3 7,492
A Enging Registration Program .- $ o Tiamel gl 13,801 Tc.lalAg E”.g!“.e-.ﬁ?g . - e . ,"3,000' . 10,891 78% Othei Reveriu : '16,_Bi 3 . ?:i:ll;:?‘
‘Az Englne Program S 13,430 A Enging Inittal Permmits g 000 Other Revenaes 8 10,851
Unallocated Admin 5 461 As Englng Renewals
#Ashestas Program 16 dmamas” <.8% - £ 489,290:) Tatal Asbestos Program Fée: S - e2s1500 (% Other Réveniies 33,740 PR 5:1%511;!?.
Ashestos Program $ 474,143 NOA Asbestes Fees s 1,500 Oiher Revenues 237,744
Unalt | Admin $ 15,190 Asbastos Plan Fees $ 250,000
Ag Burn Program § BLEOD. '§7 = < $, | cBLE00 [ AgBurp i 8 C14876] & - 66,924 . '82% [OtherRevenues - §- 66,924 -
Ag Burn Program s 'm0 Ag Bura Parmlts 3 14,876 Cther Revenues & 56,524
BaflnCéntrgl Couecll-Cost " 8 T 2EZ0 TS | L 3 5.7 21280| AGRMGN o 0. L §.. . o 5| 702035 1% [otherRerenusd | 8 31260 | 3 oK
Basln Control Council 5 21,250 Qther Revetites 8 21250
Total 5 8,462,461 | Total $ 7330217 [§ 1,132,244 13% 113220 |8 ) 0%|
ol ﬁ:grl::::l Total Increase Other Budgeted Revenues Total Budgeted
FY13/14 Title V Increase 2.00% 0.10% 2.10% Chil Penalties H 375,000
FY13/14 Non-Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 2.50% 4.50% State- ARB Subventlon 5 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant B 547,852_Other Unallocated Admin Avallablz Remalning
Total Needed Starting Ending Other Revenue {Total} 5 1,262,852 § 130,608 51,132,244 5
Fund Balance - 301 § 1,667,200 $ 15,003 § 1,102,241
Fund Balance - 306 5 36,466 5 24,073 31,790 Revenue Allacation: BCC, Ag Burn, Ashestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted {other), Unpermitted {Rule 421), Toxics, Title V, Permitted

5
Exlsting Fund Balance 4 asrgri 3 457,971 Costfor| program (Rule 421) 1s covered first by other revanues, If avallahle, and then by land Use mitigation.
55 Fund Balance $ 1,992,881 § 1,101,047 ¢ 1,502,002 0 0 0 1 4 4 s/25/2013



OPTION 4B: FY2017-2018 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 92.95) and Immediately Restore Fund Balance

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgetedand| H&sSC
Budgated Cost FY17/18 Budgeted Revenues Revenuas Other Revenues Other Revenues Section
Program S50 Cast PCD Cost Tetal Cost Revenue Amount Amount % shert |Revenue Amount Amount Sishort
Permtad Program Cost - $ 5246232 § 1,006894 § 5263131 [ Total Permltted Revenues ] 6,263,131 | § TLo0 0% e S E 00w | ga23115a)
Enforcement Permlt Related 2,518,954 Reinspaction Fees 5 3,330
Permitting $ 1,705,656 Source Test Fees H 238,669
Application Inteke S 188,553 Initial Faes § 416,008
BERC 5 116,498 Renewal Feas H 5,518,698
Flaating Roof Tank [nspectioh 5 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees {Ruje 205}  § 79,018
Rule Development 5 625280 ERC -Transfer of credit $ 6,323
Emission Inventory $ 125074 Vatance $ 1,000
ERC 266,538
Unallocated Admin 5 173,368
Fund Bafance-301 5 485,708
Thle V Program. - $.. 7 206,116 § s § 206,116 | Title V fess: $. - aosus|E 0 0% - [Fund Balanca-501 . = o 0% -
Title v H 199,304 Title ¥ fees 1 206,116 Furd Balance-301
Unallocated Admin $ 5,547
Fund Balance-30% 5 165
AB2589 Program . . § - 145863 70§ 145,863 [Touic Emisslons Fees. § ooi1es,863 4 AT $ o C 0% | $44380
Tamasgs” 7 5 1arss B Towic Emisstons Fass § 145,863 Fund Balance-306 "
Unatlocated Admin 5 4,510
Fund Balance-306 5 3,814 R
e R R o iR ot Motal Unpermitted Reverile (Rule ¢ PR T L : ; 1842311(g),
Uripgrmitted program (ule 4215 [ $ 0 gadader ¢ aeraze g seusiaamy o T T sio7ya [ ¥ 0900 0% {Other Revenues | S 0L ey
Rule 421 Related Activitlas $ io4,488 § 7491 Land Use Mitlgatlon H 520,714 Other Revenues g 60,800
Rule 421 Related Activitles- CO
(Stalf time} ¥ dsmsee
{other prof services) 3 241,051
e RN R RS T e [ e §42311();
| Unpers ed Prograin (Other} -, 5 57::1.5,42;. 5_ : 6_;2_,369 Total Unpermitted Revenues - . __.557,251._ .95/;_ -Dthe'_’RE_\(El’luEl 5 587,281 s 415125
Enforcament Not Permit Related | $ Land Usa Mitigation Gther Ravenues % 587,291
Wood Smoke 25,078
Rule Development 357,239
Eimisslion Inventery 134,105
Unallecated Adimin $
PERP. oo LT e TR 2, 3 L0000 | 5 /127,418 1 543  |Other Reyanues: - 8" S1274g [ 5 LS e e
PERP 5 H 110,000 Other Revenues § 127,418
Unallocated Admin 5
A:g.'Eng]m? R:ég!sua!fen ,Prog’r?m ) 5 . -'1?'15_7 ,:;:;:;ﬁj"g.m? Re_gls;(atlo.n_ 5000 [ 8% 1i;_23'7_ g Rl . . ° 0% - 52135:.;(?.
AgEngine Progra TlETT T ‘Ag Engine Initial Permits 3,000 e ibier Revenuies 1,287 h .
Unallocated Admin 5 Ag Enalna Renewals
Asbestos Prograr " & *+ 302,595 | Total Ashestos Program Fee 3 251095 “50%. [other Reverues S ¢ 251,085 | v §ﬁ:g(§!’
Asbestos Program N o MOA Asbestos Fees 5 o T [GtherRevenues ' § 251,005 | I
Unallocated Admin $ Asbestos Plan Fees 3
Ad Burn Pcoaram B S T DS BB LAgRurh o T E 8T AARTe 87 6692h T 80 [Other Revenes . 5 Ga9% | § o - 0K
Ag Burn Program $ 81,800 Ag Burn Parmits 5 14,876 Other Revanues 5 66,924
Besln Contrl Courdil-Codt - [ £ 2, ag0 8 - 5. nemamal - o g [ A 100 |G Revares 5 21,250 § e 0B
Basin Control Councll H 21,350 OtherRevenues  § 71,250
Total S 5,666,444 Total 5 7540278 | 5 L126,67  13% § 1,136,165 | § 2 0%
ent '?:Sl::::‘ Tutal Incraase Other Budgeted Revenues Total Budgeted
FY13/14 Title V Increasa 2.00% 0.90% 2.90% Clvl Penaktles [ 375,000
FY13/14 Nen-Title ¥ Increase 2,00% 0.50% 2.50% State- ARB Subventlon $ 340,000
Federal-EPA 105 Grant $ 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Avallable Remaining
Total Needed Starting Ending Other Revenue {Tota!) 3 1,262,852 § 196,887 $ 1,126,185 % -
Fund Balance - 301 $ 1,711,862 $1,102241 51,588,114
Fund Balance - 306 § 36,466 5 aL7e0 35604 Revenue Allacation: BCC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unparmitted (sthec), Unpermitted (Rule 421}, Toxics, Title V, Permitted
Existing Fund Balance 4 457,971 3 457,971 Cast for Unpermitted program {Rule 421) Is covered first by other revenues, if available, and then by land use mitigation,
35 Fund Balance § TT2,044231 § 1,592,002 § 2,081,688
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Notes
1. Costs and revenues are based FY13/14 budgets,

2. Costs are projected to increase by 2% each year [cost of living adjustments) until FY17/18.

3. Adminlstrative costs are spread to all District programs as Indirect costs, No admin costs are directly allocated In Stationary Source Program,

4. Portion of the Indirect admin costs spread to the admin program |5 cover by DMV funds, The remaining portion, known as the unallocated admin costs, are spread to the other District

. Allocated 30% of Distrlct ERC Bank cost to all permit helders.

5
6. BERC - 100% Permit Related from 550. BERC is $116,498 in FY13/14. Assume no increase In future years,
7

. Portions of ARB subvention money are dedlcated to cover the cost of the following:

1. 566,924 {squivalent to total program cost, 581,800, less the ag burn program revenues ,$14,876]or the Sacramento County Ag Commissioner's contract to operate tha Ag Burn

Program. No FTE Is included.

2. $21,250 paid to the Basinwide Alr Pollutlen Contral Councll, No FTE Is included.

8. ERC- 100% in Permitted Program Cost
9. Rule 421/Wood Smoke (PCD}
Cost does not include incentive monies in the wood stove change out program,

Total Cost in FY13/14 5 29,467 0.17 FTE
Rule 421 Portion 8 5,777 0.04 FTE in unpermitted program {Rule 421)
Wood Smoke Program Portlon H 22,690 0.13 FTE in unpermitted program
10, Emissicn Inventory, Time allocation,
a. 40% alfocated In permitted program cost
b. 44% allocated in unpermitted program cost
¢, 16% allocated to other, This partion of emission inventory is work related to mobile sources which 1s funded by DMV funds.
11. Rule Davelopment
a, 64% allocated in permitted program cost based on past rule development.
h. 36% allocated in unpermitted program cost based on past rule development.
12, Federal EPA105 Grant does not include PAMSs.
13, Rule 421 related actlvities are temporary fundad by LU mitigation.

14, NOA means naturally oceurring asbhestos.

15. BERC means Buslness Environmental Resource Center.
16. ERC means emission reductlon credit,

17. CO means Communication Office.

18, PERP means Portable Equipment Registration Program,

Option 48 For July 2013.xlsx
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OPTION 5B; FY2013-2014 Add Admin Mar in FY14/15 (FTE = 92.95) and Dela

Restoring Fund Balance

Cost Less Butlgated Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY13/14 Projected Revenues Ravenuas Other Revenues Other Revenues Section
Program 55D Cost PED Cast Total Cost Revenue Amount Amount % short [Revenue Ameunt Amount Yshart
Parmitted Program Cost |5 .4,3283,38% § 025814 5 5,203,670 | Total Fermitted Revenues  § - 5016,431| 3 193,247 A% [totsh - - 5 193,247 [ § o s .| §425iife)
Enfarcement Permit Related 5 z284,327 Reinspection Fees § 2,652 Existing Fund Balance  § 193,247 o o
Permitting $ 1,541,731 Sourcs Tast Faes H 196,262,
Application Intake 5 179,507 Initial Fees § 332,219
BERC 3 116,498 Renewal Feas 3 4,408,262
Floating RocFTank Inspection 3 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees § 73,400
Rula Davalopment & 572,879 ERC -Transfar of cradit & 5,036
Emission Inventory 5 111,516 Varlance § 1,000
ERC 241,419
Unzllocatad Admin $155,302
Fund Balance
Title'V Program - #. 0 dBEZAE T 0T S S  186, 23 [ Thle W fes, $ 0 1sa865(5 3m36s 18w [Total x0T 8 el L o). 0%
Title ¥V 1 180,223 Tltle ¥ fees 3 152,865 Existing Fund Balance & 33,369
Unallocatad Admin $ 5,005
[RB2588 ppogram, TS LRAN T S 168AS0 [TeMsEmisnorefens & 10749 | 5. 70 el o 3 L 2089| 8. o Gh OR | 8@ ]
ABZ588 H 183,093 Toxic Emisslons Fees s 147,494 Existing Fund Balance % 20,996
Unallocated Admin § 5,397
— — * - - = : o e K 1 - o FPTETTEN
67 el § - lsne § o seaan TR o il o A S o S
H 176,192 $ 6,777 | 355,017 Other Revenues H o R
Rule 421 Related Actlvitles - CO
{Staft thne) § 1480
Rule 421 Related Activities - CO
) § 255051
{ather prof services}
Unperiiitted Program {Other) . $ . 26,880 - 3. 469,158 . 556,000 Ti_)‘t_al Unperr_ﬁ: ed Revenues ) '533,§i0 . 96% " [Total | . .'533,_310_ Lt §:i:i;§]'
g § 70,696 A
nforcemant Mat Permit Related Land Use Mitigation $ 22,680 Other Revenues 5 533,310
Wood Smoke $ 22,690
Rule Development $ 327624
Emisslon Inventory $ 118,306
Unallocated Admin 5
e SAEX | pERR. 110,000 & 104,935 - A9% [Total - T 0o garse;
N PERP 110,000 Other Reventies H 104,938 "
L Admin 3
SIS R Total Ag Engine Reglstration =0~ ™ o RN o §42311(g),
Jafrene prratnrrognn |4, o R S o [
Ag Engine Pragram 3 Ag Engine Registratfon Fee $ T 000 " |Other Revenues H I
Unallocated Admin 3
= :, - - T N I g YRR
N R DI | I B LA s B NS S iy M sy |
Ashastos Program 13 NOA Asbestos Fees § 1,500 Other Revennes 3 204,970
Admin 4 Asbestos Plan Fess 3 250,000
A R Prograr . - BN 0 o b TS AR AR B S Mm% o9 e |tell, v 8 TR ¥ s %
Ag Burn Program B Ag Burn Permits 4§ 14,876 Other Revenves H 66,924
| Basia Control Caunail -Cost . . 2] 870 20,280 5 | 75 508 TS BL2R0 [ Ap B ST 80 T e 2nzs0 0o [Tetal T s o 2150 4%
Basln Contrel Coundil H 21,250 Other Revanies 5 21,250 C
Total $ 7,471,305 | Total E 6,073,873 5 1397433 19% $ 1,397433 [ $ 0 0%
Additisnal
I Inerease Total Increase Other Projected Revenues Total Budgetad
FY13/14 Title V Increase Mew fee structura Civll Penalties 5 375,000
FY13/14 Non-Title ¥ Increase 2,008 5.A0% 7.40% State- ARB Subventicn 5 340,000
Federal-EPA 105 Grant 3 547,852 Qther Unallocated Admin Available Remalning
Toral Needed Starting Endlng Other Revenue {Total) % 1,262,852 & 113,031 3 1,149,821 % 0]
Fund Balance - 301 $ 1544048 § - $ -
Fund Balance - 306 5 42,123 § -5 - Revenue Allacation: BCC, Ag Burn, Ashestos, Ag Englne, PERP, Unpermiited {other}, Unpermltted {Rule 421}, Toxlcs, Titla V, Permitted
Existing Fund Batance S 478967 § 231,355 Cost far Unpermitted program (Rule 521} is covered first by other revenues, if avallable, and ther by land use nitigatlan.
S5 Fund Balance B 1,867,827 & A73,957 S5 231,355
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OPTION 5B: FY2014-2015 Add Admin Mgr In FY14/15 (FTE = 93.95) and Delay Restoring Fund Balance

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and | H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY14/15 Budgsted Revenues Revenues Other Revenuss Other Revenuss Sectlon
Program $50 Cost PCD Cost  Total Cost Revanua Amount Amount % short |Revenue Amount Amount shart
Perraifted Program Cost $ 4452105 5 952,063 $ 5,404,168 | Total Permitted Revenuss.- % 537741414 - 27034 1% [Tetel i -8 270848 T 0 0% | §4231dfs)
Enforcement Permit Related ] 2,349,148 Relnspection Fees 5 2,846 Existing Fund Balance $ 27,054
Permitting 3 1,630,860 Source Test Fees $ 204,276
Applicatlon Intake $ 184,765 Initlal Fees H 356,803
BERG $ 116,498 Renews Fess 5 4,732,826
Floating Reof Tank Inspection ] 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees 5 74,469
Rule Devalopment § 586,803 ERC-Transfer of cradit g 5,404
Emlsslon Inventory s 11701 Varlance $ 1,000
ERC $ 248,190
Unalfecated Admin 5 164,333
Fund Balance -201
TRy Prograri ¢ < ]§ .. AGI878 §. -5 I5L978 | Thevha S WEEs | AR g el o ERREEETTY o o
Title ¥ ] 185,678 Title V fees H 175,785 ExIsting Fund Ralance § 16184
Unallocated Admin 46,360
AB2! v : e S T 145,863 [ Toxic Emissions Fees - R da5863 |8 7o oy o% JTotal o -sv DL g e R (0] 0% 544380
A 037 Toxlc Emlsslons Fees K “145,863 | : I
Unzllocated Admin 4275
Fund Balance - 306 13,490
R p R R Lot Lo |Total Unpermitied Reveiue ™ R P L St e §42311(g},
npefiniced prograit @ 428y | 4., - dsagdss - wrrddy 8 osann Jiedan) 2L g Y Vioadey) B OISMOGE 2Tl . “azsis
Rule 421 Related Activities # 11289 § 6875 Land Use Mitigation 5 404,399 Other Revenues 4 154,005
Ruls 421 Related Actlvitles- CO
(Steff time} $ 20
Rule 421 Related Activitles - CO
{other prof services) § 241,051
ittt ProgramitOthen. o 47 ne ran & and gne: b er3 k0| Total Unncrratibed Rivenies - & * 51t an ug | &7 §42311(g),
Ungermitted Program {Other). 777 3.7 - 89,704 -5 483,800 % 573, 504°| Tatal Unpermitted f{evgnu:s_ s ; K 23,%50. O R
$ 72,724 .
Enforcament Not Permit Related Land Use Mitigatlan s 23,350 Other Revenues § 550,254
Wood Smoke $& 23,350
Rule Development & 335,528
Ernlssion Inventory 4 124,522
Unallecated Admin H 16,880
PERR, [ix i . L CCZRIBRYPERE - i v 37 A110000 [0 111,083 50% - [Total o8, 11,283 0% | ERITSE ]
PR Tl 2addie i PERP H 110,600 L T G ther Revenuss $ 14,783 : o
Unalfocated Admin 5 7,313
i S L i i il 4oy | Total AE Engine Registratlon - ISR B ST N N i | Sa314g);
AE AgEnglne Inltlal Pertnlts & 3,600 Other Revenues
Unallocated Admin Ag Englne Renawals
Asbastos Pragram (469566 469,565 ¢ $ 51,500°( 4218085 o 0w §.ﬁ:ﬂ¢§l'
Ashestos Program 454‘;,‘&‘2“7 MOA Asbestos Fees $ 1,500 : AR
Unallocated Admin 14,738 Asbestos Plan Feas 250,000
Ag Burn Prograni 0. = 8L i IS IR T E RN T TR SR
Ag Burn Program 81,800 14,876 nues
Eashn Comtrol Counal-Cost T S TF ) R R a8 RaR0 100 fTew L T o
Basin Contral Coundl| 21,250 Other Revenuss
Total 37,681,133 | Total B 6,505,897 § 1,175,036  15% 1,175,236 | & ] [
Add tionel Total Other Budgeted Revenues Total Budgeted
[} Increase Increase
FY13/14 Tltle ¥ Increase 2,008 13.00% 15.00% Clvll Penaltles 3 375,000
FY13/14 Mon-Title ¥ Increase 2,00% 5.40% 7.40% State- ARB Subvention 5 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant $ 547,852 Cthet Unallocated Admin Avallable Remalning
Total Needed Starting Ending Qther Revenue {Total) 5 1,262,852 § 130854 51,131,998 5 -
Fund Balanee - 301 4 1,601,063 - -

praprs

E
Fund Balance - 308 5 36,466 $ 13450 Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Burh, Asbestes, Ag Englne, PERP, Unpermitted [other), Unpermitted (Rule 421), Toxics, Thtle V, Permitted
Exlsting Fund Balance 3 231,355 5 188,117 Cost for Unpermitted program (Rule 421} is covered first by other revenues, if avallable, and then by land use mitigation.
$

§5 Fund Balance % 1,918,911 § 231,355 201,607 0 0 01 4 8 o/25/2013




OPTION 5B: FY2015-2016 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 93.95) and Delay Restoring Fund Balance

Cast Less Budgeted Cost Lass Budgeted and | H&SC
Budgatad Cost FY15/16 Budgeted Revenues Revenues Other Revenuss Other Revenues saction
Program S50 Cost BCD Cast Totaf Cost Revenue Amount Amount % shont |Revenus Amount Amount shart
Permitted Program Cost - § 4798682 &7 972,244 § 5,770,926 | Total Permittad Revenues - 3 5770926 | § a - o% (Tetal- -~ -7 .o S T 6 % | §42311m)
Enforcement Permit Related & 2,402,166 Relnspection Fees 5 3,056
Permitting $ 1,666,785 Source Test Fees 5 219,392
Application |ntake H 189,168 Inltial Fees 5 383,207
BERC 5 116,488 Renewz| Fees 8 5,082,518
Floating Roof Tank Inspection 5 6,500 SEED-Renswal Fees 5 75,949
Rule Development % 598,883 ERC-Transfar of cradit 5 5,803
FErnission Inventary $ 19,528 Varlance 3 1,000
ERC § 253,833
Unallocated Admin $ 163,180
Fund Balance -301 H 254,385
Title ¥ Progran . 87 ies187. % - S 196,187 ThieV faes. - 3. - 190187 | 5 0 0% [Total. ] B E 0. 0% .-
Thiz ¥ § 189,807 Title V facs § 196187 Fund Balance 301 - -
Unallocated Adrmin s £,256
Fund Balanee -301 ) 34
AB2588 Frogram $.7. 145863 - . .$ 145,363 [Toxle Emisslons Fees - 5 145863 | 5. -0 00 0% |Total [ ] o5 | “544380
AB258E ¢ 131,035 Toxlc Emlssians Fees 5 145,863 ' : T I
Unallocated Adimin H 4,245
Furd balance - 306 & 10,583
e e IS 270 [rotal Unpermitted Revenue . SR IR e i T | §423120g),
Uinpermitted program (Rule 4203 | §. - 185,248 3 §ssgr0 e dsy o o o8 asogis| ¥, BAESLT @Rl o0 b AR -’11'_51;!?
Aule 421 Related Actlvities $ 1e5,349 § Land Usz Mitigation H 430,238 Other Revenues 3 134632
Rule 421 Related Activities - CO
(Stafftime) § 13208
{other prof services) S 241,051
Unpérmittéd Proarany C!thef)_ & e1m 492,983 . § - 585,235 | Total U_npé_imltted Revenuds § 5§ _Ssl,é-ild‘. |Total . ' LS UERL3MM L G 0 5'?231_1(:'1.
Enforcement Not Permit Related | § 74,331 Land Use Mitigation § 23,801 Other Revenues 5 561,344
Wood Smoke $ 23,831
Rule Development $ 342,344
Emlssion Inventory $ 127,748
Linallocated Admin 3 16,861
SRR o5 226083 5 PERET L ;1100001 5 116,003 75134 - [Total 772 77 7§ 7116,003 S0k
) 218,831 PERP 110,000 Other Revenues $ 115,003
Unalk | Admin 5 7,262
g Enginé Regltiétan Frogiam = | &1 13004, 5 ] ::‘::Liif"g'"ﬂf‘?g"f_m_ o8 30 |5 e’ e frotl § " wgon o o 5:3;(.:)
Ag Engine Program $ ia,is‘." T Ag’Engiﬂ!i | Permits - i 3,000 o Other Reve 3 16,604 B : e
| Admin 5 447 Ap Engine Renewals
Asbestod Brogrim L. ammant s S8 A47E | Total Ashestas Program Fée - & 1 as1S00 | &7 227,871 - am [Towl' L § Caarurr 511211!3:.'
Asbestos Program 14 aes,836 ’ . KO Ashestos Fees H ‘1500 i “|other Revenues  § 227,971 o
Uniall | Adrin $ 14,635 #Ashestos Plan Fees 4 250,000
AE B Progra - §T7ELBO0 S - § BLBOO|AEBum . . o ¢ § M5 GeAEE GEN el i € BeSM[§ - o AT
Ag Burn Program § 81,800 g Burn Permits H 14,876 Other Revenues § 66,929
Bagin Contral Councif-Cost. $.07.2L250 5 Lo § 02,280 | AgBum Tt $ - 21,250 . 100% " [Toral e Raesals sl o
" Basih Control Councll H 21,250” Other Revenues 31,250
Total 3 8,086,000 | Total 3 6,947,181 | § 1,138,819 14% $1,136,818 | § 1 o'
- 'T::r‘::::‘ IHI;]::E Other Budgeted Revenues Total Budgetad
FY13/14 Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 9.60% 1L.60% Clvil Penalties $ 375,000
F¥13/14 Non-Title V |nerease 2.00% 5,40% 7.40% State- ARB Subwventfon B 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant 5 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Avallable Remalning
Total Needed Startlng Ending Other Revetue [Total) 3 1,262,852 § 124,034 31,132,818 & -
Fund Balance - 301 5 LE3441S 30 5254,419
Fund Balanee - 306 5 36,466  $13,45C § 24073 Revanue Allocation: BCC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Englne, PERP, Unpermlited {other), Unpermitted {Rule 421), Toxlcs, Title V, Permitted
Exlsting Fund Balance 5185117 & 188117 Cost for Unpermitted prograim {Rule 421} is covered flvst by other revenues, If available, and then by land use mitigation,
55 Fund Balance 5 1055258 & 201,607 5 466,600 000149

5/25/2013



OPTION 5B: FY2016-2017 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 93.95) and Delay Restoring fund Balance

Cost Less Budgetad Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY15/16 Budgeted Revenues Revenues Other Revenues Cther Ravenhues Section
Program S50 Cost PCD Cost Total Cost Revenue Amaunt Amount % shert |Revenue Amount Amount Yshart
Permitted Program Cost . § - 5202950 '§ 920,972 §°6,193,931 | Total Permitted Revenues $. 5193930 (§ . 0 0% |[Total . -~ § -15 0. 0% | §42211f)
Enfarcement Permit Related & 2,451,295 Relnspection Feza H 3,285
Permitting 5 1700219 Souircs Test Faas B 235,750
Application Intake $ 193,160 Initial Fees $ 411,564
BERC 5 116,498 Renewal Feas 8 5,458,624
Flaating Roof Tank Inspection 5 B,500 SEED-Renewal Fees g 77,468
Rule Development 5 610,017 ERC -Transfer of credit % 6,239
Emisslon Inveitory $ 121,836 Varlance ] 1,000
ERC 5 259,119
Unallocated Admin K 163,370
Fund Balance -301 5 566,917
Title¥ Program . - F 2003075 o 0k h 200307 | Tide Viees (S 200307 80 0 0% (Teml L i BB 0 . 0%
Thle $ 193,833 Title Vfess $ 200,307 Fund Balance-301
Unallocated Admln § 6,455
Fund Balance-301 319
AB2588 Progn  © S MEEs - 5 MR [T Emmmiee . 6. 15883 O T ST JRNNTERY [T R BT
AB2588 5 133,765 Toxic Emissions Fees H 145,863 Fund Balance-306
Unallocated Admin H 4,380
Fund Balanze - 306 5 7,717
Wt Ee e T O ot * -|Tetal Unpermitted Reverive S W I ST . S 16423110),
Unpermitted program (Rule 421] | $ . 1189,4687°¢ - 3830gB § 572,267 [Rules2] . - B e e ol L RV B o IO UL S PPy
Rule 421 Related Activities $ 183,169 7285 Land Use Mitigatfon 5 470,050 Other Revenuss $ 102,217
Rule 421 Related Activities- CO s 1sa762
{Staff time} "
{other prof services) $ 241,051
Unpermitted program [Other] < [ . - <.93,325" 03,413 §.. 596,738 Revenues 4 . :243800¢ . swdizan 572,388 o, §:::1;‘:”.
Enforcement Mot Permit Related | & 75,927 Land Use Mitlgation 24389 Other Revenues $ 572,38
‘Waod Smoke § 24,389
Rule Development $ 348,626
Emisslon Inventory § 130,398
Unallocated Admin H
PP i in e § i cie. TSR | PRI T 8o dipeba s 130869 52K (Telal 3 s [T e
‘PERP H ] PERP H 110,000 Qther Revenues s iapgss|
Unallocated Admin $
el B s =L Total AgEnglne Registration -~ -, g o EE = | 542311,
g E"%FH.E l}e lstr.atls.r! Pfugrém\ L - g .5. : 3_.3,_“!9‘1 Revent R $ T 3‘0m 8%, DB_E\] . o} 0% o
" Ag Engine Program § Ag Englne Inltial Permlts & 3,000 o §" T10,891 o
Unallocated Admin $ Ag Engine Ranewals
= B RS = i L R BT NS i §62311{g),
AshestasProgram $ 489,204 " § 489,244 Tolalh_ibeslosl’rpg_rgrfn Fea.'§ o 2515004~ 237,744 40% |Tatal 237,744 ALS12E
Asbesios Program 15 e’ o NDA AsbestosFees & 1500 OtherRevenuss  § 237,743 T
Unallocated Admin § 15,100 Asbestos Plan Fees s 250,000
AgBurmProgram © L |8 BLI 8T .- 5. BLAR|ReBum - 0 S 1amie| 3, eema . SB[t T | § B & o W
A Burn Program § 81,800 g Burn Pernlts s 14,876 Other Revenues  § 86,924
Basin Coiitral, Countil -Cost A0 gm0 g T g o ge0] AgBurn sy T & T SbE ot a0 oos [Teral L g agase [ET T ow
" Basin Control Councll % 21,250 Other Revenues $ 21,250 i i
Total $ 8,546,153 Total 3 7,013,915 | § 1132244 13% 51,132,244 | [0} 0%
o AI::'[‘::::‘ Jn:::::e Qther Budgeted Revenues Total Budgetad
F¥13/14 Title V Increasa 2.005% 0.10% 2,10% Civll Penaltles H 375,000
F¥13/14 Non-Title V Increase 2.00% 5.40% 7.40% State- ARB Subvention 3 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant 8 547,852 Other Unallocated Adiniln Avallable Remalning
Total Nesded Starling Ending Other Revenuse (Total) 3 1,262,852 § 130,608 $ 1,132,044 3 -
Fund Ealance - 301 % 1,667,200 3254419 582.1,355
Fund Balance - 306 3 36,466  $24,073 § 31,790 Revenue Allocation: BEC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted (other}, Unpermitted (Rute 421}, Toxics, Title V, Parmitted
Exlsting Fund Balance $lsg 117§ 183,117 Cost for Unpermitied program (Rule 421} Is covered first by other revenues, If 2vallable, and then by land yse mitigation,

35 Fund Balance S 1992881 § 466,609 5 1,041,262 000150 6/25/2013



OPTION 5B: FY2017-2018 Add Admin Mgr in FYl4/15 {FTE = 93.95) and Delay Restoring Fund Balance

Cost Less Rudgeted Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&SC
Budpeted Cost FY17/18 Budgeted Ravenues Revenues Other Revanues Other Revenues Sectlon
Program 58D Cost PCD Cost Total Cost Revenue Ameunt Amount % short |Ravanua Amount Amount Yishort
Perilttad Program Cost. , $. . 5831271 § 1016894 . § 6,648,164 | Totsl Permltted Revenues ~ & .~ B,548,165(8 . (0] @ |Total B S8 e 0% [ 842311
Enforcement Parm[t Related é 2,518,354 Relnspection Feas s 3,532
Permitting § 1,746,656 Souree Test Fees H 253,327
Appilcation Intake H 198,553 Intial Fees § 442,020
BERC § 116,498 Renewal Fees H 5,082,563
Floeting Roof Tenk Inspectlan ] 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees 3 75,018
Rule Bevelopment $ 625280 ERC -Transfar of credit 8 6,707
Emlsslon Inventary $ 12501 Varlance 8 1,000
ERC § 266,539
Unallecated Admin H 173,368
Fund Balance-301 $ 870,741
Title ¥ Programy ., - § . 2068116. & - . -8 - 206,116 TitleV fess - L$ . 206116 |8 RN R SR 00
Titte v ’ 5 'fao,304 Title ¥ fees 5 206,116 FundBalance-301 T T '
Unallocated Admin 3 6,647
Fund Balance-301 5 165
ABZSAD Pragtar 5 e T E S [oRcE s ees L .. - 15863 R [ N S - S s T
AB2588 3 137,539 Toxle Emlssions Fees 4 145,863 Fund Balznes-306
Unallocated Adrmin 5 4,510
Fund Balance-306 5 3,814
e BN 2| [TatalUnpermittad Revenue o S BT | saes11g);
Unperitted program Rile321) 137 194,488 Se7,126 - § hELeaS [(Ruled2d] T50,714 g Total - $:. 60500 8 )1 0% ) asnag
Rule 421 Related Activies | ° o408 481 Land Use Mitization s swue Other Revenuss  § 60,900
Rule 421 Related Activities - CO
(staff time) ¥ L5
(other prof services} $ 243,051
qpar_mittqd_l’ro - 516,423._$.- 'I_'n_ral_pnpermltte_d_rR_evenues._5 o En078 $ 96’96‘_Tn!a! 415125
Enfarcement Mot Permit Related | $ Land Use Mitigatfon 25078 Other Revenues $ 587,291
Waod Smoke 25,078
Rule Developmant 357,239
Emisslon bnvantory 134,105
Unallocated Admin $
FERP T : NED R RMA| PR s A TI00R0 | 5. I8 5 [To T RIAE| S (3 T
PERP 4 PERP H 110,000 Other Reveniies. 127,418
Unallocated Admin g
Ag Englne Registration Program™ | 4. Total Ag Efglile Reglstraticih 1,287 ‘1187 §423114g),
R Ll s i’ fRevenues . AR B RN S P S ) 41512.5+
Ag Engine Program ] Ag Englne Initial Permits Other Revenues 11,287 | l
Unallocatad Admin $ Ag Engine Renawals
Asbestos Program lEi s 502,595 | Total Astestos ProgramFaa | & 251500 [ § sod g asigas [ 54z3titg)
stos Program H NOA Ashestos Fees B rsoo | o ’ ‘|other Revenues T 5 251095 |
Unallocated Admin 3§ Ashestos Plan Fees 3 250,000
AgBury Program -1 AR BLBOD | AgBurn . il ¥ 876§ 0 E680  AI [Total ¢ T TS S ee R 8 ] %
AgBurn Program 5 AZ Burn Permits 5 14,876 Other Revenues 5 66,924
Bacin Contraf Coungll Cost " © '8 21,350 8 SR T T T LR RS 50 A00% [Tetal” 0 e 5 A0S s b
Basin Control Councll § 21,250 Other Reverres  $ 21,250 . N
Total § 9,051,477 Total ] 7925311 | § 1,126,066  12% $ 1128165 | S 1 0%
Addltional Tofal Other Budgeted Revenues Total Budgeted
<Rl Increase Increase
FY13/14 Title V Increase 2.00% 0.90% 2.50% Clvll Penalties i 375,000
FY13/14 Hon-Title ¥V Increase 2.00% 5.40% 7.00% State- ARB Subvention $ 340,000
Federal-EPA 105 Grant 5 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Avallable Remalnlng
Total Needad Starting Ending Other Revenue {Total) 3 1,262,852 & 136,687 4 1,126,165 § .
Fund Balance - 301 $ L7ILBEL  $EzLA355  $1,692,096
Fund Balance - 306 $ 36466 $31,790 & 35604 Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Burn, Ashestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted (other], Unpermitied {Rule 421), Toxics, Title V, Permittzd
Exlsting Fund Balance S188,117 & 188,117 Cost far Unpermitted program (Rule 421} is covered first by other revenues, If avallable, and then by land use mitigatian.
$5 Fund Balance S 2,044,231 § 1,041,262 5 1,915,817 000151 I



OPTION 6B: FY2013-2014 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 92,95) Deferral Option

[Assummes 100% of permitted sources slact to defer a portlon of FY13/14 renewal feas)

000152

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and| H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY13/14 Prajected Revenues Revenues Other Ravenuss Other Revenues Sectlon
Program 55D Cost PCD Cost Total Cost Ravenue Amount Amount % short |Revenue Amount Amount Seshort
Permitted Program. Cost 5 ¢ 4283865 -3 915814 § . 5209672 | Total Farmitted Revenes .- 5,033,353 [ $176,326 - 3% -[|Total - o $ 178326( S S0 o%  [$54231l=)
Enforcement Permit Related s 2,284,327 Rainspection Fees $ 2,652 Existing Fund Balance $ 176,328
Parmltting S 1,541,731 Source Test Fees. 5 189,264
Application intake g 179,507 Initial Faes $ 855,728
BERC § 116,498 Renewal Feas 3 4,406,673
Flaating Roof Tank Inspection H 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees 4 73,000
Rule Development $ 572,879 ERC-Transfer of eredlt H 5,036
Emlsslon Inventary $ 111,516 Varlance H 1,000
ERC $ 241,413
Unallogated Admin $155,302
Fund Balance s -
Titla ¥ Frogram- NENEEE R - § 186,234 | Title Vfees™ " Cp AL 182,865 (04 83,369 18%:[Fund Balange-301- " 5 - 33368 [ o "o
Title v 3 180,229 Title V fees 5 152,865 Exlsting Fund Balance $ 33368 i
Unallocated Agmin $ 6,005
" AB2538 Propram ]S 1684900 - C- 8" 168,490 [Toxic Jons Feey 4 147,494 | & 7:20,996° - 12% " [Tatel "0 .5 § 20096 | 5 [1] % - | §44380
AB2533 5 163,093 Taxie Emlissions Fees S 147,499 Existing Fund Balance 5 2093
Unallocated Admin 5 5,397
DRI N G L .- i |Total Unpermitted Revenue =i @ i de o | 8423110g),
Unpsrmieted progrem (Rule 420) 'S, 17616208 BA30 1 | TBensit [maimanty s 35 LA (ofher Teyenies, . RS 20BESELY PR s
Rule 421 Related Activities H 176,182 & G777 Land Use Mitigation 355,017 Other Revenues $ 208494
Rule 421 Related Activitles - CO
{staff time] $ 125490
Rule 421 Related Activltles - CO
{nther prof services) $ 255,051
Unpéiraitied brograms [Other) - [ § " ném0 "8 4gg 118§ 556,000 | Total Unperimitied Reverdes 1§ © $ "533310 - 86 [otherRevenues | T8 sa3a10| 8 ey e 5’;122?'
Enf‘n}cemeﬁ?ﬁ.fut’l"erm’[lr ) N ) ' ’ o R C o i ) : - ) ’ e
Related % 0,696 Land Use Mitigation - 22,690 Other Revenues § 533310
Waood Smoke § 22,690
Rule Development § 327,624
Emission Inventory $ 118,806
Unallocated Admfn s
"PERP . T [ 5 214,938 [PERR: =" v 0 o 08T 0 1I0,000[ $+7108,938 493 [Other Réevenues... . . $7 104,938 [-§T 0 0w | §a1y52
PERP s PERP s 110,000 Gther Revenues 104,238
Unallocated Admin S
; : i ‘Pfugra_m 5 ; .;:ézg.::_:ngm R.e_g;st_ratnu.n . $ : i Cllhe Révei i/ §:§3§g(§)
&g Fngine Program [ " Ag Engine Registralion Fee  § Other Reventies T
Unallocated Admin 3
PN : S Ly TGN Cone | 54231248),
shestos Prln_gram g 456,470 5 s 3 H 456,470 { Total Ashestos r_:)grlam:_Fee : 5 1204970/ 5 70 0% risize
Ashestos Program $ 442,423 NOA Ashestos Fees % S 204,570
Unallocated Admin 14,047 Asbestos Plan Fees H
‘Ag BUIn Program - BLEOD” <5 81,00 | Ag Bum ot S DS IABTE]S Do 66824 18D 66,928 5. T
Ag Burn Program 81,800 Ag Burn Permits 5 14,876 66,324
Basig Control Council-Cast 21,250 % =8 - 21,250| Ag Burp ) 5 il =0 821,250 ¢ 100% | Other Revenies - 2125015 - 0% -
Basin Control Council 21,250 Other Revenues 21,250
Total 5 7,471,306 Tatal ] 5,080,795 § 1,380,512  18% 1,380,512 | & ) 0%
Additional B
ol \nerease Total Increase Gther Projected Revenues  Total Budgeted
Fr13/14Titla ¥ Increase Naw fee structure Clvil Penalties ] 375,000
FY13/14 Nen-Title V Increase 1.70% 13.30% 15,00% State- ARB Subventlon § 340,000
Faderal -EPA 105 Grant 5 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Available Remalning
Total Needed Startlng Endlng Other Revenue (Total}) 5 1,262,852 § 113,031 $1145,821 & {0}
Fund Balance - 301 $ 0 LEMME S -8 -
Fund Balance - 306 $ 42,123 % - H - Revenue Allacation: BCC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted {other], Unpermittad (Rule 421}, Toxles, Titla ¥, Permitted
Exlsting Fund Balance 5 478,957 % 245,276 Cost for Unpermitted program {Rule 421) |s covered flrsk by other revenues, if available, and then by land use mitigation,
85 Fund Ralance 5 1867827 S 4783867 S 248,276

6/25/2013



OPTION 6B: FY2014-2015 Add Admin Mgr In FY14/15 (FTE = 93.95) Deferral Option

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&SC
Budgeted Cost F¥l4/i5 Budgatad Revefiles Revenues Other Revenuss Other Revenues Sectlon
Program 550 Cost PCD Cost  Total Cost Revenua Amaunt Amount % short |Revenue Ainount Amount SAshort
Permitted Frogram Cost $ - 5044247 5 952083 § 5,996,310 | Total Permitted Revenues "~ 5~ 5395310 [ § 0 0% ) BE 0. 0% |§42310{d)
Enforcement Permit Related $ 2,349,149 Relnspection Fees $ 2,849
Permitting $ 1,630,260 Source Test fees $ 220,947
Application Intaka $ 184,765 Initlal Fees $ 371,736
BERC ] 11e428 Ranewal Fees $ 5,319,618
Floating Reof Tank Inspaction | % 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees $ 74,460
Rule Development $ 585,803 ERC -Transfer of credit § 5,600
Emisslen Inventory $ 7o Vatiance § 1,000
ERC $ 248,190
Unsllocated Admin K 164,333
Fund Balance -301 $ 502,142
Title VY Program 5. 191978 % -5 - 191,978 | Title V.faes -~ : $ 175795 |.§ 15,184 - 8% |FundBalance-301 © & - 15,1843 3 o) - 0%
Title v E] 185,678 Title ¥ fees § 175,795 Fund Balance-301 % 16,134
Unallocated Admin $6,300
‘AB25BA Frogram § 185883 . - 0§ 145,863 [Toxlc Emisslons Fees- -~ 8% " A4586Y | & [O] 0% [tetal . T . 3 O 0% | 544380
AB258B 5 128,037 Toxlc Emlsslons Fees 5 145,863
Unallocated Admin 4 4,275
Fund Balance - 306 $ 13,430
3 B R WL T - . 7'|Total Unparmitted Revanue, L By 3 - ’ g s s |942311(R),
Unpérimitied program (Rulé421).. | § © 187259 [§ 377,146 § . 848,404 |{Rule 421} - S ; _s_‘ 154,005 . 28%  [Tatal 64005 $ AN 41511??
Rule 421 Related Activities $mLesm g e Land Use Mitigation 4 404,338 OtherRevenues  § 154,005
Rule 421 Related Actlvitiss - CO
(Staff time] $ Jes120
Rule 421 Related Activitles - CO
{other praf services) § 241,051
257708 % 483,800 8.+ " 573,504 | Tota| Unipermitted Revenies ¢ $.550,154 © 98% . [Toral - 8 usnise | 8 0% . gﬁiﬁ[?'.
E 3 72,724
nforcemeant Not Permit Ralated Land Use Mitlgation $ 23,350 Other Ravenues $ 550,154
Wood Smoke § 23,850
Rule Development 4 335,528
Emisslon Inventory 4 124,822
Unallecated Admin $ 16,980
PP e e g BT R O NN Y SR T R [ B Tt E T2 ST,
PERP 5 213,870 PERP H 110,000 Other Revenues § 111283
Unallocated Admin 5 7313
e gt e |3 0 T 8T i | S PRI g T e s b s iang
Ag Engine Program E) 12,867 Ag Englne Inltfal Permits  § Other Revenues § 10,317
L Admin 5 450 Ag Engine Renewals
‘Asbistos Program’ .© 5§70 degses,, -% 465,565 | Total Ashestos Program Fee 8" . 251,500 {5 V218,065, #6% . |Total- - g pam06s | 81 0% 5‘3:]1;(?'
Ashestas Pragram $ 454,827 MOA Asbestes Fees H 1,500 Other Revenues § 218,085
Unallocated Admin 14,738 Asbestos Plan Fees § 250,000
Ag Burn Progiam. . BLE0D S - S1800 | AgBULf - : ST IATEL 8 66924 . 82% fTotal N 5 Gea | g S F
Ag Burn Program 21,800 Ag Burn Permits H 14,375 Gther Revenues 5 6694 o
Basin Cantrol Counicil -Cast 21,3508 T - 8 - © 21,250} Ag Burh ERRS S |8 gd,2500 7 100% |Total St R 1§ 21,2807 § 7 T
Basln Control Councll 21,250 Other Revenues 3 31350
Total s 8,273,275 | Total 5 7125033 & 148,182 14% 51,148,182 | § ) o)
el ‘::jrl::::l Totllnranse O her Budgeter Revenuas  Total Budgeted
FY13/14 Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 13.00% 15,008 Civll Penaltles $ 375,000
F13/14 Non-Title ¥ Increase 200% 2,50% 4,50% State- ARB Subvention $ 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant $ 517,852 Other Unallocated Admiln Avallable Retnaining
Total Meeded Starting Ending Other Revenue [Tetal) $ 1,262,852 3 130,854 $1,131,958
Fund Balance - 301 $  1,50L083 & - 5 575,958
Fund Balance - 206 5 36,466 § - $ 13,490 Revenuz Allocation: BCC, Ag Burn, Asbestos, Ag Englne, PERP, Unpermitted {ather), Unpermitted {Rule 421}, Toxlcs, Title ¥, Permitted
Exlsting Fund Balance $ 248276 % 248,276 Cost for Unpermitted program (Rule 421) s covered first by other revenues, If avallable, and then by land use mitigation,
58 Fund Balance 5 1,916,911 S 248276 & 837,724

000153
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QPTION 6B: FY2015-2016 Add Admin Mgr in FY 14/15 (FTE = 93.95) Deferral Option

Cost Lass Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and|  H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY15/16 Budgeted Revenues Revenues Qther Revenuas Other Revenues Sectlon
Program S50 Cost PED Cost  Total Cost Revenue Amaunt Amount % short [Ravenue Amount Amount Bshort
Permitted Program Cost S 4EI6S0L] S S7z244 3 5,848,845 | Total Permitted Revenues % 5,842,845 '8 oy -o% $ $ M) on [é42311fm)
Enforcement Permit Related 2,402,166 Relnspectlon Fees H 3,004
Permitting -3 1,666,735 Source Test Fees $ 222,218
Application Intake 4 180,168 nitfal Fees $ 388,464
BERC $ 116,458 Renewal Fees $ 5,152,245
Floatlng Roof Tank lnspection § 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees $ 75,849
Rule Development & 598,383 ERC-Transfar of credit 5 5,874
Emisslon Inventory S 119,528 Varlance 3 1,000
ERC $ 253,833
Unalfocated Admin 8 163,180
Fund Balance -301 $ 332,304
Title ¥ Program . .- © | B A8ABT 5 g 196,187 | Title ¥ fecs . 3 19587 | 4 Fund Balance-301 5" . - 0%
Title ¥ s 189,897 Title V fees $ 195,187 Fund Balance-301
Unallocated Admin $ 6,256
Fund Balance -301 $ kLY
ABZEEE Program, 5 1586 R ) Y ST - RPN R - SRR T T eitm
| AB253E H 131,085 “Toxtc Emissions Fees 3 145,863 o T
Unallecatsd Admin H 4,245
Fund bafance - 306 3 10,583
) S o e e X L et ITotal Unperfalited Revenue- IR T REEEES SRR e - | 84231108y
Uniperniltted prosram (Auls421) 7| 31" 185,349 "3 38gd21” 4 . SEET0 [Rale 4L} - . . g v dangsg | S YRHESEL2% |agherfevenues 0§ HARII Y. 0 B [T
Rule 421 Related Activitles 188349 5 7138 Land Use Mitigation H 430,932 Other Revenues § 134,632
Rule 421 Refated Activitles- CO
{Staff time] $ 82,035
{other prof services) $ 241,051
nperiniteed Progral | 81257 3idozond 585,235 | Total Unpéfraltted Révonded '§ * . 2zm9i | ¢ 4. |other Bevenues - . § 561,344 oii.0% iﬁ:gc?‘
Enforeement Not Pertnit Related | % 74,391 Land Use MItgatian 3 23,891 Other Revenues 5 561,344
Wood Smoke . ¢ 23891
Rule Development § 342,38
Ernission Inventary § 127,749
Unall [ 16,861
! o8l 226,083 © 226,092 | PERP” TN %...116,053 505 | Other Revenues " 3TT6.098 3.7, {07 0% | §44752 -
Pi $ 218,831 PERP % 110,060 Other Revenues 4 116,093
Unallocated Admin $ 7,262
i L L PN VLRGN L] iove iR R o Qlechosenis . $, Do) $ 0 o [T e
Ag Englne Program H 13,157 Ag Engne Initial Permits % 3,000 ‘Other Revenuas § 10,604
Unallocated Admin 3 447 Ag Engine Renewals
Asbist m | dvman 8 L2 4T9ATT | Total Rstestos Srugtam Fee g 11 251,500 [ 4. 227,071 4 | Othor Revenued.: - § 2379713 0 it ﬁﬁiﬁ“?
Askestos Program B 464,836 NOA Asbestos Fees E 1,500 Cther Revanues 227,571
Unallocated Admin S 14,635 Ashastos Plan Fees H 250,000
ABBurii Program ” .- s - iELsp0 S -8 2 81,800 | AgBurni - § .0 r1aa7e| 566,004 -82% - [Other Revenues 5 65,924 RN b
Ag Burn Pregram G 81,200 Ag Burn Permits 5 14,676 Other Revenues $ 66,924
Basln Contral Councll -Cast. - . $7. 721,250 8" R 212,250 | AgBurn’ " $ L] 821250 1008 |Other favenues T ¢ 5. 21,250 |57 o
Rasin Control Council 3 21,250 Other Revenues  § 21,250
Tatal [ 8,163,919 | Total $ 7,005,100 |5 1,138819  14% $ 1,138,818 | § 1 G5
- 7:?:::;;3‘ Total Incraase Qther Budgeted Revenues Totsl Budgeted
F¥13/14 Tltle V Increase 2.00% 9.60% 11,60% Clvll Penaltles é 315,000
F¥13/14 Nor-Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 2.50% 4.50% State- ARB Subvention § 340,000
Faderal -EPA 105 Grant $ 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Awallable Remalning
Total Needed Starting Ending Qther Reverue {Total) § 1,262,852 & 124,034 % L138818 § -
Fund Balance - 301 §& 1,634,415 5575958 & 908,296
Fund Balance - 305 B 36,466 513,480 & 24,073 Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Bumn, Asbestos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted {other}, Unpermitted (Rule 421), Toxlcs, Title ¥, Permitted
Existing Fund Balance 3248276 % 248,276 Cost for Unperm|tted program {Rule 421} Is covered first by other revenues, I avallable, and then by laid use mitigation,
$5Fund Balance % 4955258 % as772d § 1,180,645 000154
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OPTION 6B: FY2016-2017 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 93.95) - Deferral Option

S5 Fund Balance

S 1992881 § 1,180,645 5 1,671,600

600155

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Lass Budgeted and| H&SC
Budgeted Cost FY15/16 Budgeted Revenues Revenues Other Revenues Gther Revenues Sectioh
Program S50 Cost PLD Cost Total Cost Revanue Amount Amount % short |Revenue Amaunt Ameunt Shshort
Permitted Program Cost - S 5118261] 5 ss0o72 6,110,233 | Total Permitied Revanves 5 6,110,232 | § a 0% R B 0o | §4231303)
Enforcament Parmlt Related $ 2,451,245 Relnspection Fees 3 3,286
Permitting $ 1700219 Source Tast Fees 13 232,343
Application Intake ] 193,160 Inltlal Fees 3 405,945
BERC H 118,498 Renewal Fees -3 5,384,096
Floating Reof Tank inspection & 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees 4 77,488
Rule Development § 610,017 ERC-Transfer of credit $ 6,145
Emlssion Inventory § 121,836 Varlance 4 1,000
ERC 4 250,119
Unaflocated Admin 5 168,370
Fund Balance -301 $ 483,218
Title V Program - S - 200307 3 ~§ 200,307 | Title ¥ fees 3 200,307 | § 0 0% |Fund Balance-301. - § _15 0 - 0%
Title v s 193,233 Title V¥ fees H 200,307 Fund Balance-301
Unallocated Admin H 5,455
Fund Balance-301 518
ABZSES Froerem T ea & M5 H [Vole Emfslops Feay 7§ 7 10588 [ 101 BRLo 8  oR L B | semm
AB2588 H 133,765 Toxlc Emissions Fees 5 145,863 Fund Balance-306
Unallocated Admin $ 4,380
Fund Balance - 306 $ 2,717
N ; P . [Total unpermitted Revente . ! E L R . RS 542311{g),
“Unperinitted pré 3 57 383,008 § 1.572,267 |iRule 421) - R azoso [ 5 10T o 188%, |Othe Revenues . 5102217 ; 41512,57
FRula 421 Relatad Activitles $ 189,169 7,285 Ltand Use Mitigation H 470,050 Other Revenuss & 102217
Rule 421 Related Activitles- CO
(Staf time) § 134,762
{ather prof services) % 241,051
| Unpermitted Program (other), |47 . § 503,413 "5 506,738 | Total Unperinitied Revenues . § . . 24,286 |5 | 572,349 g6 [Other Revénusr $
Enfarcemant Nat Permlt Related | $ 75,927 Lang Use Mitleation 24389 Other Revanues  § 572,349
Wood Smoke 389
Rule Development % 348,626
Emisslon Inventory § 130398
Unallocated Admin 3
PERR T - % 7230863 | PERP ST 120,980 %, 5236 |Other evenues: . V1086915 T 0 - o e eMTSE
PERP s PERP 5 [Other Revenues % 120,269
Gnallocated Admin 5
N Tonh o Total A Engine Reglstration - i IR R I - [sa2311(gls
AgﬂE.nE[_ne Regl_straﬁnh Fmgmm : S._ 13 - 5 .1.’.‘,5_91= Reve"nues W g T '_$._ : 1(.’!,_59.1= : even! 5 10,891 .S =(0“) o 1 g.oislif;gjl
Ag Englne Program ] 13,430 AgEngine Inltial Permits & (Othar Revenugs $ 10,291
Unallacated Admin 5 461 Ag Engine Renewals
Asbestos Frigrani. § o desas,’s 489,204 | Total Asbestos Program Fee,, §- . 1°253:500 |3 27744 ami [Gthér Revinies . % - 237,744 ' o | TR
Asbestos Program § A NOA Asbestos Fees 3 1,500 Other Revenues” § 237,782
Unallocated Admin 3 15,100 Ashestos Plan Fees § 250,000
AgBumProgram § RS R A | x r L 5 T WEI| 5 66334 ¥ [OderRevamey 3 66324 § SR
At Burn Prograrm 4 £1,800 Ag Burn Permits 3§ 14,876 Other 4 66,924 :
Basin Conttol Couned] -Cast - |1 1 21,250 13 2§ 721250 | Aig Burp R R R 5| B 20,250 7 100% [Other Revenes S 21,250 8 R
Bastn Control Councll ¢ 21,250 i Other Revenues  § 21,250 i
Total $ 8,462,461 | Total g 7380217 [ & 1,13z244  13% $1,132,244 | § 10) 0%
o Al:frl:::;ﬂ \n:::s‘e Other Budgeted Revenues Total Budgeted
FY13/14 Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 0.16% 2.10% Civll Penaltlas g 375,000
FY13/14 Won-Tltle V¥ Increase 2.60% 2.50% 4.50% State- ARB Subvention 5 340,000
Federal -EP& 105 Grant 3 547,852 Other Unallecated Admin Avallable Remalnlng
Total Needed Starting Ending Other Revenue (Tolal) 3 1,262,852 § 130,608 81132244 % -
Fund Balanee - 301 4 1687200 $908296  $1,391,534
Fund Balance - 306 ] 36466  $20,073 § 31,790  Revenue Allocatian: BCC, Ag Burn, Ashastos, Ag Engine, PERP, Unpermitted {other), Unpermitied {Rule 421), Toxles, Title V, Permittad
Exlsting Fund Balance 3248276 5 24327 Cost for Unpermitted program {Rule 421} Is covered first by other revenues, if avallable, and then by land use mitigation.
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OPTION 6B: FY2017-2018 Add Admin Mgr in FY14/15 (FTE = 93.95) - Deferral Option

Cost Less Budgeted Cost Less Budgeted and|  HA&SC
Budgeted Cost FY17/18 Budgeted Revenues Revenues GOther Revenues Other Revenues Section
Program 580 Cost PCD Cost Total Cost Revanue Amount Amount % short |Revenue Amount Amaount short
Permitted Progiem Cast |8 T sa9sma§ 1,006,384 § . 6,315,806 | Total Parmitted Revenies . & 6115806 | 5° S0 % els 0 - 0% | 542311a)
Enforcement Permit Related 5 2,518,954 Relnspection Fees $ 3,330 : )
Permltting s 1,746,658 Source Test Feas ) 236,095
Appllcation Intake 3 198,553 Inltlal Fees s 405,945
BERC H 116,498 Renewsl Fees s 5,384,086
Floating Roof Tank Inspection $ 6,500 SEED-Renewal Fees § 79,018
Rule Development & 525280 ERC -Transfer of credlt H 6323
Emisslon Inventory § 135074 Variance H 1,000
ERC 5 266,539
Unailocated Admin H 173,368
Fund Balance-301 $ 338,383
Title- Program’ =" - $° . 206,116 1§ » § 206,116 | Tile ¥fees™  © . T U 208116 5 0 " ‘0% |Fund Balance 301" § Rk 0 0%
Title v s o Title V faes $ 206,116 Fund Balance-301
Unallocated Admin H
Fund Balapcs-301 $
AB2538 Program: . Bk 863 . 7145863 Toue Emlssions Fees ™ © 3 -7 T 145863 5 CRRC - B41380,
ABZ588 e 137,539 Toxic Emisstons Fees 5 145,863 i o
Unallocated Admin $ 4,510
Fund Balance-308 H 3,814
R R _:' R SN Tégaluﬁpgr:m]tged:l_eyehue T sﬁ'sba P 0%'. §42311(g),
Unpérmitted program (Rule 421Y |3 104488 & 3821268 581,614 l{Rule'421) i - 510,714 o 2t 418028
Rule 421 Related Activitles s 194488 5 7,491 Land Use Mitigation 5 520,714 Other Revenues 4 60,900
Rule 421 Related Activitles- CO
{Staff time) 3 1sasee
fother prof services] $ 241,051
Unpérmiidted Program fother) <[ 47 - 818,423" L 612,369 | Total Unpenmitted Reveriues -8 7 1> 25078 51 /siz0a1 96’ [other Revenuss L 4 bim,201) & o ok §ﬁﬁ?
Enforcement Not Permit Related | $ 78,083 Land Use Mitigation 25074| Other Revenues §  5B7291
Wood Smake & 25,078
Rule Davelopment 4 354239
Emisslon Inventory § 13,105
Unallocated Admin El 17,914
PERE - s 237418 =TS 237,418 | PERP. .t o ili o i, A10,000 | § o 127,418 BA%; |Other Aevenues. . 8. 137,418 | 3. . i G .. 0% . ) 541752 .
PERP H 229,704 PERP H 110,000 Other Revenues § 127418
Unallocated Admin 4 7,715
A Englre Reglstration Prograim © |5 114287 18 S8y ey ,:::::":ff“ mnegr;_‘-ri“m e el 8T dd e s fotherRevanudg 1 8 diabr | § e e REE
Ag Engine Program g 13,812 Ag Engine Initial Permits  § 3,000 Other Revenues 3 11,287
Unallocated Admin - 475 Ag Engine Renewals
Asbestos Program” 487 5025958 “502:595 sbé‘stﬂsi"mﬁiram‘ha_ 4 251,500 751,008 +|Other Revénies™ " § *251,095.0% 1 (0} 0% §:21§11.;(§)
‘Asbestos Program 5 487,046 NOA Asbestas Fees 5 1,500 Other Revenues  § 231,085
Unallocated Admin 3 15,549 Asbhestos Plan Fees 5 250,000
g Bupn Program.,. 7 $u BLEOO-§ o~ 8" 81800 [ Ag B T TR 148781 S 66,924 . B2% - |Othar Revenves - 'S 66,924 | §' O
Ag Burn Program 5 81,800 Ag Burn Permi & 14,876 Other Ravenues $ 56,924
Basin Cantrol Councll -Cost * $ e 2L,25076 . e & 101,250 : : 3 |8 i 25250 '100% |OtherRevenues. . $¢ 21250°]§. B
Basin Control Councl| 3 31,250 Other Reventes  §  21,250| i
Tokal 3 B518,115 | Total 5 7392953 | $ 1126167 13% § 1,126,163 | § 2 0%
ol 'T:S:::::I Total Inerease Cther Budgeted Revenues Total Budgated
F¥13/14 Title ¥ Increase 2.00% 0.903% 2,90% Clvll Penaltles $ 375,000
F¥13/14 Non-Title ¥ Increase 0.00% 0.00% 9.00% State- ARB Subvention s 340,000
Federal -EPA 105 Grant E 547,852 Other Unallocated Admin Avallable Remaining
Total Neesded Starting Ending Other Revanue {Total) 4 1,262,852 & 136,687 $ 1,126,165 3§ -
Fund Ralance - 301 § 1,711,852 $1,391534 51,729,517
Fund Balance - 306 4 35,466 431,790 3 35,608  Revenue Allocation: BCC, Ag Burn, Ashestos, Az Engine, PERP, Unpermitted {other), Unpermitted (Rule 421}, Toxics, Tltle V, Permitted
Exlsting Fund Balance 4248275 5 248,276 Cost for Unpermitted program (Rule 421) |s covered first by other revenues, if avallable, 2nd then by land use mitigation.
55 Fund Balance 5 2,084,231 § 1671600 5 2,013,797
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APPENDIX F

TITLE V OPERATING PERMIT PROGRAM
REVENUES WITH PROPOSED NEW FEE STRUCTURE

The current Title V fee assesses an hourly rate established in Section 308.12 of Rule 301 for
the actual time spent on processing Title V permit renewals or permit changes. Because
revenues from the Title V program vary from year to year depending on the number of permits
modified and the number of sources renewing their Title V permits, Staff estimated an annual
average for Title V permit revenues based on the past five years from FY07/08 to FY11/12. The
five-year average of revenues collected from the Title V fee is approximately $74,000.

Staff is proposing to adopt the BAAQMD fee structure, without the monitoring fee. The
proposed fee structure establishes fees for processing Title V permit applications and an annual
fee for annual activities not directly related to the time spent processing Title V permit
application. To determine all fees related to processing Title V applications, Staff first applied
the proposed fee structure to the Title V permit activities that occurred in the 5-year period from
FYQ7/08 to FY11/12. The proposed fees are set so the annual average revenue from the new
fees is equal to the actual annual average revenues over the same time period, approximately
$74,000. This is shown in the following table in the columns for *B-year fotal” and “Annual
Average (permit)”.

The proposed fee amounts for FY13/14 were then set by increasing the existing fee amounts by
15%, which are shown on the following page in the bottom table. As a result, the projected
revenues for FY13/14 for processing Title V permit applications increased by 15%, as shown in
the following table in column “Annual average (permit)’ to approximately $86,000.

For the annual activities not related to processing Title V application, Staff proposes to establish
an annual fee based on the number of local permits to operate. There are 299 local permits to
operate associated with Title V facilities. To cover the cost of the annual activities, $67,000 per
year in FY13/14, the annual fee was proposed at $225 per permit to operate. The projected
revenues from the annual fees are shown in the following table in the column “annual fee”.

For FY13/14, the following table shows the projected annual average permit fee revenues, the
annual fees and the total Title V program revenues. The total revenue for FY13/14 ($153,000)
is the total annual average revenues ($86,000) plus the total annual fees ($67,000). The
proposed fees do not fully recover the program costs. A shortfall of $33,349 (18%) remains.
Staff is proposing all Title V fees increase by 15% in FY14/15, 11.5% in FY15/16, 2.1% in
FY16/17, and 2,9% in FY17/18. The proposed fees are shown on the following page in the
bottom table.
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TITLE V PERMIT PROGRAM COST AND REVENUE WITH PROPOSED FEE STRUCTURE

Actual Ravenue FY2013/2014 FY2014/2015 [ FY2015/2016 ] FY2016/2017 | FY2017/2018

No. of | 5-yearTotal |  Annual Annual

Local {FY07/08- Average | Average Annual Fee Total Total Total

Permits | Fyil/12) {permitl | {permit) Total Total
Title V Facility 1 12 S 30,775 603505 6941 $ 2,700 5 9641|S 11,0878 12,373 |$ 12,6338 12,999
Title V Facility 2 32 [5 45482(5 9,006| 510461 $ 4950 $§ 15411|§ 17722|$  15778[§  20195[S§ 20,779
Title V Facility 3 16 |$ 15080 (% 3016]$ 3468 S 3,600 § 7,068 % 8,129 | § 9,072 ¢ 9,262 | § 9,531
Title V Facility 4 7 5 3,627 | 8 7255 834 S 1,575 $ 240938 2,771 [ 3 3,092 [ ¢ 3,157 [ § 3,748
Title ¥ Facility 5 9 S 8453 (% 1691(8% 1944 5 2,025 5 3,969 3 4,565 | % 5,094 | $ 5,201 | § 5,352
Title ¥ Facility & 3 $ 2,079 | 5 4165 478 § 675 & 1,483 s 1,326 | 1,480 | $ 1,511 | 8§ 1,555
Title V Facility 7 141 | $ 169,025]% 33,805]|538876 5 31,725 6 70601 |3 81151[¢$ 006003  sz512($  os518s
Title V Eacility 8 16 |3 27994|S 5599(5 6439 5 3,600 § 1003¢|$ 11544 S 12,884 [§ 13154 (S 13,336
Title V Facllity 9 13 |$ 153448 3,069|5 359 § 2,925 5 6454 (S 7,422 | 8 8,283 | § 8,457 | § 8,702
Title V Facllity 10 5 $ 6779|$5 1,356([$ 1559 5 1,125 & 26848 3,087 | 8 3,445 | § 3,517 | & 3,619
Title V Facllity 11 4 $  586|%5 1173|9 1,348 800 5 2,248 |5 2,587 | 8 2,887 | & 2,947 | § 3,033
Title Y Facility 12 19 |$ 14405[$ 28811s 3313 § 4275 5 7,588 % 8,726 | § 9,739 | § 9,943 |5 10,231
Title V Facility 13 1 s 4,705 | § 841|% 1,082 & 225 5§ 1,307 (¢ 1,503 5 1,678 | & 1,713 | & 1,762
Title ¥ Facility 14 5 S 109578 2,191 2520 § 1125 § 3453 4,192 8 4,678 | 5 4,776 | $ 4,915
Title Y Facllity 15 26 |5 12158[8 2432[85 2,786 § 5850 5 8,546 % 9,943 (¢  11097[8 11330]$ 11658
Total 299 |8 372,131|% 74426585590 $ 67,275 $152,865( S 175795|3 196187 S 200307 [$ 206,116
[Title v Program Cest ] 5175948 51867234 [ $ 191,078 $ 196,153 § 200,288 [$ 205,951 |
[Program Shortfall [ §101,522 $ 33355]6 15183 ]S 34 ¢ FEIE {165}

PROPOSED FEES FOR EACH FISCAL YEAR
FY13/14 FY4/15 FY15/16 FY16/17 FY17/18

Proposed Percent Increase New Fees 15% 11.6% 2.10% 2.9%
Administrative Amendment (per application) $299 $344 $384 $382 $403
Enhanced NSR {per permit) $750 5863 $963 3983 §1,012
Significant Modification {per permit modified or added) $2,798 $3,218 53,591 $3,666 53,772
Minor Madiflcation (per permit madifled or added) $1,500 41,725 $1,925 $1,965 52,022
Renewal {per permit) 5445 $512 5571 5583 $600
tnitial Permit (per permit) $1,022 $1,175 51,311 51,339 $1,378
Flling Fee (per application) 51,056 51,214 $1,355 $1,383 51,422
Annual Fee (per permit) §225 6259 5289 $295 $304
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APPENDIX G

(THRU FY17/18)

RULE 301 HOURLY RATE CAIL.CULATIONS

Currently, Rule 301 establishes two fee schedules with hourly rates: $109 per hour (Section
308.11) for processing complex permits and $136 per hour (Section 308.12) for processing
permits for electrical generating equipment greater than 5 megawatts, observing multiple source
tests exceeding 10 hours of review, performing reinspections, processing emission reduction
credits, and processing Title V permit applications. (The proposed amendments will modify the
Title V fee structure, and Title V fess will no longer rely on the hourly rate fee.)

The houtly rate is determined using the stationary source permit program costs, staff, services
and supplies, building, vehicles and other administrative overhead costs shown in Appendix D
and E. The hourly rate is calculated by the following equation;

Hourly Rate ($/hour) =

1

1

Total program cost
($/program})

X Total FTE in
permit program

X Hour per year

per FTE

Hour per FTE is the hours a full time employee can provide service in a year {less the holidays,
vacations, and sick leaves). The hour per FTE is estimated to be 1350 hours and is based on
the following billable hours calculation:

Billable Hours Calculation

Hours Type Dascription

2080  Total hours 52 weeks X 40 hoursiweek

(160)  Vacation Assgmed 4.weeks per year includes

floating holidays

{120) Sickleave  Assumed use yearly accrual

{1566) Admintime Assumed 3 hrs/week for meetings
(84) Holiday 10.5 holidays/year

(120) Training Assumed average 3 weeks/year
(90)  All Other Assumed average parental leave, etc.
1350 Hours to use for billable time

Below is the calculated hourly rate per fiscal year for each option. In FY12/13, the current
hourly rates are $109 per hour and $136 per hour. Staff is proposing to increase the hourly rate
fee to the extent allowed by the HSC Section 41512.7(b).

Fiscal OptiE:T;tOPrro ram Cost Full Time Hours by 0 tio;:lzlérly Rate

Year 6B Option 5B Employee FTE F;)r 6B Option 5B
FY13/14 $5,351,744 $5,209,679 23.71 1350 $167 $163
FY14/15 $5,598,321 $5,404,168 23.94 1350 $173 $167
FY15/16 $5,848,845 $5,770,926 23.94 1350 $181 $179
FY16/17 $6,110,233 $6,193,931 23.94 1350 $189 $192
FY17/18 $6,263,131 $6,648,164 23.94 1350 $184 $206
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APPENDIX H
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SMAQMD INDUSTRY FEE TASK FORCE MEETING

Written Comments Received Prior to the Meeting

John Lane, Teichert (1/28/2013):

Comment #1: | would like to attend this meeting and understand hetter the District's intentions
on this. As you c¢an imagins, we too are impacted by the recession and revenue issues and
further fee increases impact our viability. With only a 6 day notice of this meeting, | would like to
ask that the District consider rescheduling so that people can arrange their schedules
accordingly. | am currently committed to another meeting but will attempt to make other
arrangements. If rescheduling is not possible, please send me any available materials to
consider,

Response: Staff originally sent email invitations to all selected businesses on January 17, 2013
through an emailing system and later resent the email invitation through Microsoft Outlook on
January 25, 2013. Staff did not receive many requests to reschedule the meeting and did not
do so. However, Staff offered the commenter the opportunity to sit-down with Staff to go over
the presentation and the fee proposal. A colleague of the commenter attended the mesting.

Lee Gamboa, Gamboa’s Body and Frame {1/29/2013):

Comment #2: | will not be attending, but I will tell you my position: no new taxes/fees.

Response: Staff performed a comprehensive review of the District's expenditures and
revenues and determined that the revenues are not sufficient to cover program cost and the
fund balance has reached a critically low level. Actions to increase fees are needed in FY13/14
to continue to maintain the reduced staff levels to provide timely permitting and complaint
response fo local businesses and the public and restore prudent fund balance.

Industry Fee Task Force Meeting
January 31, 2013

Attendee:

Rene Teledo, SMUD

Bob Braun, Huhtamaki Inc.

Erica Gonzalez, Aerojet

Pamela Vanderbilt, CH2M Hill (representing Sac County Airport)
Brain Lee, AMPAC Fine Chemicals

Justin Gorman, Proctor & Gamble

Becky Wood, Teichert

Mark Burch, EarthGrains

Kyle Deane, RagingWires Data Center
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Questions/Comments:

Comment #3: Do you fund the air monitor stations?
Response: Yes, but it is not funded with stationary source-related funds.
Comment #4: Do you get subvention funds for any of this (air monitoring)?

Response: We receive CARB subvention funds, but we do not use it to fund the air monitoring
program.

Comment #5: Are those numbers (for permit applications on slide “Permitting Section”) on an
annual basis?

Response: Yes.

Comment #6: How come those numbers add up incorrectly? (On Slide “Workload Increase
Due to New Rules and Regulations” for the number of federal regulations adopted.)

Response: The total number shown for federal regulations is incorrect. It should be 100
instead of 71 federal regulations adopted.

Comment #7: Is the hourly rate fee used as a credit for Title V permit fees?

Response: The current fee structure assesses the Title V permit fees at hourly rate for the
actual time spent processing the Title V application. Staff is proposing to change the fee
structure from an hourly rate to a flat fee schedule.

Comment #8: Is the hourly rate increased by 15% every year to FY17/187

Response: No. The hourly rate may be increased up to 15% until FY17/18 to reach full cost
recovery rate. Rule 301 has two different hourly rates: one for processing complex permits
{(schedule 10 currently at $109 per hour) and the other for processing Title V fees, ERCs, and
re-inspections (schedule 11 currently at $136 per hour). Staff is also proposing to move the
hourly rate to process alternative compliance applications from Rule 107 (currently at $91 per
hour} to Rule 301. See the propased rule language for the proposed fee increases for each
hourly rate.

Comment #9: Why is SMAQMD moving away from an hourly rate to a flat rate for Title V fees?
Hourly rate would give you the flexibility to charge where the work is done. Why not leave the
hourly rate for permitting and establish a flat fee for enforcement/compliance?

Response: The current fee structure only recovers the cost to process Title V applications
(administrative amendment, minor and significant modification, and 5-year permit renewal). It
does not recover the cost for on-going activities such as Title V inspections and reporting to
EPA or indirect activities such as reviewing new federal regulations (GHG tailoring rule) or
responding to EPA’s inquiries. Also, the current fee structure is difficult to implement
consistently in part because the work to process local permit and Title V permit often overlaps
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and extra effort is involved to accurately track staff hours. The proposed flat rate fees will
ensure that the District is consistently charging Title V fees for each type of Title V application.
The proposal includes establishing a new proposed annual Title V fee for annual on-going and
indirect activities. Also see response to Comment #41.

Comment #10: Businesses appreciate an increase that spreads over time instead of a one-time
large increase. Also, businesses would like to have certainty so businesses could plan for 5
years or so.

Response: Staff is bringing several options for fee increases to be considered by the District's
Board of Directors. One of those options proposes the percent of fee increases be the same for
the next five years for most fees, including initial permit and permit renewal fees.

Comment #11: Is there CPI on top of the fee increases?

Response: No. The fee increases include a CPI.

Written Comments Received After the Meeting

Rene Toledo, SMUD (2/6/2013);

Comment #12: For projects and/cr applications subject to the hourly time and material labor
rate fee (currently listed in Sections 308.11 and 308.12), please consider adding a monthly
invoicing requirement to Section 400 of the rule. The monthly invoice could itemize the work
completed by AQMD staff during the previous month and allow you to collect fees as a project is
processed.

Response: Monthly invoicing will require additional Staff time that will add more direct costs to
the programs. Staff does not think it is appropriate at this time to add more cost to the programs
with revenue shortfalls.

Comment #13: Exclude Schedule 8 (SMW plus generators) from the fee deposit provision of
Section 301.1, since fees would be collacted on a monthly basis.

Response: Staff is not proposing to implement monthly invoices. See response to Comment
#12.

Comment #14: Revise the fee rule to collect pollutant fees of PM10 instead of total suspended
particulate (TSP), since BACT, offset, and major source trigger levels are based on PM10 (not
TSP),

Response: Federal regulations continue to define TSP as a “Regulated Air Pollutant’. The
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program, many New Source
Performance Standards, and some local rulss still have requirements based on TSP emissions.
For the purposes of emission fees, then, we feel it is appropriate to consider total emissions of
particulate matter, not just the PM10 or PM2.5 fractions. Staff is not proposing to change the
pollutant from TSP to PM10.
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Comments from Meeting with Candice Longnecker, Granite Construction (2/21/13):

Comment #15: Over the last two years, the fees (for the Bradshaw facility) have slightly
increased?

Response: The fee increases are due to the adjustment in CPl. Fees have not had a
comprehensive increase since 2001,

Comment #16: Has the District considered a provision that provides discount for “good actors”
(facility that has not received a Notice of Violation) or credits for a facility that is “going green”
{reducing carbon footprint}?

Response: Staff did not consider a provision for “good actors”. The renewal fees pay for two
components of compliance work., The first component is the inspection of the facility. The
second component, which is a benefit for compliant companies, ensures that the “bad actors”
are not out there. By doing this, no company will be at a disadvantage. Staff did not considered
giving credits for facilities that are “going green” because fees are used to support the local
permit program, and the local permit program does not regulate greenhouse gas emission.

Comment #17: Granite has been discussing a new way to permit portable equioment through
the District instead of through the state. By doing this, the facility will pay the permitting fees
directly to the District to help implement and enforce the portable equipment program.
Response: Comment noted.

Comment #18: A 15% increase in the first year would be a huge burden on Granite. Granite
understand that the District will need a fee increase and requests that the percent increase is
spread more evenly over a psriod of time.

Response: See response to Comment #10.

1% PUBLIC WORKSHOP FOR RULES 301, 107, 205, AND 306, April 11, 2013

Note: A combined workshop was held for proposed amendments to Rule 301, Rule 107, Rule
205 and Rule 306. Only comments pertaining to the proposed amendments to Rules 301 and
107 are shown below.

Written Comments Received Prior to the Workshop

William Grow, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (3/21/2013);

Comment #19: When do the higher fees go into effect?

Response: The proposed amendments will be effective on the date of adoption. For Rule 301
and Rule 107, State faw requires two public hearings on these fee rule changes. Staff
presented the proposals to the District’'s Board of Directors on May 23, 2013 for the first public
hearing. At the July 25, 2013 Board meeting, Staff will ask the Board to consider for adoption
the final proposals for Rules 301 and 107.
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Workshop Attendees:

David Green, DMEA

Rene Toledo, SMUD

Michael Anderson, Sacramento County MSADWMR (Kiefer Landfill)
William Brunson, Apple Inc.

Yolanda Grigsby, Sacramento Area Sewer District

Steve Nebozuk, Sacramenio Regional County Sanitation District
Jason Chu, SYAR Industries Inc.

Erica Gonzalez, Aerogjet

Philip Meyer, City of Sacramento

Becky Wood, Teichert

Questions/Comments at the Workshop:

Comment #20: If the Board adopts the fee increases, when will they take effect?

Response: The fee increases will take effect immediately upon adoption. Also see response to
Comment #19.

Comment #21: Do all of the penalty fees go back into the stationary source program?
Response: Yes.
Comment #22: Does the Board have the authority to increase penalty fees?

Response: Statutory limits for penalties are set in state law. However, the District, like many
other California districts, has a Mutual Settlement Program {MSP) that includes calculations for
determining the penalty for voluntary settlements of violations. In February 2013, the Board
approved an amendment to the MSP calculation that effectively increased penalties by 25%.

Comment #23: Regarding the public notification fee, can you give examples of the cost for
public notices? In Rancho Cordova, the cost for advertising is lower than for the Sacramento
Bee.

Response: State law requires us to publish notices in a newspaper of general circulation within
the District, so we put public notices in the Sacramento Bee. The cost for a typical legal
classified ad is $150 — $200. In some cases, such as when a proposed source will emit toxic air
contaminants within a 1,000-foot radius of a school, notices are sent by U.S. mail. This type of
notice requires printing and postage, so the cost is much higher, ranging from $500 to $800. As
discussed in the Staff Report, if noticing activities are extensive, Staff may also charge for
Staff's time using the hourly rate in Section 308.12 of Rule 301.

Written Comments Received After the Public Workshop

Chelsea Westerberg, Aerojet (4/11/2013):

Comment #24: California manufacturers such as Aerojet face a disproportionate regulatory
burden related to their competitors in other states. Data compiled by the California
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Manufacturing and Technology Association from government sources demonstrate a
precipitous, sustained decline in the manufacturing sector over time and dismal job growth in
California relative to other states.

Response: Of the top ten U.S. cities with the worst ozone pollution, nine are in California. The
Sacramento area ranks sixth. There are greater demands to reduce air pollution than in other
areas of the country. If we don't make required progress toward achieving air quality standards,
EPA could impose sanctions that would impact businesses and suspend regional transportation
funding. On the other hand, the Sacramento area meets the federal standard for fine particulate
matter. Staff's effort to control sources, including unpermitted sources such as fireplaces and
wood stoves, helped the region meet the federal health standard. As such, the District is not
required to adopt additional control measures that would add costs to our permitted sources. To
continue to avoid additional regulatory burden, the Sacramento area must remain in attainment.
The proposed fee increases are needed for the District to continue effectively implementing the
stationary source programs. :

Comment #25: Regulatory agencies such as SMAQMD bear some responsibility for these
trends and adding to the cumulative regulatory burden through imposition of higher fees,
especially during a period of economic instability, will only make a bad situation worse.

Response: Staff understands the potential impacts that the fee increases may cause to the
regulated community; however, the proposed fee increases are necessary to effectively
implement the stationary source program to meet state and federal requirements and reduce
emissions. Also see response to Comment #24. To better quantify the impacts of the proposed
fee increases, Staff contracted with Eastern Research Group (ERG) to analyze the economic
impacts of the proposed fee increases on businesses in Sacramento County, organized by
industry type. The analysis did not indicate a significant adverse economic impact to any of the
business types in Sacramento County.

Comment #26: Some state environmental regulatory agencies are taking concrete actions to
reduce the cost and administrative burdens their programs impose on the regulated community.
For example, the Water Resources Control Board is making efforts to align resources. The
Legislature adopted language to the State Budget requiring CARB to account for prior fee
revenue income and expenditures and to forecast staffing, operations, and contract
expenditures by major program area for the next fiscal cycle. The Brown administration has
developed a program to assist businesses in navigating the permit requirements and cffsetting
the cost of doing business in California. The district's proposed fee increases are dramatically
out of step with this state-level emphasis on controlling regulatory program cosls and otherwise
reducing burdens on the regulated community.

Response: As stated in the Staff Report, the District has implemented several procedural
changes to increase revenues, many cost saving actions to improve efficiency, and has reduced
6 staff positions related to the stationary source program in order to avoid a fee increase since
2001. For this upcoming fiscal year, the District is projected to reach a critical point and can no
longer defer the needed fee increases. A detailed breakdown of the expenditures and revenue
without the proposed fee increases by stationary source program for FY13/14 can be seen in
Appendix D. In addition, the District prepares a budget each year that goes through a public
hearing process. The detailed budget shows past actual and upcoming expected revenues and
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expenditures for each of the District’'s program areas. Staff is proposing to increase fees to
maintain a prudent level of services to the local business partners and the general public. These
fee increases are also reflected in the FY13/14 budget that will be discussed at the May 2013
Board meeting.

Where District Staff has had the ability to avoid imposing fees, we have worked hard to do that.
Specifically, we have done extensive work to avoid imposing Clean Air Act Section 185 fees on
major sources like Aerojet. Section 185 fees for Aerojet would have been $204,170, and the
total fees that would have been due from all major sources are over $4 million through 2011.
We continue to work with EPA to formally terminate the Section 185 fee obligation. No
additional fees were paid by our major sources to support our efforts on their behalf.

Comment #27: The SMAQMD has projected that the proposed fee increases will result in over
a 70% increase in Aerojet's fees within the next three years, SMAQMD’s proposed Rule 301
changes will impose a 15% increase in costs in FY13/14 for all of our 158 local permits, as well
as new fees to support our Title V permit. The increases in Rule 301 alone would result in over
a $56,000 increase in fees in FY13/14.

Response: The majority of Aerojet's fee increase in FY13/14 will come from the new annual
Title V fees, or approximately $30,000. Aerojet is the most complex Title V facility in our District
because it has more than 140 local permits to operate. Because of the size of the facility, Staff
spends numerous hours ensuring the facility complies with all local, state and federal rules and
regulations.

Comment #28: Aerojet, as well as other companies in the District, not only need to comply with
local SMAQMD rules, but also new vehicles rules imposed by CARB which have already
resulted in a significant cost impact. These type of fee increases and compliance costs cannot
be easily be passed on to our customers and will required further cost cutting measures and
inhibit job growth within our Sacramento facility.

Response: Staff acknowledges the cost impacts from other regulatory agencies, but we are
not able to analyze the impacts from those costs. Nonetheless, the District is faced with
budgetary issues and needs to increase fees. Staff contracted with ERG to analyze the
economic impacts of the proposed fee increases on businesses in Sacramento County,
organized by industry type. See response to Comment #25.

In addition, the District identifies areas in the mobile source program to help reduce cost from
the state’s vehicle rules, especially for the larger sources. Millions of incentive dollars have
been used to upgrade vehicles with retrofits of emission control devices or to replace vehicles.
Furthermore, these incentive programs implemented by District have achieved many tons of
emission reductions. Specifically, the reduction in particulate matter emissions has helped the
region meet the federal health standard for fine particulate matter. If we did not meet this
standard, the District would have been mandated to adopt further emission control measures to
help attain the standard. Additional control measures would add increase costs to permitted
sources in order to comply with the emission requirements.

Comment #29: Acrojet would like to request SMAQMD to consider an additional cost reduction
measure with response to inspections by potentially reducing the number of inspections per
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year on processes/equipment that are consistently in compliances. Currently, all of our local
permits are inspected once per year. From 2008 to date, SMAQMD inspectors have visited our
site over 80 times and inspected over 150 permitted processes/equipment every year. During
this period, Aerojet has not received any NOVs as a result of a SMAQMD inspection. Aerojet is
preposing that the inspection frequency be reduced for permits or facilities that have remained
in compliance for a specified period of time such as 5 years. Many of our permits have remained
unchanged for many years and have always been in compliance. Due to the consistency of
these permits, the majority of the administrative costs for SMAQMD to maintain these permits
are presumably costs related to inspections. By reducing the amount of inspections done per
year, the SMAQMD could save on staff time and labor costs associated with this process.

Response: The District has already, through staff reductions, reduced the percentage of
inspections at facilities to the point that is critical to maintaining compliance rates. This
inspection prioritization has already been made to address less frequent inspections for facilities
that are more likely to be in compliance. Aerojet has had a number of violations at their facility
in the last five years (although we recognize these are self-reported and not the result of
inspections.) This, and being a Title V source, demands that all permitted units be subject to
annual inspections at a minimum. Based on the size of the campus, the inspection cannot be
completed in a single day, or for that matter, in a few days. As such, we are regularly at Aerojet
to conduct inspections.

The District has recognized that there is a direct relationship between inspection frequency and
compliance rates. We have found that less frequent inspections have resulted in more time
allotted to handling the results of non-compliance, such as increased Notices of Violation and
more time spent in court. The net benefit to the cost of the program of reduced inspections is
therefore less than might be expected.

Tim Israel, County of Sacramento, Department of Waste Management and Recycling

(4/15/2013):

Comment #30: The projected Title V fee revenues SMAQMD calculated appear to be
underestimated. The projected revenues appear to account only for fees associated with the
annual fee and the five year renewal. Revenues from the revision of local permits do not
appear to be included in the SMAQMD estimate. DWMR requests that SMAQMD staff consider
re-evaluation of the projected revenues taking into account the fees that will be charged for
revisions to local permits and adjust the proposed Title V permit fees accordingly.

Response: Staff's Title V fee revenue projections for each Title V facility were based on the
annual average for all past permitting activities that occurred from FY07/08 through FY11/12
and the new annual fee for Title V permits. [n the initial assessment, Staff assumed that only
one local permit to operate was modified or added for a minor or significant modification and no
local permits fo operate were modified or added during a Title V renewal. After considering all
comments, Staff reassessed the revenue projections, taking into consideration the number of
local permits associated with each modification and the number of local permits modified during
the permit renewal process, and recalculated the flat fee amounts. The new proposed fees for
each type of Title V application are shown in Section 313.1 of the proposed amendments to
Rule 301.
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As stated in the Staff Report, if the revenues with the proposed fee increases for a specific year
exceed the expenditures, then the APCO will implement a lower percent increase for that fiscal
year as required by HSC Section 42311(a).

2™ PUBLIC WORKSHOP FOR RULES 301, 107, 205, AND 306, May 14, 2013

Workshop Attendees:

Tim tsrael, County of Sacramento (Kiefer Landfill)
Erica Gonzalez, Aeragjet

Philip Meyer, City of Sacramento

Karen Carney, County of Sacramento

Jaeyoul Jeon, Four Seasons Cleaners

Questions/Comments at the Workshop:

Comment #31: Which option is Staff recommending to the Board of Directors?

Response: Staff is recommending Option 3 for Rule 205, Option 4B for Rule 301 and Option B
for Rule 306.

Comment #32: Title V fees are underestimated. | know of several permit modifications my
facility will take in the next couple of years. Based on the new fee structure, our fees for those
modifications far exceed your Title V fees estimated for my facility.

Response: See response to Comment #30.

Comment #33: | believe Kiefer Landfill had several minor modifications in that time period
(FYO07/08-FY11/12). Is it possible Title V fees are under-billed or not billed at all?

Response: Kiefer Landfill modified several local permits to operate that were incorporated into
their Title V permit through the permit renewal application process. Title V fees were billed at
the hourly rate for the time spent processing the Title V renewal and incorporating changes that
occurred to local permits. Separate invoices were not created for these changes.

Comment #34: With the new fee structure, | believe your Title V fee fund balance portion is
going to be way too much in 3-4 years.

Response: Title V fees have been adjusted to avoid over-recovery of costs. See response to
Comment #30. In addition, as required by HSC 42311(a), Staff must review the expenditures
and revenues for the permit program every year. If the revenues with the proposed fee
increases exceed the program cost, the APCO will be required to implement lower percent
increases in future years ar adjust fees as necessary.
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WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FOR MAY 23, 2013 BOARD HEARING

Nitin Patel, Maacc (April 25, 2013)

Comment #35: We strongly object to any fee increases, as it will impact us in this bad
economy.

Response: See responses to Comments #2, 24, and 25.

Mark Arabo, Neighborhood Market Association (May 2, 2013)

Comment #36: The NMA represents 2,000 retailers with 21,000 employees in California,
Arizena, and Nevada. The adoption of this amendment would devastate small business owners
across this district. In this economy, gasoline sales are down 20% and retail sales are down
another 30%.

Response: 3taff contracted with Eastem Research Group (ERG) to analyze the economic
impacts of the proposed fee increases on businesses in Sacramento County, organized by
industry type. The analysis showed that for retail gasoline stations in Sacramento County, the
ratio of the proposed fee increases to annual revenues is approximately 0.1%. This is well
below the 1% threshold level at which EPA considers an economic impact to be potentially
significant when conducting a screening analysis®.

Staff examined the increased fee amounts, including Rule 301 permit fees, Rule 306 toxics
fees, and source testing fees for over 300 retail gasoline stations under Option 4B, Staffs
recommended option. These companies do not pay Title V fees or District Bank loan fees. The
annual fee increases per station range from $297 to $1,249, with a median increase of $408.

Comment #37: We recently had to perform an Enhanced Vapor Recovery (EVR) upgrade and
each station spent roughly $80,000; that has not been recovered.

Response: EVR upgrades were required under state regulations for vapor recovery. These
costs were not imposed by District regulations. As stated in the response to Comment #36, the
median increase in fees for refail gascline stations is $408, and the ratio of proposed fee
increases to annual revenues is not significant.

Comment #38: As President and CEO of NMA, | strongly oppose the proposed adoption of
Rule 107, Rule 205, and Rule 306. These amendments target and affect small businesses in
our Sacramento community. Small businesses have been hit hard in past years due to lower
sales and higher fees.

Response: The proposed fee increases apply to all companies, both large and small, that
require air quality permits. The fee increases do not target small businesses; in fact, the highest
fee increases will be experienced by large businesses. Staff believes that the economic impact
to retail gasoline stations will not be significant. In addition, the analysis performed by ERG did

2 U.8. EPA, EPA’s Action Development Process, Final Guidance for EPA Rulewriters, Regutatory
Flexibility Act, November 2006.
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not indicate a significant adverse economic impact to any of the business types in Sacramento
County.

The District has reached a critical point, and action to increase fees is needed. For the past
several years, stationary source program revenues have not been sufficient to cover the
program costs, and the District has been using the existing stationary source fund balance, i.e.
reserve funds, to make up the differences. Fee increases have been deferred during the
economic downturn to minimize the impacts on local businesses. Despite many cost-saving
actions, including reducing 6 positions from the stationary source programs, the District is
expected to consume the remaining stationary source fund balance by the middle of FY13/14.

Michae| W. Lewis, Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition (May 13, 2013)

Comment #39: The Construction [ndustry Air Quality Coalition {(CIAQC) appreciates this
opportunity to express that it does not believe now is the time for the Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management District {SMAQMD) to increase its fees. The impact of the recession
on California businesses, and the construction industry in particular, is still significant as the
state struggles to regain a solid economic footing. The construction industry is supportive of
cost-effective and technologically feasible efforts to clean the air, however CIAQC cannot
support the fee increases proposed by the SMAQMD at this time. CIAQC represents several of
the major construction and home building trade associations in California. Ilts membership
consists of the Associated General Contractors of California and America-San Diego Chapter,
Building Industry Association of Southern California, California Construction Trucking
Assaciation, Engineering Contractors Association, Southern California Contractors Association,
United Centractors and the California Rental Asscciation.

Response: Staff contracted with ERG to analyze the economic impacts of the proposed fee
increases on businesses in Sacramento County, organized by industry type. The analysis
showed that for the construction industry, the ratio of the proposed fee increases to annual
revenues is less than 0.1%. This is well below the 1% threshold level at which EPA considers
an impact to be potentially significant when conducting a screaning analysis.

Staff examined the increased fee amounts, including Rule 301 permit fees and Rule 3086 toxics
fees, for 37 companies in construction and construction-related industries under Option 4B,
Staff's recommended option. These companies do not pay Title V fees or District Bank loan
fees. The annual fee increases range from $84 to $20,510, with a median increase of $303.
The fee increases for 35 of the 37 companies are $1,624 or less. The other two companies are
large, heavy constructicn/infrastructure companies.

Comment #40: The construction industry has been especially hit hard during the current
recession, Generally the construction industry is the 'last-in and the first-out’ during an economic
downturn. However this is not what construction has encountered over the last six years. It has
been more of a 'first-in and last-out' experience, as employment is still down roughly 35 percent.
For this reason CIAQC does nct support the proposed district fee increases that must be
absorbed by the regulated community and the overall economy. The construction industry and
CIAQC's member contractors cannot absorb increased fees at this time. CIAQC respectfully
suggests that SMAQMD hold off on increases now and revisit the potential for additional
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revenue in 18 to 24 months. This additional time will allow the economy to gain needed strength
and those responsible to pay the fees fo be better positioned to do so.

Response: See response to Comment #39. ERG’s economic analysis shows that the impact
to the construction industry, as indicated by the low cost to revenue ratio, is not significant. In
addition, the analysis estimated potential job loss in the region as a result of the fee increases.
Job loss in the 37 companies that comprise the construction industry was less than 1 full-time
job. Fractional job losses can be interpreted as a contraction in a particulate industry, perhaps
represented by a reduction in hours warked.

The District has implemented many cost reduction strategies and has depleted the stationary
source fund balance to avoid raising fees over the last several years. Without a fee increase,
however, the fund balance will be completely consumed within the 2013/2014 fiscal year. It is
critical that Staff's proposed fee increases are adopted now without further delay. [n addition,
the proposed fee increases will help the District maintain the Staff necessary to respond to new
permit applications that may come in during the economic recovery and maintain a level playing
field for all businesses.

Scott Flake, SMUD (May 20, 2013)

Comment #41: We believe that continuing to bill Title V permit applications at an hourly rate
provides the regulated community a more transparent and accurate cost of permitting than the
proposed flat filing structure for the following reasons:
¢ The hourly tracking approach provides SMUD and other Title V sources the most
accurate cost for permitting projects since it directly reflects the number of Staff hours
needed in approving an application; and
» The hourly tracking approach provides the SMAQMD with a mechanism to account for
the complexity of a project and accounts for the economies of scale present when
processing Title V permit maodifications that affect several identical emission units. The
proposed flat rate fees are a one-size fits all approach that is based on the number of
local permits being modified and not the complexity of the project itself.

Response: Tracking work hours to individual permit applications is difficult, takes additional
time, and is susceplible to inconsistencies in practice, particularly when processing local permit
applications and Title V permitting concurrently. We also do not generally see “economies of
scale” in processing Sacramento’s Title V permit applications because each facility has a unique
history and location that impacts regulatory decisions.

Additionally, the current fee structure is inadequate because it does not assess any fees to
recoup costs associated with more generally applicable Title V related activities such as
negotiating and commenting on federal regulations and training. One example of this is the
District's work to secure EPA approval to terminate Clean Air Act Section 185 fees on Title V
sources. We would be obligated to assess 185 fees in Sacramento County through 2011 that
amounted to $4 million, $778,000 of which would have been assessed from SMUD facilities.
Contrast that with the total Title V fees over the 5-year analysis period, $372,131, of which
$41,533 are for SMUD facilities. None of the costs associated with this work was covered by
Title V fees, but the benefits to Title V sources are significant. Tracking hours associated with
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these types of activities and establishing a project specific justification for assessing an hourly
rate fee allocation from each Title V facility is infeasible.

The flat fee structure also provides benefits important to other commenters - that they have
certainty about what the fees will be to help them plan future projects, and ensure a level
playing field and avoid competitive disadvantages that might arise out of inconsistencies in
internal tracking and fee assessment practices.

However, the commenter makes an important point that some projects are extraordinarily
complex and the schedule fees may be tco low. New electricity generation projects are one
such example because they require District staff participation in Califoernia Energy Commission's
extensive hearing process. Therefore, we have added Section 313.1(b) to authorize an hourly
rate fee if Title V fees in Section 313.1(a) are expected to be lower than the actual cost to
process the Title V parmit application.

Comment #42: SMAQMD will continue to bill local permit applications on an hourly basis in a
manner similar to the existing Title V permit application billing structure of Section 313.

Response: This comment is incerrect. The District does not use the hourly rate structure for
processing local permits, except in the extraordinary circumstances such as those noted in
response to Comment #41. Although Section 308.9 authorizes hourly rates for electrical
generating equipment, SMUD’s fees are typically based on fuel use using Schedule 2, Section
308.3. Although an extraordinarily complex permit might use the hourly rate, it is more
commonly used for additional work beyond routine permit processing or annual compliance
inspections, such as reviewing a facility's emission tests, evaluating applications to bank
emissions reduction credits, or processing alternative compliance permit applications.

Comment #43: Many of SMUD’s Title V permit modification projects overlap with local permit
activities that can be accounted for in SMAQMD’s existing fee structure. Qur concern with the
proposed flat rate structure is that the completion of these overlapping activities during the
processing of the local permits may not be accounted for in the proposed flat rate, which could
lead to, in effect, a double payment of a portion of the permit application fees. For example, the
total application fee associated with a “Significant Title V Permit Modification™ involving two
identical turbines will be $12,518 in FY13/14. Dividing this fee by the time and material rate of
$156/hour in Section 308.12, the proposed fees equate to 80 hours of work. It is our belief that
this filing fee is set artificially high since the amount of work required to update a Statement of
Basis and Title V application can be minimal when compared to the amount of work already
performed during the evaluation and updating of the local air quality permits that would precede
the filing of the Title V application.

Response: When sources apply for local permit modifications at the same time as a Title V
permit modification, if the facility requests processing via the ‘Enhanced NSR” and meets the
requirement of Rule 214 — Federal New Source Review and provisions in Rule 207 — Title V
Operating Permits, the fees are lower because they are considered an ‘Administrative Permit
Amendment. The proposed fees for those permits in FY13/14 are $1,056 for the application
filing fee plus $750 per local permit to operate, rather than $1,056 for the application plus
$2,798 per local permit to operate for a significant modification.
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Comment #44: We request that SMAQMD staff continue to bill the Title V permit applications
on an hourly basis per the current language of Section 313 and consider Recommendations #11
and #12 of the Fee Structure Study referenced in Appendix C of the Staff Repart as a method to
uniformly and accurately bill these hourly projects.

Response: We improved our Staff tracking, as suggested in the Fee Study Recommendations
#11 and #12. This resulting information was used in our detailed analysis of the costs for this
proposal.

Comment #45: We do not appose the per-local permit “Annual Title V Fees” of Section 313.2,
provided that the annual inspections are performed by a different staff than the person
witnessing the source test.

Response: The source test fees, established in Section 311, recover Staff's time to review and
approve a source test plan, ocbserve a source test, and review source test reports. The new
proposed annual Title V fees will cover Staff's time associated with activities that the District has
not been able to cover in the past. These activities include inspecting and enforcing Title V
permits, reporting data to EPA, responding to EPA’s inquiries, reviewing existing state and
federal regulations, and training field staff members. The activities covered by the annual Title
V fees and the source test fees do not overlap; therefore, the same Staff person may perform
these activities. On the other hand, having the same staff person complete these activities is in
the best interest of the Title V facilities because it consumes less of Staff's time and effort,
keeping overall Title V program costs to a minimum.

Comment #46: If the proposed language of Section 313.1 is amended to reflect the current
language of Section 313, we also request that Sections 210 be stricken from the rule since the
definition "Permit to Operate-Madified” wilf no longer be needed.

Response: Any definition of a term not used in the rule will not be included in the final rule.

Comment #47: Since the federal and state ambient air quality standards and SMAQMD’s Best
Available Control Technology {(BACT), emissions offsets and major source thresholds are based
on PM10 and/or PM2.5, we request that the annual renewal fee be based on PM10 and not total
suspended particulate (TSP).

Response: See response to Comment #14.
PUBLIC COMMENTS AT THE MAY 23, 2013 BOARD HEARING

The oral comments from the public for ltem #10 at the May 2013 Board Hearing are
summarized below.

Becky Wood, Teichert

Comment #48: | would like to speak in support of the increases. It is very important that the
District maintain its financial health and respcnd to businesses quickly when needed. Another
thing that businesses appreciate is certainty, and this plan does lay out certainty into the future
so that we can plan for what our fees are going to be. To put it into context, for our high volume,
low cost product, we have to produce and sell 100,000 tons to be able to play our air district
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fees. That is equates to $0.03 per ton annually. We do appreciate the District being responsive
to our needs and want to see it remain financially healthy, and this is a good plan going forward.

Response: Thank you for your support.

Keri Titus, Breathe California

Comment #49: As you all may know, we currently do not meet federal and state health
standards. Without the fee increases recommended, it is going to extraordinarily difficult for the
District to retain the trained staff that they need fo carry out that important work to protect our
public health. We continue to have a 15.5% prevalence rate of asthma in our county, much
higher than so many other places. Loss of schocl and work days are Indirect cost that impact us
all. Some of the tracked costs may be more compelling. In 2010, more than 49% of asthma-
related emergency department visits and 65% of asthma-related hospital visits were paid for by
Medicaid and Medical. That is just one respiratory disease. We haven't begun to talk about the
health impacts of our most at-risk pepulation, our children and our seniors.

It is always difficult, particularly in the past years, to raise fees. These changes were needed in
2009. The District wisely deferred those increases. The problem is that now we are facing a
reserve that is not going to be there. We have to provide them with the toals, staffs, and
resources that they need to protect public health and to support those businesses that are
taking the necessary steps to do the right thing to clean up the air.

Response: Thank you for your support.

Darshan Mundy, Neighborhood Market Association

Comment #50: We sent a letter on May 2, 2013 that we oppose the fee increases. Gasoline
sales in California are down by 20%. Pollutions are at the 1990 levels because better and
smaller cars are on the road and people are driving less. In 2008, we have done EVR
upgrades. It cost each station $80,000 for the upgrade. We have not recovered the cost
because of the many competitions, the decrease in sales, and the economic downtown. In
addition, we have to work more hours for mom and pop stores than in 2008 because our fees
have gonhe up.

Response: These oral comments emphasize the written comments from Mark Arabo of the
Neighborhood Market Association on May 2, 2103. Staff's responses to the letter are included
in the responses to Comments #36, 37, and 38.

Comment #51: Air quality has many different fee schedules in the county. We request that you
give us a separate category for gas stations and not increase our fees. This way our fees will
not go up. Right now, many gas stations are in bankruptcy. They cannot pay the fees or are
behind on their bills. GDFs pay so many different fees in the county. For a small business,
we've got so much burden, and we cannot pass fees to our customers because of the
competition.

Response: Rule 301 establishes emissions fee and fee schedule for gasoline dispensing
facility (Sections 303.2 and 308.7) separate from other types of emission units. Staff is
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Staff Report

Rule 107 — Alternative Compliance

Rule 301 — Permit Fees — Stationary Source
June 24, 2013

Page H-16

proposing to increase fees for all permitted sources, both large and small. See responses to
Comment #38.
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Attachment F

Written Comments
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From: John Lane [mailto:)Lane@teichert.com]

Sent: Monday, January 28, 2013 9:22 AM

To: David Yang

Cc: Becky Wood

Subject: RE: SMAQMD Industry Fee Task Force Meeting

David,

I would like to attend this meeting and understand better the District’s intentions on this. As you can
imagine, we too are impacted by the recession and revenue issues and further fee increases impact our
viability.

With only a 6 day notice of this meeting, | would like to ask that the District consider rescheduling so
that people can arrange their schedules accordingly. 1 am currently committed to another meeting but
will attempt to make other arrangements.

If rescheduling is not possible, please send me any available materials to consider.
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From: Lee Gamboa [mailto:leegamboa@gamboas.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 5:04 PM

To: David Yang

Subject: Re: SMAQMD Industry Fee Task Force Meeting

| will not be attending, but | will tell you my position, no new taxes/fees.

————— Original Message -—-

From: David Yang
To: leegamboa@gamboas.com

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 2:34 PM
Subject: FW: SMAQMD Industry Fee Task Force Meeting

Lee,

t am forwarding the email Inviting you to the Industry fee task force meeting.
Please et me know if you are planning to attend this meeting.

Thank you,

David Yang
Air Quality Engineer
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From: Rene' Toledo [mailto:Rene.Toledo@smud.org]

Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 10:33 AM

To: Marc Cooley; David Yang; ALETA KENNARD; Patrick Durham
Subject: Industry Task Force Comments

Marc,
Thank you for inviting SMUD to be part of the Industry Task Force meeting last week.

As requested by APCO Larry Greene, we are submitting the following written comments
concerning the proposed changes to Rule 301 (Permit Fees).

1) For projects and/or applications subject to the hourly time and material labor rate fee
{currently listed in Sections 308.11 and 308.12), please consider adding a monthly
invoicing requirement to Section 400 of the rule. The monthly invoice could itemize the
work complete by AQMD staff during the previous month and allow you to collect fees
as a project Is processed.

2) Exclude Schedule 8 (5 MW plus generators) from the fee deposit provision of Section
301.1, since fees would be collected on a monthly basis.

3) Revise the fee rule to collect pollutant fees of PM10 instead of TSP, since BACT,
offset, and major source trigger levels are based on PM10 (not TSP).

Please feel free to contact me with any questions you may have at
Rene.Toledo@smud.org<mailto:Rene.Toledo@smud.org> or 916-732-7452<tel:916-
732-7452>.

Sincerely,
René Toledo

Environmental Health & Safety Specialist SMUD
916-732-7452
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From: Grow, Willlam {SDA} [mailto:groww@sacsewer.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2013 2:17 PM

To: David Yang

Subject: Proposed Fee Increases

When do the higher fees go into effect?
For Air Toxics Hot Spots, we were charged $95 persite (invoice #1213-09-00201B)

Where Is this fee defined under the current regs and what would be the new, higher fee under the
proposed changes?

William Grow. P.E.

Associate Civil Engineer

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
8521 Laguna Station Road, Elk Grove, CA 95758
916 875 9164 office

EMAIL DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other
than the intended recipient ig strictly prohibited.

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any
attachments thereto.
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F O Box 13222

.ﬂﬂ ERO l£ T --? . Sacramento CA 95813-8000
- - shk

April 11, 2013
19233:CMW

Mr. David Yang -

777 12" Street, 3™ Floor

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Sacramento, CA 95814 '

Subject: Comments from Aerojet to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District on the Proposed Changes to Rule 107- Aliernative Compliance, Rule 205 --
Community Bank and Priority Reserve Bank, Rule 301 — Permit Fees — Stationary
Source, Rule 306 - Air Toxies Fees

Dear Mr. Yang:

Aerojet regpectfully submmits comments on the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District’s (SMAQMD) proposed changes to the Subject rules fisted above.

General Comments Regarding all Proposed Fee Increases

Agrojet appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed fee increases and recognizes the
important role of the SMAQMD and the challenges it faces. However, California manufacturers such as
Aerojet.face a disproportionate regulatory burden relative to their competitors in other states (see chaits
below). These data, cotnpiled by the California Manufacturing and Technology Association from
government sources demonstrate a precipitous, sustained decline in the manufacturing Sector over time
and dismal job growth in California relative to other states. Regulatory agencies such as SMAQMD
bear some responsibility for these trends and adding to the comulative regulatory burden through
imposition of higher fees, especially during a period of economic instability, will only make a bad
situation worse,

California lagging behind
U.8. manufacturing growth

Sehten] g e TR

Manufacturing job growth in
fop ten industrial states

Jabnary 2040 - Sanuiaty 2013

6.3%
Industrial stotes v, without Calitorna

™ NE W PA

. ~1.8%
fiehiapiatysed ) i3 .
i . DA NY

Songrm Lk bt s Stk Ry ooty
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Some state environmental regulatory agencies are taking concrete actions to reduce the cost and
administrative burdens their programs impose on the regulated community. For example, as part of an
ongoing “resource alignment” effort, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted a workplan in
2012 to “identify opportunities to reduce the costs of compliance for dischargers subject to Water Board
regulation and oversight” and to “maximize utility/benefit arising from discharger compliance actions,
including benefits to the regulated community and to the environment at large” (see:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water _issues/programs/rap/docs/cost_of compliance(90612.pdf).

The Legislature’s Joint Legislative Budget Committee on AB 32 conducted oversight hearings in 2012
to address regulated community concerns about misappropriation of fee revenue by the California Air
Resources Board intended for implementation of CARB’s greenhouse gas emission control programs.
As aresult of this inquiry, language was adopted in the 2012-2013 state budget requiring CARB to
account for prior year fee revenue income and expenditures, and to forecast staffing, operations, and
contract expenditures by major program area for the next fiscal cycle. CARB submitted its initial report
to the Lepislature earlier this year (http://www.arb.ca.gov/ce/jlbereports/jan2013jlbereport.pdf).

The Brown administration recognizes the unique challenges faced by regulated businesses in California.
In 2011, the Governor established a new Office of Business and Economic Development (GoBiz), in
part to assist businesses in navigating permit requirements, “clearing of regulatory burdles” and
offsetting the cost of doing business in California. The Governor’s Senior Economic advisor recently
announced the administration’s commitment to stimulating growth in California’s manufacturing sector
during an “Advanced Manufacturing Summit” it sponsored in late March. The Governor has alse been
openly supportive of efforts to reform the California Environmental Quality Act o expedite review, and
where appropriate approval of, new projects.

The district’s proposed fee increases are dramatically out of step with this state-level emphasis on
controlling regulatory program costs and otherwise reducing burdens on the tegulated commumty The
SMAQMDs has projected that the proposed fee increase will result in over a 70% increase in Aerojet’s
fees within the next three years, SMAQMDs proposed Rule 301 changes will impose a 15% increase in
costs-in T'Y 13/14 for all of our existing 158 local permits, as well as now fees to support our Title V
permit. The increases in Rule 301 alone would result-in over a $56,000 increase in fees in FY 13/14.
Aerojet, as well as other companies in the District not only need to comply with local SMAQMD rules,
but also new vehicles rules imposed by the California Air Resources Board which have already resulted
in a significant cost impact. These types of fee increases and compliance costs cannot easily be passed
on to our customers and will require further cost cutting measures and inhibit job growth within our
Sacramento facility. '

Cost Reductions through Decreased Inspections for Facilities in Compliance

Aerojet would like to request SMAQMD to consider an additional cost reduction measure with respect
to inspections by potentially reducing the number of inspections per year on processes/cquipment that
are consistently in compliance. Currently all our local permits are inspected once per year. From 2008
to date, SMAQMD inspectors have visited our site over 80 timies and inspected over 150 permitted
processes/equipment every year. During this period, Aerojet has not received any Notice of Violations
(NOV) a5 a result of a SMAQMY) inspection. Aerojet is proposing that the inspection frequency be
reduced for permits or facilities that have remained in complience for a specified period of time such as
5 years. Many of our permits have reinained unchanged for many years and have always been in
compliance. Due to the consistency of these permits, the majority of the administrative costs for

- SMAQMD to maintain these permits are presumebly costs related to inspections, By reducing the
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amount of inspections done per year, the SMAQMD could save on staff time and labor costs associated
with this process.

Ruie 205 ~

Community Bank and Priority Reserve Bank.

The proposed Rule 205 amendments increase the amount of fees that can be collected by the SMAQMD
for the renewal of existing Emission Reduction Credit (ERC) loans that are borrowed through the
SMAQMD’s bank. Aerojet holds 7 of the SMAQMD'’s 50 active ERC loans for various processes on
the Rancho Cordova plant. Currently we pay $8,127 per year to renew all 7 loans. As written, the
proposed rule will increase the annual renewal fee from $903 per year to $2,556 per year, a 283%
increase. Aerojet understands that this program is underfunded and the fees have not been increased in
some time, but does not agree with the drastic rate increase that is planned to take place all in one year.

Acrojet is proposing that the SMAQMD consider a gradual increase in fees to achieve the desired goal
which would be consistent with the proposed increases for the other rules. The proposed schedule below
outlines three different options that would allow Aerojet more time to reallocate money and balance our
budget internally to cover these costs.

Options FY 13/14 FY 14715 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17718
(7/25/13 —7124/14) | (1725114 = 7124015) | (7/25/15 —7/24/16) | (7/25/16 —T124/17) | (T/25/17 - 1/24/18)
$ = Amount per year due / % = percentage increase from prior year
1 _ €
N?S‘;‘ggj‘;:m $1233/36.5% | $1562/26.7% | $1890/21% | $2221/17.5% | $2576/16%
for 5 years
2
. gggj‘;ga.r $1318/46% $17277/31% | $2141/24% | $2569/20% 0
for 4 yeais
3
N%";‘f‘;‘)‘j:ar $1454/61% $2007/38% | $2569/28% 0 0
for 3 y‘earg;

The table represents a more gradual increase in fees which is similar to but still more than the rate of fee

increases drafted in Rule 301 — Permit Fees — Stationary Source, W

which Aerojet will also be heavily

impacted by as stated above. Acrojet requests SMAQMD to cansider Option 1 for the Rule 205 ERC
renewal fee inéreases or a simildr fee inerease schedule.

Please contact Chelsea Westerberg at (916) 804-2361 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

el ot

Chelsea Westerberg
Environmerital, Health and Safety
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Brad Hudson, County Executive

Robert Leonard, Chief Deputy County
Executive

Muniecipal Services Agency

Department of Waste
Management & Recycling
Paul Philleo, Director

County of Sacramento
April 15,2013
Mr. David Yang
Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management District
777 12th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Proposed SMAQMD Fee Increase Comments

Dear Mr. Yang;

The County of Sacramento Municipal Services Agency, Department of Waste Management & Recycling
(DWMR) is pleased to submit comments on proposed Sacramento Metropohtan Air Quality District (SMAQMD)
rule changes associated with fee increases,

Title V Fees-

The projected Title V fee revenues SMAQMD calculated appear to be underestimated. The projected revenues
appear to account only {or fees associated with the annual fee and the five year renewal. Revenues from the
revision of local permits do not appear to be included in the SMAQMD estimate, Table 1 contains DWMR’s
estimate for Title V fees for the Kiefer Landfill for the fiscal years 2013/14 through 2016/17 including revenues
from anticipated local permit revisions. Total fees for the Kiefer Landfill during this four year period are
estimated by DWMR staff to be $76,301. This equates to an annual average fee of $19,465 which significantly
exceeds SMAQMD’s estimated annual average of $9,754.

Table 1
Estimated Title V Fees - Kiefer Landfill
DWMR Title V Fee Estimate
Permit SMAQMD Estimated
Fiscal Year Related Fees Annual Fees Total Title V Fees Total Fees
FY 2013/14 $0 $3,424 $3,424 $7,993
FY 2014/15 $29.214 $3,936 $33,150 $9,192
FY 2015/16 $9,657 $4,528 $14.185 $10,571
FY 2016/17 $20,726 $4,816 -$25,542 $11,258
4 Year Total $59,597 $16,704 $76,301 $39,014
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Page 2 of 2
April 15,2013

Simple revisions of any local permits will become very expensive. For example, in FY 2015/16 the permit to
operate for Kiefer’s greenwaste trommel will require revision because the ERC loan from the essential public
services account will expire. Under the proposed fee changes, DWMR will be required to pay $1,614 in local
fees and $9,657 in Title V fees to revise the two local permits associated with that equipment. An anticipated
similar revision of our flare and engine permits in FY 2014/2015 will require Title V fees for seven permits for a
total of $23,922. Fee resulting from the revision of local permits will be a significant revenue source and should
be considered in the SMAQMD revenue projections.

DWMR requests that SMAQMD Staff consider reevaluation of the projected revenues taking into account the
fees that will be charged for revisions to local permits and adjust the proposed Title V permit fees accordingly.

ERC Loan Fees -

SMAQMD proposes to increase the annual emission reduction credit (ERC) loan fee by 280 percent. DWMR has
the following comments;
¢ The current and proposed fee structure does not take the size of the loan into account. DWMR’s loan of
0.09 tons for the Kiefer gasoline dispenser will incur the same fees as the 7.72 tons for the site’s flares and
engines. DWMR suggests that SMAQMD consider a tiered approach for small, medium and large sized
loans. This approach is utilized for local permit fees.

e The staff report does not clearly address how the initial loan fees fit into the budget for this
program. DWMR requests that SMAQMD staff evaluate the impact of base loan fees on the projected
revenues and consider adjusting the proposed fees,

* The proposed fee increases are retreactive to our original agreements to the ERC loans. We cannot
recover the original loan fees if we decide that the new annual fees are too costly, Would the SMAQMD
consider prorated refunds for loans that have suddenly become cost prohibitive?

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (916)876-9431.

Sincerely;

LA

Tim Israel, PE
Senior Engineer

9850 Goethe Road « Sacramento, California 95827 « phone (916} §75-6789 » fax (916) 875-6767

www.saccounty.net * www,sacgreenteam,com

p:\shared folders\engineering“kiefer air quality\smaqmd 2013 fee increase comments.docx
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From: Nitin Patel [mailto:nit9pat@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2013 11:09 AM

To: David Yang

Subject: Proposed Fee Increase

Our permit # 23277

We strongly object to any fee increase, as it will impact
us in this bad economy

Nitin Patel

Maaco

1216 Arden Way
Sacramento, CA 95815
916 565 2760
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Date: May 02, 2013

To: Sup. Jimumie Yee, Sup. Phil Serna, Sup. Susan Peters, Sup, Roberta
MacGlashar, Sup. Den Nottolf, Councll Member Steve Coha, Council
member Darrell Fong, Council Member Allen Warren, Council Member
Allen Waren, Council Member Steve Hansen, Couneil Member Mel turner,
Council Mexaber James Cooper, Conncil Member Jeff Starsky, Council
Member Mark Crews, Councit Member, Council Member Donald Terry;

Dear Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District,

The Neighborheod Market Association represents 2,000
retailers, which employs 21,000 employees in California, Arizona, and
Nevada. The NMA is the heartbent of the small business community
and our number goal is public safety and bettering the cormunities
we do business in,

Change is inevitable, but change for the good is rare. Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District is proposing an
increase in fees. The adeption of this amendment would devastate
small business owner across this district. In this economy, gasoline
sales are down 20% and retail sales are down another 30%. We
recently had to perform an EVR Upgrade and each station spent
roughly $80,000.00; that has not been recovered.

As President and CEO of the NMA, 1 strongly appose the proposed
adoption of Rule 107, Rule 205 and Rule 306. These amendiments
target and affect small businesses in our Sacramento cotnmunity,
Small businesses have been hit hard in past years due fo lower sales
and higher fees. We can’t allow this {0 contiriue in our tommunities.

All our members and our Association care about our city and ifs well
being, Our children and family live in this comntunity along with
everyane else. We too want to protect our entire community. This
adeption discriminates against our small business communify. SmaH
biisiness is the backbone to our economy and we are allowing them to
be destroyed by increased fees.

United we stand strong and can avercome any obstacles. We should
join forces and discover different solutions to the current issues we
face.

Regpecttully,

Mark Arabe
President and CEQ
Neighborhood Market Association
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May 13,2013

Supervisor Phil Serna, Chair ,
Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-1908

Re: Proposed Fee Increases
Dear Supervisor Serna:

The Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition (CIAQC) appreciates this
opportunity to exptess that it does not believe now is the time for the Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) to increase its fees.
The impact of the recession on California businesses, and the construction industry
in particular, is still significant as the state struggles to regain a solid economic
footing, The construction industry is supportive of cost-effective and
technologically feasible efforts to clean the air, however CIAQC cannot support
the fee increases proposed by the SMAQMD at this time.

CIAQC represents several of the major construction and home building trade
associations in California, Its membership consists of the Associated General
Contractors of California and America-San Diego Chapter, Building Industry
Association of Southern California, California Construction Trucking Association,
Engineering Contractors Association, Southern California Contractors Association,
United Contractors and the California Rental Association. Collectively, members
of these assoclations build much of the public and private infrastructure and land
development projects in California.

The construction industry has been especially hard hit during the current recession.
Generally the construction industry is the 'last-in and the first-out' during an
economic downturn. However this is not what construction has encountered over
the last six years. It has been more of a 'first-in and last-out' experience, as
employment s still down roughly 35 percent. For this reason CIAQC does not
support the proposed district fee increases that must be absorbed by the regulated
community and the overall economy. The construction industry and CIAQC's
member contractors cannot absorb increased fees at this time. CIAQC respectfully
suggests that SMAQMD hold off on increases now and revisit the potential for
additional revenue in 18 to 24 months. This additional time will allow the
economy to gain needed strength and those responsible to pay the fees to be better
positioned to do so.

Sincerely,

Tk 1

Michael W. Lewis
Senior Vice-President

e SMAOMD Clerk of the Board




Powering forward, Together.

@ SMUD’

May 20, 2013
DPG 13-090

David Yang

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
777 12 Strest, 3" Floor

Sacramesnto, CA 95814

RE: COMMENTS ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO RULE 301 (PERMIT FEES -
STATIONARY SOURCE)

Dear Mr. Yang:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to Rule 301 (Permit
- Fees - Staticnary Source). We have reviewed the Staff Report and proposed rule changes, and
have the following comments concerning the amended rule.

Rule 301, Section 313.1 — Flat Title V Permit Application Fees

While we at Sacramente Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciats SMAQMD's need to
amend the fee rule in order to improve cost recovery, we bealieve that continuing to bill Title Vv
permit applications at an hourly rate provides the regulated community a transparent and
accurate cost of permitting than the proposed flat filing structure for the following reasons:

¢ The hourly tracking approach provides SMUD and other Title V sources the most
accurate cost for permitting projects since it directly reflects the number of staff hours
needed in approving an application.

* The hourly tracking approach provides the SMAQMD with a mechanism to account for
the complexity of a project and accounts for the economies of scale present when
processing Title V permit modifications that affect several identical emission units.
Whereas the application type specific flat fees are a one-size fiis all approach to
application hilling that is based on the number of local permits being modified and rot
the complexity of the oroject itself.

+« SMAQMD staff will continue to bill local permit applications ch an hourly basis in a
manner similar to the existing Title V parmit application billing struct"ure of Section 313,

SMUD HQ | 6201 5 Street | P.O. Box 15830 | Sacram@ Q038521830 | 1.888.742.7¢83 | smud.org @i
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Mr. Yang, SMAQMD - May 20, 2013
DPG13-090

+ Many of SMUD’s Title V permit modification projects overlap with local permit activities
that can be accounted for in SMAQMD's existing fee structure. Our concern with the
proposed flat rate structure is that the completion of these overlapping activities during
the processing of the local permits may not be accounted for in the proposed flat rate,
which could lead to, in effect, a double payment of a portion of the permit application
feas,

For example, under proposed Section 3131 of Rule 301 (Option 1A), the total
application filing fee associated with a “Significant Tille V Permit Modification” involving
two Identical combustion turbines (2 local permit) in Fiscal Year (FY) 2013/2014 will be
$12,518 (sum of $1,902 base filing fee, $5,308 for each of the two turbine local AQMD
permits). Dividing the $12,518 filing fee by the proposed hourly “Time and Materials
Labor Rate" of $156 from Section 308.12, the proposed fee squates to 80 hours of
work. Itis our belief that the this filing fee is set artificially high since the amount of werk
required o update a Statement of Basis and Title V permit application can be minimal
whan compared to the amount of work already performed during the evaluation and
updating of the local air quality permits that would precede the filing of the Title V permit
application,

In summary, we request that SMAQMD staff continue to bill the Title V permit applications on an
hourly basis per the current language of Section 313 and consider Recommendations #11 and
#12 of KPMG's April 2009 Fee Structure Study referenced in Appendix C of the SMAQMD Staff
Report (pages 23 and 24) as a method to uniformly and acourately bill these hourly projects.
We believe that SMAQMD can adapt the existing local permit biling procedures to accurately
and fairly recover the cost of processing Title V permit applications on an hourly basis.

Rule 301, Section 313.2 — Annual Title V Fee
We do not oppese the per-local permit “Annual Title V Fee” of Section 313.2, provided that the
annual inspections are performed by different staff than those withessing source tests.

Rule 301, Section 210 — Definition of Permit to Operate - Modified

If the proposed language of Section 313.1 is amended to reflect the current language of Section
313, we also request that Secfions 210 be stricken from the rule since the definition *Permit to
Operate — Modified” will no longer be needed.

Rule 301, Section 303.2 —- Permit Renewal Fee

Since the federal and state ambient air quelity standards and SMAQMDY's Best Available Gontrol
Technology (BACT), emission offsets and major source thresholds are based on PM,, and/or
PM,.s, we request that the annual renewal fee be based on PMy, not TSP. Per Section 303.2, a
portion of the annual *Permit Renewal Fee” is based on Total Suspended Particulate (TSP)
which is typically larger than its subset of PMy, (particulate matter with an asrodynamic diameter
smaller than or equal to a nominal 10 microns) andfor PM,s (particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter smaller than or equal 1o a nominal 2.8 microns).  This would also align
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Mr. Yang, SMAGQMD -3~ May 20, 2013
DPG13-090

Rule 301 with the methadology of Bay Area AQMD Rule 3-39 and Yolo-Solano AQMD Rule 4.1
which base yearly emission fees on PMyq.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed amendments. If youl
have any questions or would like additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Rena
Toleclo at (916) 732-7452.,

Sincerely,

bl

Scott Flake
Manager, Power Genestation

co; Larry Greene, SMAQMD
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Mr. Yang, SMAQMD -4~
DPG13-080

bc:

Paul Lau, SMUD

Ross Gould, SMUD

Mike Gianunzig, SMUD

Patrick Durkam, SMUD

Steve Johns, SMUD

Jeff White, Carson Energy Group

Frank Miller, Wood Group Power Plant Services
Dave Blevins, Wood Group Power Plant Services
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David Yang

From: ‘ Becky Wood <BWood®@teichert.com>
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 5:50 PM

To: David Yang

Subject: Fee increase

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

| spoke at the last hearing in favor of the increase. | will be out of town for this hearing but please let the Board know
that we support these increases alsc. Thanks,

Becky L. Wood
EH&S Manager
Teichert Materials
818.484.3351
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Evidence of Public Notice
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The Sacramento Bee

P.O. Box 16779 + 2100 Q Street » Sacramento, CA 95852

Co. of Sacramento/Air Quality (Metro Air Quality Mgm¢)
777 12 37 1 St
Sacramento, CA. 95814-1908

DECLARATION OF PUBLICATION
(C.C.P. 2015.5)

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

I am a citizen of the United States and
a resident of the County aforesaid;
Tam over the age of eighteen

years, and not a party to or interest

ed in the above entitled matter. I am
the printer and principal clerk of the
publisher of The Sacramento Bee,
printed and published in the City of
Sacramento, County of Sacramento,
State of California, daily, for which
said newspaper has been adjudged

a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of
Sacramento, State of California,
under the date of September 26, 1994,
Action No. 379071, that the notice of
which the annexed is a printed copy,
has been published in each issue
thereof and not in any supplement
thereof on the following dates, to wit;

June 24, 2013

I certify {or declare) under penalty of
perjury that the foregoing is true and
correct and that this declaration was
executed at Sacramento, California,

on June 28, 2013

(Signature)

000195



