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. . . : . )
] 1 and I'would recommend that we take a brief pause while we 12 1 But it 2lso then be done really separately from this Board B
. % 2 read the resolution. It's No. 94-50. 2 action item right now. Iguess the —

©3 (Thereupon, there was a brief pause while 3 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: In other words, you don’t
4 the members perused the resolution.} 4 prcfcr that method.
5 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: This resolution, which the 5 -CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: ‘If T understand you, unless
"6 poard has before it, No. 94-50, contains the staff’s 6 it is an amendment to this reseiution, then we shouid take
7 recommendations. I'm happy to entertain a motion and a 7 -itup at a different time?
8 second to adopt the staff proposal. ‘ 3 MR. KENNY: correct. .
9 SUPE{WISOR RIORDAN: [would so move, Madam 9 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Does any member of the Board

10 chairman. 10 -wish to propose an amendment to the resolution before us?

11 MR. CALHOUN: Second. 11 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Madam chair, just in

12 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Motion by‘ supervisor Riordan, 12 thinking, and I was going to handle it immediately

13 and Mr. calhoun seconds the motion. ) 13 thereafter, would be just some instruction for the staff to

14 MR. LAGARIAS: ‘Madam chair? 14 look at the type of edger that We just viewed. - And I speak

15 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Mr. Lagarias. 15 very specifically to that type of edger as opposed to what

16 MR. LAGARIAS: Am Icofrect in understanding that 16 Mr. Lagarias was talking about, his type of edger. But,

17  the petition that has come up will be reviewed by the staff' 17 obviously, those are real clear. and just handle it -

18  and they will be reporting to us? 18 administratively.

19 - (Thereupon, Mr. Lagariss turned on his 19 . That’s what T wanted to do, but 1 didn’t reatize

20 microphone.) 20 you had to couple that into this resolution.

21 MR. LAGARIAS: That having reviewed the petition 21 'MR. KENNY: You're correct. Basically, my

pre presentcd to us today, that the staff will come back with an 22 assumption was that what you were going to suggesting wasa

23  assessment of this and come back to us in this regard? 23 regulatory amendment, and that’s why 1 was suggesting & .

24 MR. BOYD: Yes, if it’s the wish of the Board, we 24 coupling of it intd the resolution.

25 can make & formal report to the Board and public, or we can 425 To the extent that you're suggesting an

124 | ' 126-
1 give you a written recommendation, as we often have, on 1 administrative review by the staff, that can be done
2 these petitions. 2 informally.
3 But you will be apprised of our view of the 3 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Thaf goes to posthole diggers,
4 petition most certainly. 4 too. ‘
] MR. LAGARIAS: Fine. ' 5 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: we'll getto that one ina
6 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Okay. Very goed. 6 second.
7 1f there is no further discussion — yes, Dr. 7 {Laughter.)
$  Boston. 3 CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER: Then, having a motion and a
9 DR. BOSTON: Mr. Boyd, where does that leave us 9 second on Resolution No. 94-50, and hearing no amendments

10 with the one-wheel handheld edger? Is that something thar ‘10 proposed thereto, Iwould like to ask the Board secretary to

11 will be handled administratively? 11 take the roll.

12 MR. BOYD: No — well, 1think Mr. Cross gave you 12 MS. LOUNSBURY: Boston?

13 an example of how that issue may be before you right now. 13 DR. BOSTON: Yes.

14 1f you should so choose to modify the regulation, it can be 14 MS. LOUNSBURY: calhoun?

15 done within the context of today’s noticed item. But it 15 MR. CALHOUN: Yes.

16 would, you know, be part of the 15-day package if you wanted i6 MS. LOUNSBURY: Edgerton?

17 to take an action to sort your way through that. 17 Ms. EDGERTON: Yes.

138 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: could it be done separate, 18 MS. LOUNSBURY: Hilligoss?
19 though, from the resolution? 19 MAYOR HILLIGOSS: Aye.

20 MR. KENNY: Iguess the easy response to that is 20 'MS. LOUNSBURY: Lagarias?

21 that the resolution really reflects what the Board is 321 MR. LAGARIAS: Yes.

22 directing the staff to do and what the Board is basically 22 MS. LOUNSBURY: Riordan?

23 eadopting with regard to this regulation. 23 _SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: AYe.

24 s0, in the context of the matter before the Board 24 MS. LOUNSBURY: vagim?

25 right now, it could be done separately from the resolution. 25 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Aye.
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1 MS. LOUNSBURY: Wieder? 12 1 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: With that understanding, the 12
2 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: Yes. ) 2 staff neéds no further clarification at this time. 1r’d like

3 MS. LOUNSBURY: chairwoman Schafer? 3 1o propose & break for the lunch hour, retuming at about a
4 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Aye. 4 quarter to two for Item 94-7-2,

5 MS, LOUNSBURY; Resolution 94-50 passes 9-0. 5 Thank you very much. .

6 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: AS I mentioned before, there 6 . (Thereupon, the luncheon recess was takcu.)

7 will be a 15-day comment perjod for this item. 7 -—-oQo—

8 Now, as Mr. Boyd has said, the staff will review 8

9 the petition that's before us and communicate to us any 9

10 conclusions that they have — analysis and conclusions that 10

11 they may have with respect to that. 11

12 supervisor Riordan? 12

3 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: My hope would be fo add alsa 13

14 arequestto staff just to look at those edgers that were 14

15 demonstrated to us today, those types of engines that maybe 15

16 we ought 1o consider them a little differently than we had 16

17 originally thought, and maybe come back with somethmg 17

18 different. 13

19 MR. BOYD: We’d be glad to do that, Madam chair, 19
20 and to the extent we can, feport on all the developments 20
21 when we weave our through it. And when I say report on all 21
22 the developments, [ have a minor little concérn about any . 22
23 chilling effect on — what has been occurring out there is 23
24 there are people out there trying to devise four-stroke 24
25 versions of that very same piece of equipment based upon the 25

' 128 5w

1 existing regulation. 1 AFTERNOON SESSION

2 And 1’d want to know the extent of that before 12 —o0o-—-

3 we'd recommend a change to see if that — if somebody’s put 3 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Good a&ernoon, la.dles and
4 alot of effort into it, and this suddenly eaves them with 4 gentlemen. The item that the Board will take up this

5 an investment for naught. 5 afternoon is the second agenda item, No. 94-7-2.

6 But, yes, it just adds to the complication, but we 6 Iust a reminder to those who might like to testlfy

7 will be glad. And, quite frankly, sitting here, I'm like "7 on the next agenda item to please sign up with the Board

8 you, taking this in iseiation, 1would agres the juice isn't 8 secretacy sitting down here in the front to your right.

9 worth the squeeze. But when you look at the whole orange 9 The next item on the agenda is a public hearing to
10 grove, why, it gets a little more complicated. : 10 coasider to consider amendments to the air toxics hot spots
11 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: MTr. Lagarias. 11 fee regulation.

12 MR. LaGARIAS: 1'd like to advise the staff, in 12 This fee reguiation will be apphcable for fiscal

13 considering that petition, with regard to extending the time 13- years 94-95. The Toxics Hot Spots Act requires california
14 for the Tier I standard, that in no way sends a message that 14 industries to inventofy toxic emissions, to notify the

15 the Tier I standards, which aréa due for '99, would be 15 public where thére are health risks; and, because of recent
16 relaxed in any way. They are still, first and foremost, a 16 changes in the law, to reduce significant emissions.,

17 requirement that we hold very high. And atzempting ~ we 17 The Act afso places extensive respansibilities on

18 would not laock, 1'd say, warmly on a petition that says, 18 local air districts, the office of Environmental Health )
19 because the time is too short between Tier t and Tier IT, we 19 Hazard Assessment, and the Air Resources Board — the latter .
20 can’tmeet that. - ' 20 two agencies being part of cal-Epa. -
21 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Supervisor vagiim. 21 The state develops and maintains a toxic emission
22 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: In the same vein of the one- 22 inventory, develops and reviews source test methods, -
23 wheel edger, on the current regulation, you have something 23 generates the tools used in health risk assessment, and
24 called "auger-carth,” and [ would like furthér examination, 24 reviews health risk assessments.
25 25 The state also develops the mventory fee

hopefully, if that includes posthole diggers.
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pollutants were used as surrogates for the fees.

By 1992, the program was far enough aleng so that

a change in calculating the fees was possible. The
Legislature recognized this and amended the Toxics Hot spots
Act to require that the fees be based on toxic emissions and
the level of health risk prioriry to the extent practicable.

the toxic emissions data for ail sources was not

fully available, so fees could not be based strictly on the
quantity of toxic emissions. A new fee method was developed
that uses, in addition to the workload and facility
complexity, risk as its basis.

m this method, facilities which have a higher
health risk priority pay higher fees. Examples of the
higher priority facilities are those required to prepare
health risk assessments or accomplish public notification.

in response to concerns that fees also should be
related to the workload created by the source, a workload
component was added. Under this approach, fees were
proportional to the complexity of the facility and the
relative workload to the district and the state.

The method adopted for fiscal year 1993-94 was
adopted in cooperation with local air districts and affected
industries and was widely supported at the time of its
adoption. .

The staff proposal for our consideration today

0 ~3 O L b WD

LREBRBEEBEESaGRrEREbw

At this point, 1’d like to ask mr. Boyd to introduce the
item and begin the staff”s presentation.

mr.Boyd?

MR. BOYD; Thank you, chairwoman Schafer. Asthe
chairwoman has indicated regarding the fee proposal, the
purpose of the regulation that we have before you this year
and previous years is to ailocate and to recover equitably
the costs that local air pollution control districts, your
own Board, and the state’s office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment incur in carrying out the air toxics hot

spots program.

The regu}anon before you identifies the dollar
amount that each local air poltution control district is
remit to the state to recover the state’s cost. also, the
regulation establishes fee schedules for those 12 districts
in the state that have requested to be included in the state
regulation. In other words, the 22 remaining districts have
chosex to adopt their own method for assessing their own
local fees.

Last year, as indicated, when the Board adopted a
new method for caiculating fees, we knew we were making &
substantial change in the system. We shifted from basing
fees on criteria pollutants, which is what the law
originally anticipated, to a method more closely related to
toxic emissions, which, again, was the legislators’ intent.

. 1 reguiations, provides assistance in the preparation of 131 1  continues that same basic method; but with some important 13
2 health risk assessments, and assists in public notification. 2 modifications. First, we are lowering the state’s cost by
3 aAs required by amendments to the Toxics Hot Spots 3 about 18 percent, or over $900,000. we are also proposing
4  act last year, the stare is also preparing new health risk 4 the lower the fee cap for small businesses from $700 to
" 5 assessment guidelines and risk reduction guidelines. 5 $300. ,
.6 The local districts work with the facilities to 6 The staff also has genezal provisions which update
7 obtain the inventory information, prioritize facilities for .7 district costs and the status of facilities in the program.
"8 health risk assessment, review the emissions and air quality "8 These modifications were developed with widespread
9 modeling aspects of the health risk assessment, and work 9 participation of local air districts and the affected
10 with facilities on implementing the law’s public 10 industry.
11 notification and risk reduction requirements. . 11 we’re all concerned with the cost of any program
12 The law requires that the state and loca] district 12 and with fees being paid by businesses. In 1993, the air
13 costs to implement and maintain the hot spots program be 13 Rescurces Board and the office of Environmental Health
14 recovered through fees assessed on facilities. The state 14 Hazard Assessment prepared a plan which projected the
15 fee regulation is designed to generate the revenue to cover . 15 stare’s resource requirement for the hot spots program
16 the state’s costs from all districts, as well as the local 16 through fiscal year 1997 and "98. - :
17 district costs in the 12 districts whose fee schedules we ' 17 The purpose of the plan was to program :
12 are adopting. 18 requirements with the goal of reducing resource needs and :
19 ‘The ARB adopts district fee schedules when 19 sireamlining wherever possible.
20 requesied to do so by the districts. From the beginning of 20 m accordance with that plan, the Air Resources
" 21 the program 1987, this Board recognized and many in industry 21 Board made the commitment ta reduce the state’s costs of the
22 supported the principle that the fees should be more closely 22 program by 40 percent by fiscal year 1957-98, as compared
23 relared to the program requirements. 23 with the budget in fiscal year 1993-94,
24 However, for the first years of the program, 24 - That commitment is reflected in this year’s .
25 - sufficient toxics emissions information, so exiteria 25 proposal by the reduction in cost that 1 mentioned earlier.
132 134
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1 The ARB, the ARB Fee Regulation Committee, which 135 1 1t's been an extremely open process. And, asa 137
2 consisted of the ARB staff, local districts; and industry, 2 result, along the way, many adjustments were made as we
3 everybody knew that many facilities would end up having to 3 developed the final recommendations. Particular atteation
4 pay more. We realized at that time this would be a 4 was paid to reducing small business costs. And, as such, as
5 difficult transition. But now this step has besn mostly § indicated eariier, the $700 small business cap that was
6 accomplished. 6 adopted and in effect last year is proposed to be reduced to
7 In most areas of the staté, there was a fairly 7 $300 in this year’s fee schedule.
8 extensive outreach program carried out to communicate this 8 " with that introduction, now, I'd like to turn the
9 change last year, and to resolve the many, many questions 9 program over to the staff and to Mr. Korenberg of the
10 that arose by -— in particular, small business people — as 10 starionary source Division, who will present the proposed
11 to why there was a program change which, in some cases, 11 amendments to the regulation and give you some background
12 resulted in a shift of fees. 12 about the proposal. '
13 Most of the 12 districts for whom we did adopt. 13 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: GO right ahead.
14 fees last year, have billed their facilities under the new 14 MR. KORENBERG: Thank you, Mr. Boyd.
15 ‘system. This year, the district and state program total 15 madam chairwoman and members of the Board, my
16 cost are sbout $11.2 million. District costs account for 16 ' presentation today will discuss the staff’s proposal 1o
17 ebout three-fifths of that total cost, or about $7 million, 17 amend the air toxies hat spots fee regulation for fiscal
18 and the remaining two-{ifths is io cover the state’s portion ‘18 year 1994-95.
19 of the total program costs; the state being both the Alr 19 For today s presentation, 1 will first give a
20 Resources Board and the office of Environmental Health 20 short introduction, plus review the program responsibilities
21 Hazard Assessment. 21 for the Air Resources Boeard, the office of Environmental
22 Now, as the chairwoman noted, your staff is 22 Health Hazard Assessment, or CEHHA, and the local air
23 recommending contirived reductions in the state’s cost. As 23 districts under the air toxics hot spots program.
24 indicated, as we presented to the Board last year in our 24 Next, I'll discuss the program costs for the - _
25 five-year plan to reduce state costs 40 percent, this year's 25 coming fiscal year and our program plans for the future.
- 136 . |
1 proposa] reflects roughly $183,000 permanent reduction in 1 Then, I'll deseribe the method we are using to
2 state program costs. And we are keeping true to our long- 2 calculate fees and review the process we used to come to
.3 term commitment to reduce the total program at the State 3 that method.
4 level by 40 percent over that five-year period. 4 Following that, I'll move on to the specific. _
5 in addition, both the Air Resources Board and the 5 amendments which are contained in our staff report. 1will
6 office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment Were able 6 conclude with the additional modifications we are proposing
7 1o cairy over savings from last year’s program to redice the 7 today. . ' NP
8 state revenue needs for thie fiscal year 94-95 by about 3 Beginning with an introduction of our proposal
9 $750,000. The net result, then, is that the state’s revenue 9 then: T september, 1987, assembly Bill 2583, the air
10 needs for the hot spots program will decrease a little aver 10 Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act, was signed
11 $%00,000 to $4.2 million. 11 into law. The goal of the Act is to determine the extent of
12 " that’s not to be confused with the budget 12 toxic air emissions in california and their potential heaith
13 reduction. That'is just reducing the revenue need to 13 implications. .
14 support the program and, thus, is reflected in the fec 14 this goal is reached through the activities
15 schedulc being somewhat less than otherwise would have to be 15 outlined on the slide.
16 whether or not those savings get carried over. 16 Prmr to 1993, the program hed three basic progmm
17 As in previous years, as the Chairwoman indicated, 17 eclements — emission inventory, risk assessment, and publlc
18 we’ve worked very hard to develop a proposal that is 18 notification.
19 equitable for sources, that's workable for the multiple - 19 m 1993, senate Bl“ 1731, calderon, added new
20 districts that are involved, and that complies with the law. - 20 requirements in the risk assessment ares, shown in t.he
21 we held three public workshaps. we had six 21 second box on the slide, and added a fourth program element,
22 meetings with the Fee Regulation Committee, including local 22 risk reduction, shown in the green box.
23 district representatives, and we met with industry and 23 In the risk assessment arca, OEHHA evaluates the
24 industry essociation representatives many times in 24  health impact of the assessment. As required by senate Bill
25 25

developing the fee schedule.

1731, OEHHA is in the process of developing new fecility
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1 risk assessment guidelines. 159 1 businesses, nonpayment, and uncertainty in the number of - 1l
2 senate Bill 1731 also added risk reduction 2. facilities.

3 requircments to the program. Facilities whose emissions of 3 stats Costs are only onc element of fees. as this

4 toxics pose significant potential health risks are now 4 graph depicts, the district costs account for approximately

5. required to conduct a toxic risk reduction audit. Based on 5 three-fifths of the tota} implementation costs.

6 the audit, they must also develop a plan that uses risk & CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER:- Excuse me. Before you leave
7 reduction measures to reduce the risk below sxgmt' cance T that slide — you may be covering it in the future; m not

8 levels defined by the districts. ) 8 sure - but those are the district costs that are included

"9 The ARS is required to assist industries comprised 9 in this regulation, not the costs of the 22 districts that '

10 mainly of smaller businesses in complying with the risk 10 - have their own regulations?

11 reduction audit and plan requirements of senate Bill 1731. 11 MR. KORENBERG: No. This is for all 34 districts.

i2 The ARB is developing risk reduction guidetines to 12 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: This is for all 34 districts.

13 help affected businesses ideatify potential emission points 13 All right. very good. Thank you.

14 in their facilities and provide a menu of risk reduction 14 . MR. KORENBERG: For fiscal year 94-95, 28 of the

15 options. ' 15 34 districts are estimating decreases in district program

16 The Hot spots Act established specific - 16 costs. District program costs are decreasing by

17 requirements with regard to fees. The Act requires the ARB 17 approximately 22 percent compared to fiscal year 93-94.

18 to adopt a regulation that recovers the statc’s costs-and ' 13 Total costs of the state and districts for fiscal

19 the districts costs if requested. state costs include those 19 year 94-95 will be approximately 11.2 miilion. This figure

20 incurred by OEHHA and the ARB. If & district chonses, i 20 represents a 21 percent decresse from fiscal year 93-94.

21 may adopt its own fee rule. S 21 of the tatal program costs, approximately 62

22 The Board first adopted the air toxics hot spots 22 percent of the cost is for the districts, 18 percent is for

23 fee regulation in 1988. The fee regulation is amended each 23 the ARB, and 20 percent is for OEHHA- '

24 year to reflect changes in program costs and mthc number 24 'As I mentioned carlier, we presented and the Board

25- of facilities subject to the progra.m C 25 approved last year a five-year plan to reduce the state’s

: 140 142

1 As required by the law, each district must biil 1 costs for the hot spots program. <
2 facilities for air toxics hot spots fees whether the 2 The plan calls for a 40 pereent reduction in '
3 district adopts its own fee rule or is includad in the ARR’S 3 program requirements by fiscal year 1997-98. The reductions
4 fee ragulation. 4 were calculated using the State budget for 93-84 as the

5 ‘the existing fee regulation requires each district 5 baseline and were based on the assumption that we would have -
6 to remit the district’s share of the state’s costs to the 6 no new legisiative mandates.

7 ARB. 7 The next slide illustrates how the state’s costs

3 with that introduction, I'll go next to the 8 will be reduced through fiscal year 57-98.

9 staff’s proposal. 9 This slide shows the state and district costs from

10 AD important change we are proposing today is a 10 the beginning of the program, with state cost projections

11 reduction in state program costs. 11 through fiscal year 97-98. our five-year plan cails for a

12 Pursuant to our five-year plan to reduce state 12 total reduction in state costs of 2 million, or about 40

13 costs, our proposed costs for this year include & parmanent 13 percent, by fiscal year 97-98.

14 reduction of $183,000. In addition, both the ARB and OEHHA 14 The fiscal year 93-94 costs reflect 2 §500,000

15 were able to carry over savings from prior years to reduce 15 reduction from the baseline State budget. also, note that

16 the proposed costs for fiscal year 94-95. The ARB carried 16 the costs for fiscal year 94-95 are lower than projected in

17 over 150,000 and OEHHA carried over 600,000, for a total 17 the plan because of the $750,000 carryover. The three

18 reduction this year of $933,00. 18 hatched bars on the right are our projections for costs

19 The proposed budget for ARB, with the reduction, 19 based on our five-year plan.

20 is about 2 million. The proposed budget for OEHHA, with 20 we do not have projections for the future district

21 their reduction, is about 2.2 million. The combined total 21 costs but, if this year is an indication, district costs

22 for fiscal year 94-95 is 4.2 million, a reduction of 18 22 will also go down in the future.

23 percent compared to last year, 23 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: EXcuse me. Let me askyoua

24 A8 in previous years, an adjustment factor of five 24 question before you go any further.

25 percent is added to this amount too account for closing of 25 I’ve been waiting to hear what you wouid identify
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1 that you - I'm not on? (spesking of microphone) Thanks. 142 1 MR. AMES: Iam hopeful that the rest of our 1
2 I've heen waiting to hear what you would anribute 2 presentation will help, also, to answer your question.
3 the reduction of costs to, and up till now, other than the 3 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: oOkay. -
4 carryover, I haven’t heard it identified 4 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you. You may continue,
5 what do you attribute the cost reduction that has 5 mr. xorenberg. '
6 taken place and what do you anticipate? ‘ 6 MR. KORENBERG: Before I discuss the other-
7 MR. AMES: COkay. ' 7 smendments we are asking you to consider today, I'would like-
] CHAIRWGMAN SCHAFER: Mr. Ames. 8 to briefly describe the fee calculation method we are using.
9 MR. AMES: Yes. Supervisor wieder, some of the 9 Last year, in respoase to direction from the soard ’
10 reductions have been made in arcas — the permanent 10 and in response to new State law, the basis for calculating
11 reductions, for example, in areas of source testing. Wwe've 11 fees was changed. we moved away from basing focs on
12 developed 30 toxic source test methods which are used for 12 eriteria pollutants and developed a new method based on
13 about 80 of the substances. ‘ 13 health risk priority with a workload component.
14 Naw that that work is largely complete, we see 14 Initiaily, for the hot spots program, the -
15 opportunities to take reductions there. Wwe will be scaling 15 distribution of staté costs and fees were besed on criteria
16 back some of our work in fnventory over the next coupie of 16 pollutant emissions, because a statewide toxics pollutant:
17 years, for exampie. Right now, we hiave a nccd to retain 17 inventory was not yet developed.
18 those to do quality assurance, 18 vnder this method, emitters of high amouiis of -
19 The carryovers from staff savings, for example, 19 criteria pollutants paid the highest fees. Fees weee not
20 filling vacancies with some of the new work that was 20 related to the hot spots program requirements. -
21 required. Those are some of the carryover savings that we 21 However, we were directed by the Board in June,
22 have, for example. ' 22 1991, to consider an altérnative hasis for fees for fiscal
< SUPERVISOR WIEDER: You know what comes to my 23 year 93-94. '
24 mind, Madam chairman, is that, inasmuch as the rationale for 24 1n addition, in 1992, the Hot spots Act was
25 the fec assessment -- maybe not a rationale, but the reason 25 amended by Senats Bill 1378. This bill required the ARB to
. 144 ) " ’ o k
1 for it is to be cost defined on the fees. - 1 adopt & regulation that bases fees on toxics emissions and
2 we need to do, Ithink, a more definitive 2 facility risk priority to the extent practical.
3 jdentification of administrative management in that regard 3 our proposal last year for a new fee basis was the
4 to justify the fees and the regulations that, you know, we 4 result of a development process which began in 1992. To
5 are going to determine that we have to do this, because 5 bring this proposal to the Board in nuly of 1993, we worked
6 that’s how much it’s going 0 cost. 6 extensively with the districts, industry, and the gerieral
7 it Joesn’t seem to -- so far, I'm not hearing — 7 public. we held seven public workshops and numerous
8 maybe I ought to let you finish. Maybe you wilt be a little 8 mestings with industry and district representatives. - :
9 more detailed than I*ve heard so far. 9 The method adopted by the Board last year was a
10 . CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: I guess the question, i 10 consensus reached among the districts and industry and, at
11 can elabarate then, is to try to get you in the presentation 11 the Board hearing, the method was widely supported.
12 1o distinguish between direct program costs and overhead 12 At the Bodrd héaring last year, weé were directed
13 costs, and the opportunity for savings. 13 to continue o work with the small oil producers to modify
14 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: Well, the fact that there 14 the definition of smail busmesses to make tlie provision
15 obviously has been. Imean, if 1were a clieat out there, 2 15 more equitable.
16 customer who was getting a statement, an invoice saying this i6 we worked closely with the small oil producer .
17 is how much your fe is going — because costs have gone up 17 industry dssociations and the districts for several months '
18 or we need to cover the costs. And then, o the other hand, 18 foilowing the hearing and reached an agreement. As a result
19 you hear, well, costs are going down all of a sudden. 19 of that effort, we estimate that more than 85 percent of the
20 Now, why were they so high to begin with? 1did 20 smaller oil producers in the state now qualify as small
21 hear you say that some of the work has been completed, 50 21 businesses and pay reduced fees.
22 you’re able to erase that 22 The fee method approach adopted last yéar balances '
3 Ithink you have to identify all the way down the 23 the requirements of Senate Bill 1378 with facility
24 line what to anticipate the costs are going to be and 24 complexity. We use a program category approach. we
25 justify it. 25 developed several program categories in our fee basis which -
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- 1 parallel the program elements [ covered earlier. 147 1 We propose to include the number of industrywide 149
. 2 As shown on this graph, there are six major 2 facilities when calculating each district’s share of the
3 program categories under this approach - survey, 3 state’s costs. The state incurs a cost for all facilities
4 industrywide, plan and report, risk assessment, 4 subject to the Act; however, in previous years, the
5 notification, and audit and plan. ' 5 industrywide facilities were not included. At the
6 The facility categories are further subdivided to 6 recommendation of the Fee committee, we will use §15 pcr
7 reflect facility complexity and relate to workload.  The 7 facility in our calculations.
3 districts give us the information on facility counts per | 3 Becalse the Sants Barbara District prepares all -
9 category and facility complexity that is used to calculate 9 risk assessments for its facilities in & consistent manner,
‘10 each district’s share of the state’s costs and facility 10 we have reduced the state’s costs for risk assessments for
11 fecs. ' 11 the santa Barbara District.
12 The first thres categories — survey, 12 we also propose to subdivide the notification and
13 industrywide, and plan and report - refer to emission 13 audit and plan categories to reflect risk priority and
14 inventory categories. The fees are the lowest for the 14  increase the state portion of those fees. at the districts’
15 emission inventory categories and increase with risk 15 request, we are also modifying the district share of fees .
16 priority and workload. 16 for risk assessments to more accurately reflect district
17 we believe that most smail busmcsses fall into 17 workload. :
J 18 the first two catagories — survey and’ industrywide. 18 We propose to reduce the fee cap for facilities in
19 Now, I'd like to begin a discussion of the staff’s 19 the plan and report simple category from $1,000 to $800. we -
| 20 - proposed amendments for this year. This yesr, we are 20 propose to add a fee cap for simple facilities whose risk
f 21 continuing with the same basic method for calculating fees _ 21 assessment is-being reviewed by the district. The new fee
[ 22  as last year,a but are proposing some refinements that were . 22 cap of $2,000 would be at the option of the district. .
| 23 worked out with the districts and affected industry. 23 We propose to reduce the fee cap for facilities
’ 24 Developing the proposed changes to the fee 24 qualifying as small businesses from $700 to $300. This
25 regulation again required extensive coordination and 25 change will pass same of these program cost savings to this
b
i . 148 150”
‘ 1 numerous meetings with district representatives, the Fee 1 category of facilities. -
| 2 Regulation Commitiee, and the public. 2 These are the proposed a.mendments that affect fee
3 The Fee Regulation Committee includes 3 calculations.
i 4 representatives from the districts, the ARB, and OEHHA. 4 Next, I'd like to review the fees as presented in
1 5 Representatives from all districts were invited to all 5 the staff report.
| 6 meetings of the committee. The committee met twice and ] The state’s portion of fees for a category is
! 7 taiked four times by telepkone conference. 7 uniform across the State; however, because district costs
! g we held three public workshops on the proposed 8 vary, facility fees also vary between districts.
‘ 9 changes to the fec regulation. Notices of each workshop 9 . For fiscal year 94-95, for the 12 districts for
10 were sent to approximately 6,000 facility operators and 10 which we are adopting fee schedules, the average fees, as
11 members of the public. 11 calculated for the staff report, are as indicated.
12 In addition to the pubhc workshops, we held 11 12 Facility count is the number of facilities in
i 13 meetings and teleconferences with representatives from the 13 those 12 districts. The industrywide average was calculated
' 14 affected industries and industry associations. 14 assuming the district does not waive the fee. These fees
' 15 Representatives from environmental groups were alsa invited. 15 include both state and district costs.
16 At each of these meetings and workshops, we 16 1will explain the fee changes after we look at
17 received valuable input, comments, and suggests to refine 17 the average fess.
[ 18 and improve the fee method. all of these were considered i8 This siide shows the average fees for facilities
19 and many suggestions were mcorporated into today's . 19 in the risk assessment category.
20 proposal. 20 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Could you go back to that slide
21 As a result of our discussions and workshops over 21 again? It's the previous slide.
22 the last year, we are proposing several changes to refine 22 Thanok you.
23 and improve our method. The first proposed changes I'll 23 MR. KORENBERG: And this slide shows the average
24 discuss affect fee calculations. These amendments are all 24 . fecs for facilities in the notification aad audit and plan
25 included in the staff report. 25 categories. Note that there are no facilities in the simple
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1 categories. 151 1 point, Imean, vapor recovery systems, ¢t cetera, on those 153
2 * The average fee change for industrywide facilities 2 systems that — where some of the industries have now,
3 isan increase of about 3 percent. Facilities that qualify 3 because of the criteria, are walking away from that into the =
4 as small businesses will have a decrease of 37 percent. 4 risk assessment and have not had that level of work done on
§ Fees for all other facilities will increase an average of 14 5 them before; is that correct?
6 percent. 6 MR, AMES: To some degree, that's true, supervisor
7 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: [have a question at this 7 vagim. But, in some instances, as far as the relative ot -
g point. ' 8 spot emissions have not previously been quantified. And so,
9 The industrywide category, they are — are there 9 thers is & workload incurred by the districts and the Air
10 any large businesses or are they all small businesses in the 10 Resources Board ta perhaps do some pool source testing to
11 category which you've designated industrywide? 11 assist those industries to quantify their toxic emissions.
12 MR. KORENBERG: The definition for industrywide 12 MR. KORENBERG: Now, ['would like to explain why
13 facilities states that the majority of the category should 13 the fee changes occurred.
14 be comprised of small businesses. And thosc generally 14 The largest factor affecting fees this yearisa
15 include categories like gas stations, dry cleaners, auto 15 shift in the number of facilities from the higher complexity
16 body shops. Those are typical industrywide facilities. 16 categories to Jower categories. across the state, the total
17 - CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER: But you could have some big 17 number of facilities in our program categories has remained
18 businesses in that category? 13 close to the number we used last year.
19 MR. SCHEBLE: [think it’s not strictly a small 19 However, in individual categories, the disicicts
20 business. A gas station that’s owned by a small business 20 are raportmg dramatic shifts. As the districts have billed
21 person would qualify; a gas station owned by a major oil 21 the facilities and corrected their inventories, théy hnve
22 company would equally qualify. so, it’s - 22 found fewer complex facilities than reported last year,
23 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: In the industrywide category. 23 shown on the graph.
24 MR. SCHEIBLE: In the industrywide, because it's 24 The net cesult of this shift is a leveling of
25 typicelly a small source that’s handled by the district in 25 fees. There are fewer facilities paying the highest fees,
¢ _
{
. - 152 ) .
1 terms of estimating the emissions. The costs incurred 1 so the remaining facilities eachi pay a slightly higher fee.
2 aren't real large per source. 2 - If the correct counts had been used last year, the
3 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: okay. Now, the ca:egory that 3 fees would have decreased this year compared to last ycar
4 we entitle "small businesses,” what’s the salient 4 Even though the number of complex facilities
5 characteristics for that? 5 paying hlghct fees has decreased, this graph shows thal: the
6 . MR, KORENBERG: The small hnsmess is, for our 6 larger, more complex facilities still generate most of the
7 definition for faes, is a facility with 10 or fewer 7 revenue for the program. ) '
8 employees, annual gross receipts of less than $1 million. 3 I've just discussed the reason for the fee
9 CHATRWOMAN SCHAFER: "and” both of those 9 changes; however, this graph puts into perspective the fees
10 conditions have to be met. 10 paid by the majority of facilitics. This graph shows that
11 MR. KORENBERG: Yes. : 11 most of the facilities are in the lower fee ranges.
12 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Madam clutr, 1sn’t there also, 12 This slide stiows the average fees for fa.cllmcs
13 for the industrywide, one of the precursors is that there 13 in the risk assessment category.
14 has been significant work done in that particular industry 14 . In addition to the cha.ngcs whlch directly a.ffect
15 on regulation already? They were a known guantity, at 15 fees, we have several other proposed changes to the
16 least, in their emissions? ' i6 regulation. These changes were also in the staff report.
17 MS. BROOKS: This is Janette Brooks. The 17 we are proposing to include a labor tracking
18 distinction between industrywide and others is that the air 18 provision in our proposed changes. Under the proposal, the
19 district is preparing the inventory and the risk assessment, 19 office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has agreed
20 if necessary, for facilities rather than the facilities 20 to tfack their time spent on risk assessment review during
21 preparing them. 21 fiscal year 94-55. '
22 SUPERVISOR YAGIM: mght. But traditionally, most 22 The purpose of labor tracking is to establish a
23 of those industries have fallen under some type of . 23 database that will be used to predict future workload.
24 permitting process, to some degree have done inventories as 24 we propose to include a provision in the
25 ‘well as a regulatory aspect. Service stations are a case in . 25 regulation for a facility that hecomes subject to the Act
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plan to the Board, is we took a look at the overall program,

= 1 after ARB adoption of the fee regulation. For example, ifa 153 1. districts’ share of the state’s cost and facility fees. 157
.. 2 new facility is requ:red by the distriet to prepare an 2 Facility count changes were not final when we last
’ 3 inventory plan and report during the applicable fiscal year, 3 calculated fees; however, we estimate that the effect of
4 we are proposing that the facility pay the pian and report 4 making the modifications requested by the districts will
5 simple fee for that fiscal year. This provision is needed 5 result in increases in fees for some facilities and
6 to allow districts to recover the costs assocm.ted with new 6 decreases in others.
7 facilities. 7 The overall change is an average increase of about
] Wwe propose to revise the list of districts that’ 8 six percent. There will be no change in fees for small
9 bave requested the ARRB to establish fee schedules as part of | 9 busincsses.
10 the fee regulation. If requested, the ARB adopts fee 10 In summary, in accordance with the plan we
11 schedules for districts that submit district bodrd approved 11 presented to the Board last year, costs for the program are
12 costs by April 1. .12 decressing. california businesses will pay nearly $1
13 we are adding fee schedules for three dxstncts 13 million less this-year than last year for State costs.
14 this year — Imperial, Mariposa, and Yolo-solano. - and we - .14 We are maintaining the basic concept of our fee
15 are deleting schedules for three districts — Calaveras, - 15 cslculation method and proposing minor modifications to
16 placer, and Sacramento. Twelve districts are included in 16 reflect changes in the number and complexity of facilities.
17 the state regulation and 22 districts will be adopting locat 17 This concludes my presentation. We would be happy
18 fee rules. 18 1o answer eny questions you may have.
19 we propose to update the fee schedules to reflect 19 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much, Mr.
20 changes in anticipated state and district program costs, 20 kxorenberg. .
21 facility counts, and flat fees. . o 21 1’d like open it to questions from membérs of the
22 The san Luis obispo and san Joaguin valley Unified 22 poard right now. Thave a couple myself. supervisor vagim?
23 APcDs have also updated their district toxics inventories. .23 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Thank you, Madam chair.
24 The administrative changes we are proposing - | 24 _-First of all, I'want to go back just to understand
25 clarify calculation procedures, add definitions for new 25 one of those slides, and since we don’t get those slides,
)
' 156 158
1 categories, update the dates for counting risk assessments 1 the flasheard effect sometimes has dwelling of what was on i
2 being reviewed by the state, and update section references 2 there as much as what we remain (sic).
3 in the regulation, 3 the $183,000 slice that you had on the fees that
4 1 will now discuss modifications to the reguiation 4 you were spreading across in the pie chart, was that the
5 that we are propesing today. 5 anticipation of business reduction increasing the costs to
- 6 ‘We are proposing an amendment r=garding State 6 bein the fees? Is that what the $183,000 was?
* 7 adoption of district fees. The proposed amendment will 7 MR. VENTURINI: Supervisor vagim, the $133,000 is
§ allow a district, whose fee schedule is included in the fee 8 apermanent reduction. That's the second-year
9 regulation adopted by the Board, to have the option to adopt 9 implementation of our five-year planned reduction.
10  a district fee rule as a substitute for the state fee 10 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: okay. 5o, that’s the reduction
11 schedule. This is being done to provide additional 11 under the ﬁvefyear plan. .
12 flexibility to the districts. 12 MR. VENTURINT: That’s correct. And that’s a
13 We are also proposing an amendment to allow the 13 permanent reduction.
14 state to waive a disteict’s request to be included in the 14 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: And neXt year, r.ha.t will be
15 state fee regulation. This will conform the regulation with 15 $183,000, also?
16 the statute. 16 MR. VENTURINT:: We don’t know precisely what it
17 Each year, districts submit changes that affect ) 17 will be, but the plan is 2 40 percent reduction from $3-94,
18 fees up to the Board hearing. Wwe have received updates from 18 and there will be another incremental reduction next fiscal
19 31 districts regarding the number of industrywide - 19 year.
20 facilities. In addition, since publication of our staff 20 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: ckay. Now, just for clarify.
21 report, we have received facility count updates for the 21 How did we come up with the 40 percent reduction? Was that
22 other categories from the following districts: shasta, 22 40 percent compared to a previous year?
23 norther sier-a, sacramento, $an Joaquin Valley, Bay Area, 23 MR. VENTURINE: It was based on fiscal year 93-94.
24 Mojave Desert, and santa Barbara. 24 and what we did last year, when we presented the five-year
25 These facility count changes will affect 25
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1 as we wers seeing over the next — next five years, and we 159 1 staff will have to tell me that. {don’t know if we're el
2 recognized that basically last year's program was reaching 2 going down in equal equivalents. we will meet our
3 maturity, and the workload would be decreasing over time for 3 commitment. We'll be down 40 percent at the end of five .
4 the state. 4 years.
5 Also, last year, there were some significant 5 I'm sure it will be in little bits and spikes. I
6 changes made to the emission inventory guideline 6 don't know what the 183 specifically is, but it’s --
7 regulations, which we knew would reduce our workload in this 7 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: oOkay.
8 area.. - : 8 MR. BOYD: -- this year’s contribution to that.
9 S0, we took a look ar what workload reductions we 9 SUPERVISOR VAGIM; And you take the 183 reduction,
10 would envision as the program matures and work gets 10 and you put the rollover into it. That is actuaily bringing
11 compieted, and projected out that aver the next five years, 11 the state’s side of the cost or -
12 this would result us being able o accomplish savings in 12 - MR. BOYD: Well, it’s bringing — that’s why I'was
13 state costs of the 40 percent over the fiscal years through 13 very careful in my introduction to say it's not bringing the .
14 97-98, 14 budget down. 1t’s bringing the revenue need down for the
157 MR. BOYD: Supervisor vagim, just to restate what 15 year. . .
16 Ppeter said in perhaps a different way, as I indicated in my 16 SUPERVISOR YAGIM: Which corresponds ~
17 introductory remarks, about 18 months agoe, when we were 17 MR. BOYD: which corresponds to thc fees.
18 beginning work on last year’s fee schedule program, we knew 18 , SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Fees, right.
19 that there would be a lot of concern, because we had two-new 19 MR. BOYD: Right.
20 pieces of legislation that we had to take into account that ‘20 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: S0, for next year, you’rs not.
21 added workload at the state level, which we knew would 21 going to, perhaps because of other things that you've had i in
22 increase costs. And we recognized the state of the economy 22 the reason for & rollover, may not have the rollover.
23 and how that would be received, 23 MR. BOYD: If there isn't & rollover, from this
24 And, furthermore, it was a year in which we were 24 year to next —
25 changing the way costs were ailocated, getting away from the 25 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: You uught have fees going back
, 160 loe
1 arbitracy criteria pollutant approach, which the Legislature 1 up.
2 recognized, when they created the program;, was the only way 2 MR. BOYD: Well, we’ll have to look at that. 1
3 you could raise fees for the program until you had more of 2 3 mean, that’s an academic
4 handle on toxics. 4 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: 50, you ¢an ta]lc about 40
5 we started Lhe phase-in to a change, and that 5 percent reductions all over the map. But if fees go up, ,
6 phase-in was accelerated a htt!e bit by stated interest of 6 people have & hard time understanding that. L
7 the Legisiature. 7 Now —
8 Knowing that this would a.l] coilide and crcate a 8 MR. BOYD: 1appreciate that.
9 lot of concern — and in working with the Fee Committee that 9 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: The other issue is when — T
10 has a lot of industry representative, who indicated they'd 10 know when districts did their inventory, and I think it was
11 like to understand, you know, the worklaad increments that 11 notuncommon for districts, when they did do their \
12 were increasing the cost -- we worked at that time, then, to 12 inventories, they overestimated their inventories. And I
© 13 also show how we recognized that this was ail workload 13 know for a fact that sen foaquin valley had overestimated .
14 driven and there would be some increase; and, then, aver 14 their inventory, and had to come back aud redo their
15 time, there’d be a decrease. so, we - to perhaps meet 15 inventory; thus; they reduced their staff needs, which kind
16 their concerns, and allay some fears, and answér some 16 of corresponds with a reduction. of cost. -
17 questiéns we krnew would be forthcoming - laid out a. five- 17 Did CARB have the same effect? When the dlstrlcts
13 year program of where the workload wes going and then tried I8 reduced their staff needs, did carS reduce their staff-
19 to indicate — to price it out. And it did then show, - 19 geeds?, :
20 roughly over five years, that we could decrease state costs- 20 MR. BOYD: We ate half of the san Joaquin Vullcy
21 40 percent, and we committed to stick to that plan and more 21 recalcufation based - the error that was made in the number -
22 or less do that over the five years in question. 22 of facilities reduced the cost; we quietly split that with '
23 SUPERVISOR YAGIM: So, the 183, then, equals one- 23 your district.
24 fifth of the 40 percent? 24 MR. SCHEIBLE: and most of the savings of T.hc o
25 MR. BOYD: Well, it equals -~ idon"t know. The 25 $183,000 is a result of a permanent cut that came under the -
Pages 159 - 162
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1 AR® budget last year of four positions. And what we see is, 163 1 groupings of those and work on them. 163
T 2 over time, as the workload goes down, as there’s less need 2 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: See, there seems 1o be some
3 o develop monitoring methods, to do new inventory 3 point of disagreement or maybe not disagreement, maybe just
4 development, to go to the more maintenance type of 4 definition what the work there is to be done. For example,
5 operations, the staffing at the ARB devoted to this program 5 service stations and dry cleaners are two cases in point,
6 is going down. - 6 classic cases in point, where & lot of work has been done
7 and each time we do that, we get a permanent 7 over the years of really what they are. I mean, you know
§ change in our budget and we reflect it in the program costs. 8 one dry cleaner for another. They have the same process.
9 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: The staff at the State level —~ 9 You've already put reguiations on what their emissions can
10 and particularly CARB — does anyone know the makeup of the. 10 be and, ot cetera, same way with service stations.
11 staff function? In other words, what percentage is in 11 There are other industries out there that have not
12 actual risk asscssment and what percentage is in actual fee 12 had that particular work done on them, because their -
13 ‘calculation? 13 their criteria pollutants have not been very high, so we
14 MR. SCHEIBLE: Yes. We have a detail by number of 14 haven’t been hanging around them very much, so to speak.
15 person/years — . 15 S0, now, all of a sudden, they show up on the risk
16 SUPERVISCR VAGIM: ckay. There is some 16 assessment because they do have — they fall in that
17 discussion—- 17 category, and work has to be done.
18 MR. SCHEIELE: -- by element. 18 what they don’t understand, a [ot of them, is the
19 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Okey. There is some discussion 19 fact that why is a guy who’s just as small as they are or
20 that about half the staff is devoted just to fee setfing; is .. 20 even - they even may be smaller, having a lot less fee than
- 21 that true? . . 21 they have; when, in fact, they had not really been & part of
22 MR. SCHEIBLE: The budgeted amount to fee setting 22 . the whole air emission program before, anywhere that you can
23 is very low, and Ithink the experience shows we’re probably 23 look. and now they fall into it. : '
24 underbudgeted in that area. It’s one or two staff persons 24 And that, 1don’t think, was made as clear
25 are in that. But, obviously, because of the sensitivity of 25 statewide as it possibly couid have, because it has caused
I
‘ ' 164 . 166
1 this issue, we've devoted a lot of resources to thar that 1 some probiems. . ki
2 haven’t been budgeted. 2 And 1 would hope that — well, I'm sure they got -
3 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: S0, that document is available 3 ahold of the information by now, because they all got their
4 on staff makeup. And that would be important, [ guess, to 4 bills. But that’s when we heard about it.
5 see. 5 But you follow what I mean? Alot of these
6 - 1 don’t know if it’s in our document here or not, 6 industries had never had the probilem before, from an air
7 but - and Pl leave it for the next — 7 emission problem. That, all of 2 sudden, when you came back
3 MR. SCHEIBLE: 1t is, and we can point it out. 8 from a risk assessment, they fell into & new program that
9 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Good. The other issue is in 9 caused them to start having a look at awful large invoices
10 the risk assessment. It was in the middle of your 10 that they never had in an air program before.
11 presentation when the Chair asked a question. 1intercepted 11 50, that has caused problems. And twould hope
12 ‘with another question, and I want to follow up on that, 12 that — and, later, when we get down the road here, Madam
13 because your answer was interesting. 13 chair, 1 want to just offer some suggestions for the future.
14 You say it was not reaily the reason for 14 so, thank you.
15 industrywide to have a lower calculation than 15 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you. Are there any
16 nonindustrywide for the known risk assessment of either one 16 more questions from members of the Board for the staff at
17 of those industries. You felt they had — both -- the same 17 this time?
18 amount of work to be cone on either side, right? 18 Yes, Dr. Boston.
19 industrywide versus nonindustrywide? 19 DR. BOSTON: On the fee assessment, does the
20 MR. AMES: Not necessarily on a per-facility 20 toxicity of the pollutant bear into the formula in any way?
21 basis, no. 21 Are more toxic substances assessad a higher fee than a less
22 .SUPERVISCR VAGIM: Or per industry, period, by 22 toxic substanca?
23 definition. 23 MR. AMES: Generally, yes, br. Boston. In one of
24 MR. AMES: Per industry basis, like dry cleaners, 24 our siides in the presentation, we had the step function
25 you could group them together, and maybe into three or four 25 there to try to — in an attempt to ilustrate that, as your
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1 relative toxicity in combination with workioad increases, 167 1 MR. AMES: If Ican give an example -~ 163
2 generally speaking, your fee increases. 2 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Sure.
3 DR. BOSTON: As the toxicity goes up, the workload 3 MR. AMES: — and illustrate one area we're
4 increases? 4 working on right now that is-strongly supported by the air
5 MR. AMES: WcIl in combination of the above. We § districts and industry, is to move away from the paper forms
6 looked at many different alternatives — at pure toxics 6 to user-friendly PC computer programs so that small, medidm,
7 only. and in some instances, you had small, medium 7 and large business alike can use this user-friendly program
8 businesses with extremely high fees. So, westrucka 8 to report to the district.
9 balance. and to the extent practical, tried to lock at 9 This strezmlines the districts’ efforts as well as
10 basing fees largely on toxics. But it’s & combination of - 10 the ARB’s efforts and, over the long run, will greatly
11 workload, facility complexity, and toxics. 11 reduce the work required 1o update facility information and
12 MR. SCHEIBLE: Ithink the fee structure reflects 12 so forth.
13 the significance of the toxics release in terms-of, if you 13 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Okay. How about sharing
14 have a significant toxic release — in texms of the toxicity 14 information -- or, perhaps we already do that to a large
15 and the quantity - you then will be going into the risk 15 extent — between the district and the state, including
16 assessment phase of the program. 16 those districts for which we may not adopt fee schedulés?
17 When you become a source that has to do & risk 17 MR. BOYD: That’s done, Madam Chair. Imean, we
18 assessment, your fee goes up, because the workload on the 13 just have 2 common State mventory In many’ ca.ses, the B
19 centrol agencics goes up quite a bit. 19 districts collect the data, but in many aceas, we don t-"
20 if you go to notification ~ and that’s afier the 20 you know, we don't overlap or duplicate. one or the other
21 risk assessment - it’s actually quantified as being an 21 does the actmty, and we share the data. And we ccrtnm]y
22 appreciable risk or significant risk, then, again, you end 22 share all the risk asséssment knowledge. and, of course, '
23 . up paying a higher fee. N - 23 the office of Environmental Health anard Assessment :s the
24 50, it's reflected in an indirect way. So, you 24 centraf point for that information.
25 may emit & very toxic compound. But if you emit it In small 25 and, as they do work, it’s utitized in other a.reas
:
168 . : o L
1 amounts, then you will never trigger the risk assessment; 1 of the program. And ail of that chips away at the need to
2 so, you will pay the lower fees. 2 do additional work.
3 DR. BOSTON: okay. . 3 MR. AMES: One other illustration, if 1 may, i _
4 SUPERVISOR VAGIM:, If they’re not mdustrymde 4 the streamlining of the inventory guidelines. lmtm.l]y.
5 CHAIRWOMAN SCRAFER: 1'd sort of Iike to get some 5 go through the first go-around and gather the information on
§ discussion and maybe some of the witnesses will bring this 6 emissions required a lot of source testing that had never
7 out, also, on the question that supervisor Wieder raised. 7 been done before. and, so, once we had assurance that those
8 And that is that the reason that we're able to achieve these 8 numbers were reasonable and that the testing did not need to
9 savings is that you're simply working through the workload 9 be every year or every. other year, we were able to—inthe
10 process. 10 inventory guldclmes, to substantially reduce the worktoad
11 Are there any — is any work being done, any 11 on source testing.
12 analysis being done on ways — and 1 don’t know how much 12 And this amounts to about an 85 percent reduction
13 overhead is involved here — but, you know, finding jast 13 in cost to industry for testing and reporting.
14 ways of saving moncy so that when we get to the steady-state 14 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: 1f there are no further
15 part of this program, when most of that work has been 15 questions from Board members for the staff at Lhm tn:ne, rd’
16 compieted, we've identified the sources; and taken steps to 16 like to begin the public testimony.
17 mitigats their offects on the public health, that we can 17 1understand ong of aur witnesses is on 2. short .
18 begin to anticipate shaving overhead costs. 18 time schedule fora pla.m:, so Twill cail Mr. sturdavant. '
19 you know, maybe this is going to require same 19 first, san Diego Industrial Environmental Association. Arc_ )
20 planning if it starts now. And maybe I'm not well-enough 20 you here? Please come forward. T
21 acquainted with the details of the day-in and day-out ] 21 Good afternoon. Thank you for coming today
22 workload on this. But has the staff given any thought to {22 MR. STURDAVANT: Thank you very much. ‘
23 that? ‘ 23 Madam chairwoman and members of this governing
24 MR. AMES: Yes, Madam Chairwoman. 24 Board, my name is Tim sturdavant. Irepresent the sa.n Dicgo. -
L 25 Industria] BEnviconmentai Association, 43 member compames

CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Mr. Ames.
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! that represent anywhere from utilities to aerospace to 1 1 ~provide & good mechanism to track the work. 17
2 electronics, ranging in the jarge manufacturing to the 2 r’d like to also say that it’s - this whole
3 medium to small manufacturing businesses. 3 program has been a balancing act for all of us that have
4 - 1'd like to say that 18a, myself particularly, 4 been invoived in the process. There are concerns on the
5 have been a member of the Fee regulation Committee that was 5 larger businesses and the medium business that small
6 spoke of by the staff here, and have been invoived in the 6 business — work is performed by the staff here on the
7 process for about two years. Pretty much, my attendance has - 7 smaller businesses, And we have a concern that when work is _
8 been there, so I'm sort of aware of the cufnplicuions and 8 performed — and there’s a large number of them; in the case
9 difficulties in trying to balance out Lhc need to collect 9 of south Coast, there’s 14,000 or better. When you add 4p
10 the fees. 10 the number, even a smail fee like §50 represents a
11 1'd like to start by saying — giving a sincere 11 significant amount in the overall fee recovery program. and
12 thanks and appreciation to ARS for opening up this process 12 that's a cost that we wouldn't like to see the medium to
I3 to us, and to the oEHHA staff for participating as well. 13° large businesses have to bear.
14 And, in particular, we brought forth a concept, which you 14 we totally support the "drive” that McCorquodale
15 saw on the slide, OEHHA labor tracking. That doveteils into . 15 sent forth with going to & toxics-based fee recovery
16 another program which we implemented in $an Diego called fee 16 program. It does incentivize reducing emissions, which is
17 for service. 17 what this is ail about, 1 would hope. and, concucrently, [
i3 And fee for service is a mechanism where you can 18 believe that, when we finaily get to that stage, the pro gra.m
19 assess a fec when you do work on behaif of a company, a 19 maturity will get us all to a point where we can ail not be
20 source, if you will. You track your hours. You charge 20 significant health risk facilities and totally get ourselves
21 those hours, multiply them times an appropriate fee 21 to that level of contribution. -
22 schedule, and then factor in your overhead, and you bill 22 Iwouid like to close by reiterating and affirming
23 that corapany for the work performed. _ ) 23 our support for the fee regulation, as it's currently '
24 It encovrages companies to do a better job up 24 proposed, and would encourage your Board to adopt it as
25 front in producing a health risk assessment. or, in the 25 such. And, again, thank you very much for the invitation to
: 172 174+
1 case -- I would entertain for future consideration, the risk 1 speak here.
2 reduction audit and plans, because those area done on a 2 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much, Mr.
3 facllity specific basis. - ‘ 3 sturdavaat?
4 It encourages you to do good work up front, so 4 Are there questions from Board members for Mr.
5 that by the time the district and subsequent OEHHA review 3 sturdavam? If not, thank you very much for making the time-
6 occurs, the time spent by the agcncy should be minimized 6 to come and be with us today.
7 considerably. 7 Yes, Ms. Edgerton?
3 It will not work, t.hough in areas where general g MS. EDGERTON: 1'd just like to comment that, sir,
9 work is performed for the 2588 program as a whole. so, this 9 your participation and that of so many people continues to
10 is a part of the program that affects primarily the 10 impress me so much. So many people do it on a volunteer
il intermediate complex facilities, and we’re encouraged by 11 basis, and they work so hard on all of the committees around -
12 OEHHA's acceptance of the labor tracking provisions this 12 the state to help to make our program work.
13 year to get a database to understand what time’s being 13 And 1 just wanted to comment that 1appreciate it
14 spent. 14 very much.
15 " And our hope is that, next year, we can perhaps 15 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Okay. Thank you very much.
16 begin to stact billing sources based on that premise. 16 The next witness is Ms. Pat Leyden, south Coast Air Quality
17 I'want to also remind you that, in San Diego, all 17 Management District.
18 of our billing done for permit review for criteria 18 Ms. Leyden. Good afterncon.
19 pollutants and toxics on district work is an a fee-for- 19 MS. LEYDEN: Thank you, Madam chairwoman and
20 service basis, and it works quite well. 20 members of the Board.
21 and we're pleased with it. It’s the one thing 21 Last year, we stood before you and recommended
22 that — well, several things, but both industry and the 22 thet you adopt the regulations to set fees for the air toxic
23 agency have no problems with it. and the agency went into 23 hot spots program. We endorse the small business cap, and
24 it kicking and screaming, as I would say, but you couldn’t 24 express some concern over — Ithink, &s you heard from fim
25 getthem to give it up now if you asked them to. They 25

Boyd — the changes that we knew would occur as we created
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I the new billing scheme and the potential impact that might 175 1 talking about a few more tiered steps into the program.
2 have on some small and medium size businesses. 2 We represent about 60 percent of the revenue in

3 since the start of the program, South Coast has 3 this program because we represent about 60 percent of the

4 clected to be under the state adopted fee program. [know, 4 sources subject to these fecs. '

5 anytime you taik about fees, you're in a tough hearing. And 5 Last year, we held our costs flat. and, in fact,

6 one of the things I'd like to say, as you begin this 6 we have held our costs flat from the beginning of the

7 daliberation this afternoon, is that it is important to 7 progrem. This year, we've reduced our costs by almost a

8 recognize the strength of the 2588 program. 8 million dollars.

9 We are just about to start 1o ses the first 9 we want to also recognize that our colleagues at

10 benefits of this program in the south Coast region. You may 10 carb have done the same by bringing their costs down.

11 think you’ve been in this for a number of years, but this is 11 Supervisor wieder asked earlier how the cost

12 a public noties program. 12 reductions were accomplished at CARR. Let me answer r.h.at ’
13 To get to the point where communities are noticed, 13 question for south coast.

14 you have to come ail the way through the review, all the wa)f 14 when we started this program, we put 25 people on
15 through the risk reduction plan analysis process. And, this 15 the program. We've held that staff constant for the last

16 year, for the first tizne in the history of the program in 16 four years. This year, we laid off over a hundred people at °
17 southern california, we’re about to send out out fiest 17 the district. six of those people were involved in this

18 public notices. 18 program. That’s how we've accomplished our cost savmgs
19 50, this program has the potential 1o be, I 19 that deesn’t mean there’s any less woricto do;*
20 believe, one of the strongest and most comprehensive tools 20 that s:mply means that thére are fewer people to do it,
21 we have in california to reduce air toxies. And Tthink 21 That’s history. Let me tafk a linle bit about ~ “* -
22 that nceds to be kept in mind as we look at the fee jssue. 22 where we are today. This month, we mailed last year’s
23 The new fee methodology required the district to 23 bills. 2,749 individual sources received bills of between
24 pull back and analyze 35,000 permits in order to develop 24 $800 and $12,000. 13,861 smaller compa.nles received bills
25 this new billing list. Last summer, we knew, as you adopted 25 of a hundred dollars.

176 ' i.

1 the methodology, that we would ses fee reductions for some 1 of the 2,749 companies that received the larger

2 companies; we would see fee increases for others. But until 2 bills, 369 of them were blessed by seeing a decreasc All

3 we went through the process of applying the new methodology 3 the others saw significant increases:

4 to existing permits, we could not have stood here and told 4 we immediately set up a telephone hot line system

5 you which kinds of companies would pay more and how much 5 that went in tandem with our bills. For the last two weeks;

6 more, : 6 1've had eight individuals answering phone calls. it’s been
7 and 1°d like to take just 2 minute to explain . 7 hard duty. some of the women have had to come off the line
8 that, because in hindsight, I wish we'd had the 'knowlédgc 3 after a fow hours, becausé the callers have been 2 bit

9 last year. 9 abusive. There’s been a lot of comforting going on as
10 We issue permits by piece of equipment. 'rhnse 10 they’ve been answering those calls.
11 35,000 companies represent over 100,000 equipment permits. 11  some of the people are confused and curious a.boul:
12 The methodology that you adopted, as you have heard and as~ 12 the bills, but most of them are simply angry over getting a
13 you know, is a surrogate for toxic emissions. You look at 13 bill that is larger than biils they’ve seen before. And
14 each piece of equipment. You gquantity it by what type of 14 even the hundred doilar bills, as they go to companies that
15 process unit it is. You then count the number of process 15 have not seen them before, have shared sore conéeriis.
16 units in each facility. And that sets the stage for you to i6 many of those bills are ta dry cleaners. [heard
17 know if you have a simple, intermediate, or complex 17 supervisor vagim ask about dry cleaners bcfore. one uf the
18 facility. _ 18 things Ithink we have done pretty well is we've pul:a o
19 That took a fair amount of work on our part. Now, 19 number of multilingual peopie on the small biil hotline.
20 we know that & faw sources will pay less and many medium- 20 And we have found, by béing able to — many of our dry
21 size sourses will pay more. 21 cleaners are Korean. By being able to speak to them in .
22 Now, if we had known that & year ago, 1 believe 1 22 their own language, it has taken many an angfy cail and
23 would have stood before you and urged you to phase in the 23 turned it into a call that ended friendly.
24 fees in the program. You knew then and now that some small 24 They simply needed to understand the pmgrnm ‘And
25 businesses nesded capped. I think we could have been ' 25 many of those phone calls have ended with individuals
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- 1 saying, "I'm happy that the district is doing the 1 you to adopt the propesals put before you today by your 181
= '\3 2 industrywide risk assessment study, and that it is not 2 staff, and thank you for giving me some time with you this
S 3 something that [ have to do myself." 3 afternoon.

4 I'wanted you to know that. To date, we've 4 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much, Ms.
5 received close to 2,000 phone calls during this two-weelk 5 Leyden. Are there questions from Board members for this
6 period. about 27 percent of the companies receiving bills € witness?
7 $800 or larger have called to compiain, about 10 percent of -7 Yes, supervisor wieder. )
. 8 the companies receiving hundred dollar bills. : 3 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: Thank you, pat, as usual, in
9 There is no question that we are on the right 9 your very concise and articulate way and yonr ca.ndor, you ve -
10 conceptual track with this fee program. No one can argue 10 placed the issues right before us.
11 the concept that the cost of work should be the cost paid 11 But, again, I'm hearing something that’s been
12 for. That basic premise of a nexus between actual work and 12 bothering me through this whole process, and it’s really
i3 cost is correct. : 13 Dbeing articulated for me at the end of the long road. And
14 " However, for us in the south coast, these bills 14 that is the recognition that the intent to identify the cost
15 are still not truly based on toxic emissions. They are 15 as to its true application, cause complying. 1guess the
16 based on the complexity of the source being a surrogate o 16 probiem is, how do you identify what those costs were and
17 - assess the toxicity of the emissions. 17~ what they will be. and thar still is roublesome to me.
18 Wwe recently let a contract to begin to enter into 13 My question that 1 have to ask of staff -- and
19 a computerized database all of the toxic emissions data that 19 maybe you can answer, too, Pat, because you are asking for
20 we have for all of these sources. And, again, I hope to be 20 the district to gain — to establish their own regs in the
21 here next year before you with a true toxic emissions 21 future. will there be any uniformity to this? Imeag, you
22 inventory. 22 know, the dry cleaners, the service stations, and up in
- 23 As we build that inventory, we look forwa.rd to 23 Ppat’s part of the state, will probably have similar
24 working with your staff for possible future refinements in 24 problems. Butthen, will the costs applied be different?
25 this methodology, refinements that may well recognize what 25 will the regs be differsent?
130 : 182
1 the total toxic load is at those facilities, not simply the 1 will there be a responsibility at our level here -
2 complexity of the facility. 2 to have some uniformity? So, Idon’t know who's going to
3 We recommend that your regulations clearly 3 give me those answers.
4 indicate that south coast can maintain the option of 4 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Mr. Venturini, would you like
5 adopting our own regulations this year, even after your 5 toty?
6 Board acts. However, our first priority will be to continue 6 MR. VENTURINI: Let me try to give it a shot.
7 what has been a long and successful partnership with your 7 For the districts which have requested us to adopt
8 staff on these regulations. 8 the regulation for them — for example, this year there are
g we work well together. Ithink we solve problems 9 12 districts — the methodology is basically apphed
'10 ' well together, and we want to continue that in this program. 10 uniformly across those districts.
11 As we look at the regulations in the year to come, 11 For the other 22 districts that choose to adopt
12 the first issue for us will be to build a better toxic 12 their own fee method, there may be — they may not be
13 inventory, as Iindicated. The second is to match as close 13 uniform amongst those districts. But those districts chose
14 as possible the true costs of this program on large sources, 14 to come up with their methedology, because they felt they
15 The sources that saw the fee breaks are the biggest and 15 were better able to deal with the situations in their lucal
16 largest emitters in Southern california. 16 districts.
17 our second goal is to accelerate the industrywide 17 one of the things that we on the Committee, each
18 risk analysis in order to minimize of 2588 on smail 18 year as we discuss this, is for the districts that have
19 businesses. We look forward to continue to working with 19 requested to adopt for is to strike a balance in coming up
20 CARB on the computerized risk analysis process, and we 20 with a method that will work fairly and equitably amongst &
21 recognize that here’s one ares where we think a couple of 21 number of sometimes very diverse districts. Because we’re
22 other districts in the state are doing really state-of-the- ; 22 adopting methods for districts like south Coast and for some
23 artwork. and we look forward to piggybacking off of that 23 many smaller - smailer districts.
24 process with them. 24 Idon’t know. Does that getto —
25 Madam Chairwoman and members of the Board, rurge 25 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: NO, it sure doesn’t. It even
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1 begs some more questions. 1% 1 approved this new methodology in '93; during this last year,

2 There is not really a justification that i'm 2 with further discussion with the Fee committee and the

3 hearing at all for determining how this program should be 3 interested parties, we enhanced and refined that

4 dealt with across the board. and 1do recognize that there 4 methodology.

5 were some mistakes made, and you had not done this befors, ] And Pm sure that the experience we've gamed this

6 and everybody's finding their way: 6 year with the program will lead us to further improvements.

7 But this is almost acknowlcdgment, wh:ch really 7 and refincments in that methodology this next yca.r; and

8 frightens me, of people saying, "Neh, nah, nah, that’s the 8 it’s all been geared to moving this program more and more

9 way government operates.” 9 toward a program which relates the fees to toxics emissions
10 There are many of the industries — i think we 10 from facilities.

11 have to recognize the fact the point that Pat made, and 1 11 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Offhand, do you — have you
12 think that’s something to back up to, that there are many 12 calculated the percent of sources that fall within our fee :
13 industries who are being touched, affected, and communicated - 13 schedule, because we've adopted the schedute for those 12
14 by the regulatory agencies in air control throughout the 14 districts?

15 state - the districts, the State, et cetera, and have never 15 If the south coast is 60 percent and san Joaquin

16 had that encounter before. : 16 valley must be a pretty hcﬁy percent of the 34 districts,

17 Ithink thar, in itseif, is a problem. Idon’t 17 how many arc subject to the same fee schedule? what pcrccnt
18 know whether we’ve got a lot more homework to do, in spite 13 Imean, )

19 of all the so-called public hearings. 1do know at our own 19 MR. AMES: Roughly about 80 percent 1 would say.

20 district board, we're very conscious and conscientious about 20 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: That 30 percent already
21 wanting to deal with the small business community. That is 21 adopts our fes schedule. -
22 something that this state Board certainly has been concerned 22 MR. AMES: And one other point [ would likato .
23 with and very, very responsible towards — not just the 23 make is that the State portion of fees, like facilities are
24 small business, but the total business community - all | 24 apportioned the same amount statewide, even though districts
25 working towsrds achieving the same goal to the best of their 25 may apportion their fees very differently for similar

. 184 lo.

1 -ability, and that’s cleaning up the air. 1 sources.

2 $0, having said all that, Ithink that there needs 2 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: Okay, Thank you:

3 to take a hard look ar establishing uniformity, whether the 3 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Supervisor vagim?

4 districts — you know, 1don’t know, Pat, if you'll 4 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Thank you, Medam chair. I

5 appréciate this. 1know the independence that the south . 5 guess I’m not surc what to learn from all your phone cal!s, e
6 coast, my own district and wants to have, becatse we carry 6 but maybe you don’t send bills out and call them last

7 such a large proportion of the responsibility and the burden 7 year’s, and not expect to get phone cails.

8 by virtue of the size. 8 san joaquin valley, I guess, sent theirs out

9 There are those businesses that have statewide 9 earlier. I'm sure we got a lot of phone calls. And I’m not

10 associations. [don’t know if you've heard from them yet, 10 sure if it’s because of the delay or not. Butthereare

11 but 1 bet you you're going to down the road as their members 11 some.isstes that 1think that could have been handled a

12 from pat’s part of the state talk to the people in my part 12 little bit more - and 1don’t know where this, if there’s
13 of the state. 13 any blame at all, because everyone's feeling their way

14 %0, 1think that’s something that we've: learnecl ‘ 14 through this program — in a statewide kind of an even keel, .

15 from them this past four years that we ought to do something 15 3o to speak, and that is the dcﬁnmun of an mdustrywnde ’

16 about. ' L . 16 versus an industrywide.

17 MR. VENTURINI: supervisor, let me just — maybe 17 and the way tunderstand, it was up to each ‘

18 can help clarify in terms of the uniformity. 18 district to make that definition. And, in some cases, we

19 The methodology is applied uniformly across a.lI 19 defined some industries or some applications where there
20 those districts. 50, in the development in the Fee 20 were cmissions to be not industrywide, because there wasn’t
21 committee, the basic formula is derived, then it is applied 21 'much known about them before. And that’s where a lot of the
22 uniformly amongst all those districts that have requested us 22 phone calls came in.
23 1o deveiop the fee method. 23 and 1don’t know if you *ve had the same problem, .
24 and you're correct. Each year, we learn and we 24 but--
25 improve the methodology, just as last year the Board first 25

© Ms. LEYDEN: 1think our process was very clearly
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- 1 in the board room. We happened, at the same time we were 187 1 Mr. Murray, welcome to the ARB. 12
Z4 2 going through this analysis on fees, to be in the process of 2 MR. MURRAY: Madam chair, thank you very much.
* 3 about six months of hearing before our governing board on 3 And 1appreciate the others who are going to wait in line
4 what for us is called Rule 1402, a rule designed to reduce 4 for me to make my comments, because ! need to leave this
5 risk from existing sources. 5 afternoon. _
5 $0, it’s sort of a Barer rule for toxic reduction. 6 First of all, 1 think it’s important in all this
7 Because we were in that hearing room, many sources by type - 7 to recognize — and I'want you to know — that there were a
8 of industry petitioned the Board to be designated i 8 significant amount of — there was a significant amount of
9 industrywide sources. ' 9 communication with businesses, In particular the trade
- 10 And you mentioned dry cleaners and gas stations, 10 groups representing businesses, with staff.
11 they’ve been industrywide from the beginning through this 11 - 1was involved in a lot of those meetings. And
12 process. chrome platers were assigned by the Board to the 12 they also went out of their, when we couldn’t meet, to set
13 industrywide category. So, too, studio film laboratories 13 up many different conference calis in order to have the
14 were assigned to the industrywide category. 14 opportunity to get input from us.
15 . SUPERVISOR VAGIM: What did you do about 15 many of those meetings were pretty intense.
16 crematoriums? : 16 obviousiy, when you’re talking about fees, no one wants -
17 {Laughter.} 17 they want somebody else to either pay them or they don’t
18 MS. LEYDEN: 1don't remember where crema.toriums ) 13 want to pay them themselves.
19 fell. . 19 And, so, you know, allocating this -- the share of
20 DR. BOSTON:' They’re with the posthole d:ggers. ' 20 expense here is a difficult one. So, 1think it’s important -
21 {Laughter.} _ - 21 that, in the context — there’s just a couple remarks I want
22. MS. LEYDEN: I'm sorry. I'm sorry. How's that for 22 you to be zware and members of the Board that there has been
23 an honest answer? I'll go look, if you really want to know, 23 alot of communication with staff on this issue right up to
24 . and let you know. 24 today relative to the context of what you re about to
"25 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Well, no, because that became 25 approve. '
l\
138 15¢
1 an issue in the vailey. 1 secondly, ¥'d like to support Mr. Sturdavant’s s
2 MR. LEYDEN: Yeah, it didn’t for us. I'm sorry. 2 comments from the san Diego area. Ijust want to echo that
3 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Because I'm not sure if it’s 3 he reaily touched on some important points, most importantly
4 the makeup of us or the makeup of the material that causes 4 your concern and the one shared by the other supervisor,
§ the combustion — I'm not sure which causes the toxics to be 5 supervisor wieder (pronouncing)?
6 inthere. But maybe different individuals emit different 6 SUPERVISOR WIEDER: Wieder.
7 things, but — ‘ 7 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Wieder.
8 (Laughter.) 8 MR. MURRAY: Thark you. Forgive me. Concerning
9" Ms. LEYDEN: ’m not touching that. 9 the nature of the relationship of programmatic costs and how
0 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: But there was a — we couid not 10 those efficiencies improve over time and what is the rain
11 come — our staff felt that they could not make an 11 gauge for looking at how that improves over time.
12 industrywide classification; so, thus, the fees kicled in. 12 I'm sure that the staff has been sensitized to
13 and they, for small businesses, were awful high last year. 13 thar, not only by yourselves, but we have talked a great
14 and that’s caused a significant problem. 14 deal with them about that. .
15 MS. LEYDEN: One more comment, if Imay add, on 15 The other item that I just want to share with you
16 the industrywide to a comment you made earlier. aAre there 16 is the concern that we have about the — mr. Calderon’s
17 really all small businesses there? one of the things we 17 bill, as it relates to this issue, 173 1. it’s a cost-
18 found is that we have some Fortune 500 companies that are in 18 reduction bill. I’s not a cost-expansion bill. Ihed 1o
19 the industrywide category, not a lot, but some. 19 make that comment, because Mr. Calderon, Ithink, developed
20 -Thank you. 20 that bill with the intent of putting the monkey on business’
21 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Okay. Thank you very much, 21 backs to develap a very aggressive plan for reduction; if
22 Ms. Leyden. i 22 they hadn’t already reduced, that they wouid submit a fairly
23 If there are no more questions from Board members, 23 sophisticated plan for how to deal with the issue on an
24 r'd like now to recognize Mr. Walt Murray with the 24 sudit pian and audit basis.
25

Manufacturers council of the central valley.

25 And, so, what you're really dealing there isa
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1 review process of a plan that would be hopefully fairly 1 1 starting to come together o deal with this collectively in 1%
2 intensive, fairly aggressive on the part of industry to 2 some way.
3 develop that plan, much like they do their businesz plans in 3 Now, what that inherently suggests is a downsizing
4 some of the other areas that they’re dealing with. 4 issue. - But downsizing, unfortunately, is a term that no one
5 So, I perceive that that particular bill really 5 canavoid. Businesses are leading the way in downsizing.
6 puts the burden on some of the districts to do & fairly 6 And, so, it may suggest that there may be some efficiencies
7 extensive review process, and then pass that along for some "7 ofscale associated with the administration of the process.
8 not o many — I'would hope not too many significant I Be that as it may be, forgive me, it’s something )
9 comments on the part of either the Air Resources zoard or 9 we’re faced with, and it’s on our doorstep. and Iknow that
10 oEHHA in looking at those plans, again recognizing that 10 1'll speak for just my businesses. For instance, it’s not -
11 these companies have gone through the health risk 11 uncommon for the 49 businesses, or roughly 67 facilities
12 assessment. A lot of that information has been identified 12 that I represent, that the human resources manager fills out
13 and has gone back and forth between the district and the 13 these reports. There isn'tan envn:onmental manager. He no ’
14 state agencies. And, so, you’re rehashing a pian to reduce 14 longer exists, or she exists. '
15 something that has already had a significant amount of 15 so, you know, that’s an unfortunate way of life,
16 exposure in terms of that business to the -- to the 16 but that’s — you may want to look at how that program may
17 regulatory agencies. 17 improve with doing the same kind of efficiencies.
18 so, that pretty much wraps up my comments.- 1 18 MR. BOYD: Madam, might I make a comment —
19 appreciate the time that you've given me to address the 19 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Mr. Boyd.
20 Board. Iwas not planning on addressing it today for the 20 MR, BOYD: -- atthis poimt? Ieppreciate what =~ .
21 very reason that we've exhausted a lot of this discussion 21 Mmr. Murray indicated. I'd like to think maybe we’re on the ‘
22 with staff, and they’ve been very good in listening and 22 cutting edge of things. The toxics program at the ARBis
23 having & listening ear to our comments already. 23 located in Mr. Venturini’s stationary sotrce Control ‘
24 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Madam Chair? 24 Dpivision, but that’s just to show that we are trying to be
25 ' CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thaik you very much, Mr. 25 efficient. ' '
192 e
1 Mmurray. Supervisor vagim? i But the other point is, as Mr. Murray may ot may
2 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Yeah, at the san Joaguin vailey 2 not know, the ARB doesn’t engage in permitting. That’s done
3 Dpistrict, you had mentioned, when we had tatked about this 3 atthe local districts. so, Ithink we've done -- we've '
4 issue, you suggested thar this whole toxic program ought to 4 "done all we could do to try t0 get an economy of scale or
5 be made part of the general permit process. _ ' 5 wyw get efficiencies, and we're always looking for more.
6 can you lay thet out today, what you said? 6 But the advantage isn’t there to as great a degres
7 MR, MURRAY: I'll be glad to elaborate with you on 7 as it is perhaps at the local level. Butwe’ll continue to
8 what 1 commented to the district board. 8 look atthis. we're engaged in every permit streamlining
9 The san Joaquin valley, of course, has taken upon 9 task force there is in the state and very interested in the
10 themseives to kind of look ahead a little bit. And we're 10 subject. ‘
11 scared, because the Title 3 implications, the relationship 11 . CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Supervisor Riordan.
12 it has to Title 5, the relationship thet has to toxics and - 12 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Madam Chair, if 1could, 1
13 its next generation for plans and reduction, and the whole 13 think I heard the speaker correctly when he mentioned Mr. .
14 context in which that is wrapped together. And 1don’t 14 calderon’s blll
15 think you can really separate them, unfortunately. It 15 MR. MURRAY: sB 1731,
16 creates some real concerns for business. 16 SUPERVISOR RICRDAN: Right. And if 1 heard staft'
17 “To that, it just seemed really a wise move on Mr. 17 it sounded like calderon’s bill actually added some
18 crow’s part to get permitting and toxics together and start 18 responsibility. 1s that what I heard?
19 to deal with the communication aspects of those issues and 19 . MR, VENTURINI: Yes. The bill added some
20 how they’re going to be conveyed and deait with with the EPA 20 responsibitities to the program, which added additional
21 and with the ARB on an ongoing basis. 21 workload, not only to the ARB and OEHHA, but also to the
2 1 guess, by way of that, my requesttu the Board 22 local districts. And that was discussed and incorporated in
23 would be to suggest — and to staff - to lock at the same 23 the program last year when the Board sdopted that,
24 kinds of administrative tasks that deal with looking at 24 MR, MURRAY: Yeah. The issue that 1— there are
25 sationary source review issues within the ARB and toxics 25 several éomponcm:s to that bill. The issue that I refer to
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1 isin the plan and audit area, which just directly puts the 193 1 This fee mechanism is one that has been described o 1T
2 monkey on the backs of business to come up with the —1 2 by Pat Leyden and by your staff as one that is transitional,

3 didn’t want you to get the impression that someone sise was 3 1guess, because it doesn’t address the toxicity in the

4 developing those plans. 4 issue. I'was very glad to hear the south Coast

5 " It was for me, or at least for the businesses that 5 representative say they would like to see it move in that

6 1have discussed this with, it’s really a review process. § direction. -

7 There is — there are the other components of OEHHA’s 7 That’s the same direction we'd like to see it

3 development of the guidelines. There is the other component 8 move. It has some interesting effects. The statute now, &s

9 that Mr. Venturini has just mentioned. 9 itis, goes to the complexity of the facility. And an

¢ But he — in terms of the big block that —the - 10 aerospace facility is very complex and has many processes. .
11 four blocks shown on the overhead there that talks about 11 Hence, we're elevated — most acrospace facilities are

12 plan and audits, that falls in the office where they're 12 elevated into the higher fee category.

13 having to plan and reduce. 13 And Ms. Leyden mentioned that there were a number
14 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Irecognize that. Ilhmk my — 14 of facilities with fee increases. '

15 point was that, unfortunately, as occurs in most 15 over the Iunch hour, Itaiked to the Northrup~

16 legisiation, many burdens are placed on ail of us - the 16 arumman foiks, their fees are going to go up 25 percent.
17 private sector as well as some of the enforcement agencies. 17 rhey just got the bill like evcrybody else. so, they're

18 and, of course, you know, never any money with it that comes 18 very concerned. :

19 from any magic source other than usually probably fess. 19 we’re pleased to ses tha.l: people are moving it in
20 -and it is of a concern to me, because my hope is 20 the right direction.

© 21 that, as legislation is proposed, that we're all there at 21 Thank you. :
22 the table discussing what burden that places on ail of us. ' 22  CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Very good. are there
23 and, you know, I'm as guilty as a.nybody not being there at’ 23 questions for Mr. Hunter? Excuse me, sir. If not, thank
24 thattable. ol 24 you very much.
.25 But it’s clear to me, we begin to understand some 25 Let me ask a question of staff a this poiat.
196 198.

1 of the requircements and their costs. And probably it’s at 1 Because you have to recover costs, at this time in . o
2 that point of legisiation that we ought 1o be in there 2 the development of the program, I gather that there some N
3 talking about how to really make these things more 3 justification for the fee structure being based partly ont

4 streamiined, so they don’t become burdens and they don’t 4 he complexity of the activity, which then is, in turn,

§ - become additicnal fees, and that’s the time to talk about 5 reflected in these costs.

6 it, not usually later when it's at the point of, you know, 6 As we get to steady state, after we, you know, do

7 sending out the bill and somebody having to bear the burden 7 all of the steps in this process, will that particular part

8 of that bill. 8 of the cost burden begin to drop ofi? Then we can more .

g CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Wcll said. Any other 9 precisely relate the emissions to the fees and, therefore,

10 questions for Mr. Murray? 10 develop an incentive to reduce emissions by the opportunity
11 If not, 1thank you very much for your 11 to reduce fees?

12 participation this afternoon. 12 MR. VENTURINI: Let me give this a shot. Ithink,

13 r’d.now like to recognize Mr. John Hunter, 13 asireflect on the method, it’s reaily a combination of

14 representing Northrup-Grumman. Mr. Hunter, are you here? 14 compiexity in the facility and also workload. And Ithink,

15 MR. HUNTER: Yes. 15 as Mr. scheible mentioned earlier, the more complex and

16 madam chair, members. 16 whether or ot the facility has to do a risk assessment and
17 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, good afternoon. 17 notification is, in our view, & pretty good indicator of the

18 MR. HUNTER: MY name is John Huater, and I am here 18 relative potential health risk faced by that facility.

19 for Northrup-Grumman. This is going to be very brief, 19 It was interesting to me that, when we — prior to
20 because it’s been covered by the previous witnesses, 20 the Board hearing last year, when we were moving toward a
21 he specific point that Northrup wouid like to 21 new methodology, we investigated and discussed with the Fee
22 ‘bring forward today is to point out a submission —a 22 committes probably at least haif 2 dozen different
23 written submission for the record by the california 23 methodologies, one being a potency-weighted toxics
24  aerospace Environmental Association that questions whether 24 iaventory.
25 these fees comport weil with the Mccorquodale bill, 1378. 25 and we also had some experience from the Bay Area
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1 pistrict, which was one of the first districts to goto a i MR. VENTURINE: They would go to a lower category.
2 toxics inventory because of their data collection. And they 2 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Lower fee. Okay.
3 had quite a bit of difficulty earlier on with the potency- 3 MR, SCHEIBLE: Ithink that's a choice that we're
4 weighted toxics emission inventory. 4 getting to the point where the Board can make and the local
5 And the example [ remember is hexavalent chromiurn 5 districts can make in terms of how best you fix the fees.
6 is a fairly potent compound. and if you just did & potency- 6 up to the this point, we haven't had eriough toxics
7 weighted emissions, you would find that chrome platers, many 7 information to really go to a solely toxics basis. and,
% of which are smaller businesses, would have extremely high 8 then, you have to decide, is it best to do that and use it
9 foes. ' 9 &g en incentive to reduce emissions? or is it best to say
10 so, they had to, once they do that, they had o 10 it’s 8 workload program, a source that’s one-tenth the
11 then step back and say, well, if that's not feasible for 11 toxicity of another source in terms of its emissions.
12 those facilities, they had to put some caps of levelizers in 12 It may still cause exactly the same amount of work
13 tliere, so there was some equity and fairness in that. 13 on the agencies, because you have to review their work and -
- 14 " And, s0, that’s, L think, the thing that we’re 14 make sure it's done adequately. But that’s, [think, the
15 struggling for. Ithink, as the program matires, I think 15 law probably allows you to go either way with how you do it
16 there will be some more levelizing of some of thése fees. 16 and what's the best way is clearly - :
17 and Ithink one of the things we found in this program, that 17 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: I'm just pushing the boundary.:
18 many facifities, because they prefer not to have to notify 18 with that question right now. okay.
19 people, there have been facilities that have voluntarily 19 The next witness is Mr.-Dean High, the Metal *
20 reduced their emissions to not have to notify. 20 Finishing Association of southérn california.
21 And that, then, puts them obvmusly in a lower fee- 21 Good afternoon, Mr. High.
22 category. 2 MR. HIGH: Good afternoon to yoii, Madam chalrman, -
23 80, 1 think that those are the things that we're 23 or chairwomen, and members of the Board. :
24 secing. And, clearly, 1think over time, as more facilitics 24 I’m here to make about three points to you today: ...
25 go through some of these — what I'would call the more 25 and the people I represent are the metal finishers. They’re
200 : .
1 complex and the more risk notification, even not in plan 1 the chrome platers, the nickel finishers, anybody that makes
2 categories — as the fecilities go through those 2 any metal or finishes anything in your kome or in this room
3 categories, once they’re completed, they will drop down to a 3 has been handled probably by a metal finisher (sic).
4 lower category just as the program is now. ‘ 4 so, those are the people that 1 represent. The
5 This year, a facility may be charged a fee because § typical company is about 20 employees with a revenus of
_ 6 they have to do a risk assessment. Well, that’s going to be 6 about $750,000. we do have some very big members and we
7 a higher fee, because of the workload associated with that. 7 have lots that are under 10 employess. :
8 once that risk assessment is completed, that facility — 8 Gur industry has been regulated heavily in the
9 unless it has to go to a notification -- will revert back to 9 last four or five years, and any further fees or regulations
10 a plan and report fee. 10 just cause additional attrition of our indiistry.
11 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: What happens after 11 our industry is kind of a central link in a chain
12 notification? 1guess where I'm going with this is that, at 12 of industrial manufacturing. Anybody that does any kind of
13 some point, if we had & system that was - that had a fee 13 metal work has to have it cither plated, or finished, or " :
14 commensucate with emissions, as you reduced emissions, your 14 painted, or something. And, 5o, it’sapartof the ™ -
15 fee would go down. and you havé an incentive built into the 15 infrestfucture of all of our industry; in this case, in
16 structure. 16 southern california. =
17 MR. VENTURINE: After notification, the district 17 our comments today, the three points Iwush to
18 determines whether or not that facility is required to doa - 18 make is, first, the toxics fee schedule that you have and
19 risk reduction audit and plan. 1f they're required to do 19 the proposal you have before you still has some problems.
20 that, then their fee will probably go up. ‘ 20 And they've already been discussed a lot by staff and by
21 If they 're not required to do that, then their fee 21 some of your Board members. .
22 will drop down to a much lower category. 22 But the examples that I can cite for you therein
23 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: And after the risk reduction 23 the South Coast Basin, where my members just recently got
24 pian is put into effect, do they get the benefit of & 24 their bill, is that thése litle small companies, some of
25 reduced fee? 5

them were in the industrywide category and they gota. .
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1 hundred dollar bill. others didn’t fall into thar category, 203 1 the dutics laid out by the staff here in their report — 25
2 but they were still small businesses; got a $700 bill. 2 it’s actually page 35 of section 3 of your report — they -

3 others had taken it upon themselves to do a lintle plan and 3 list 2il the duties and things that need to be done by staff

4 inventory, and they got & bill for 810. so, nobody seemed 4 under this 2588 hot spots rule. The thing that I'd like o -

5 to be happy. 5 see added — we would urge you to add — is some amount of

6 so, I don't know the, answer to it, but it seems to & ambient air monitoring, for two reasons.

7 me that maybe some kind of a simplification of those small 7 we'd like to see - the credibility of the

8 industry categories would be a step in that direction. 8 program, we think, would go up if you could show that

9 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Lét me justasa qucsnon S there’s some benefit to the public by having reduced these

10 That was within your industry organization — 10 various toxic emissions.

11 - MR. HIGH: In our industry, yes. 11 secondly, we'd like to see, perhaps in an ares

12 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: - you had members that fell - 12 where you have some sensitive receptors, for example — do
13 into each of those categories? 13 some monitoring to show that you've reduced the exposure of
14 MR. HIGH: All three categories. - 14 those people from the nearest major sources.

15 And the next point 1’d like to make is we would 15 This recommendation we will make at the OEHHA

16 like to see — and we would recommend strongly that there be 16 workshop on August 16th. But I’m mentioning it to you here
17 some kind of a sunset provision in your fee schedule for 2 17 today, because it has to do with the fees and the way you

18 company once they reduce their emissions below any toxic kot 18 spend your money that is collected to carry out this

19 spot health risk level that the districts consnder bad or 19 -program. o
20 health provoking. 20 we. think, in both cases, it would improve the
21 The way it’s laid out nght now —and 'mnot - 21 public acceptance, even in industry — as an example, tean
22 terribly familiar with the administration of the programs — 22 tell you that the - in the sanitation districts, they had
23 but the way it’s laid out, the people will pay, I guess now, 23 programs 0 reduce the amouat of toxics that were discharged
24 for four years beyond the time they do a health assessment. 24 into the sanitation sewers, et cetera. . And people, if they
25 before the next inventory and health risk assessment is. ' 25 can see that the amount of discharge that’s going to the

: 204 206:

1 required, or maybe it’d take eight years before you could 1- districts has been reduced 33, or 70, or 80 percent, at o
2 prove that you were no Ionger a major choice. 2 least you feel like, well, I’'m paying for it, but we’re -
3 1f 1understand the rules correctly now, it’s 3 doing something good. -

4 going to be a four-year program instead of a two-year 4 In this case, we don’t see any evidence of that

5 program. Every four years you'll have to do an inventory 5 improvement in our &ir quality.

6 aud follow on with the next ~ the other steps as- 6. Those are my three points. Ithank you.

7 appropriate, i 7 MR. LAGARIAS: Madam chair?

3 we would like to see if our industry category or a 8 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Mr. Lagarias.

9 source could prove they are no longer putting out X-amount g MR. LAGARIAS: Ithink we should recognize, first,

10 of pollution, there ought to be some way to get out of the 10 that the ARB and Metal Finishers of southern california were.
11 fees and get them off the program. ' ' 11 recognized with an award by the south Coast about two years
12 one example is a company called Foss Flating. and 12 ago because of the joint efforts that they had carried out

13 carol Foss participated in these workshops for this issue 13 in developing a method for the hexavalent chrome emission
14 here today. And their company, when Rule 1169 was developed 14 problem. :

15 down in the south Coast air Basin that deait with chrome 15 so, we’re well aware of the cooperation that took

16 plating, their company elected to switch to trivalent 16 place. .And 1’m only sorry thar your name was not identified
17 chrome, which was considered noncarcinogenic and it was aot 17 for the work that you did in the process. '

18 going 1o be a problem. Bven having done that, they stil] 18 MR. HIGH: But our association did share it with
19 had some 1,1,1-TCA that they used as solvent. 19 caRrB, and we thank you for that opportunity to work
20 And carol did her own heaith risk assessment and 20 together.
21 did a little inventory and sent it in. And, so, now, she’s 21 MR. LAGARIAS: All right. Now, I have one comment
22 being charged $3810. And it would seem to me that her risk 22 and one question.
23 to the public would be just abour inconsequentiai. And, 23 You may have heard thar the ARB has been
24 yet, she's in that category. 24 developing anaiytical monitoring techniques for these toxic

The third point I wish to make is that the — in 25

&

marerial. And because of their very low concentrations in
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1 the atmosphere, it has often been very difficult to actually w7 1 averaged about half & nanogram per cubic meter. CARB w0
2 get measurements. ’ 2 changed their analytical procedure about 1990 or '91, and
3 But the analytical techniques have been developed 3 the measurements they’re showing now are higher than they
4 and are being incorporated, both in the south coast and in 4 were in that *86 to '89 period. .
5 the Bay Arca that I'm aware of. and, of course, you know, 5 .-And the major thing that happened between '89 and |
6 we supplement that with modeling techaiques. And using the 6 '92, was that we reduced the emissions of hex chrome in the
7 emission data that comes from 2588, it is possible to show 7 south Coast District by at least 90 percent by elimina.ting' '
8 reductions by the modeling processes that we bave available. 8 ali the chrome from cooling towers and by this Rule 1169
9 But, finally, 1have a question. You asked that 9 that reduced the emissions from our industry by significjmt .
10 some of your industry be identified differently or in 10 amounts. '
11 different categories. Do you know whether the south Coast 11 And, so, it’s kind of heartbreaking to ses the
12 bas a process whereby you can go to thein and appeal your 12 results of the air quality data to see that it's not gone . .
13 identification or your categorization of your industry or 13 down; but maybe it's even gone up. Ithink part of the
14.. your process, rather than wait four years? 14 problem is in the analyticals. But that’s one of our
15 MR. HIGH: 1can’t answer that. Icannot answer 15 concerns.
16 that. : 16 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Is the staff prepared at this
17 MR. LAGARIAS: Maybe Pat can. 17 time to talk about the analytical chemistry involved here?.
18 "MR. HIGH: Pat Leyden might be able to answer it. 18 " MR. VENTURINI: No, but [would think that -- I '
19 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Mg. Leyden. 19 would suggest that we can put Mr. High in touch with our
20 MS. LEYDEN: Thank you, Jack. I'wanted to answer 20 Monitoring Laboratory Division people that conductthm: wnrk
. 21 two of his paints real quickly, if 1 might. 21 and discuss the changes that occurred. .
: 22 Fitst of all, if Foss Plating is a chrome plating 22 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: It may be an amfact of t.he
23 business, and we caught it in a 2588 fee because it was in 23 way the measurement changed, is that -- that's what _you’re
24 plan review, but it should be in an industrywide fee, if 24 suggesting, I'm sure. L
25 you’ll get with me afterwards, we'll correct that for him. 25 _ okay. we will ask somebody to take & look at
: 208 Ziv
1 we sorted all of these by their Sic code. So, : I thar
2 they were sorted first by process unit, and then they were 2 MR. HIGH: Thank you. .
3 sorted secondly by their standard industrial code as part 3 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Supervisor Riordan. . . -
4 of the check to make sure we got all chrome platers. But 4 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Madam chair, if rmight,
5 that doesn’t inean we missed one. and we'd be very happy to 5 follow up on Mr. High’s last comment, which was you get the
6 correct that, 6 information and you hope you've made some progress. Then we
7 The second thing I'wanted to add just qu:cldy is 7 communicate that in some way back to, quote, "the affectcd
-8 that just as the State breaks down actual time for every. 8 industry,” but also perhaps to the general public.
9 task associated with this, we do the same. And part of our 9 And 1'd like the staff response to that. Becausel
10 costs do involve ambient air monitoring. Wwe have seven 10 think that’s a very good idea. You know, we've got to talk
11 toxic air monitoring stations. They are located in those 11 about what we're doing. And, certainly, it would make &
12 communities that have the highest toxic emitting facilities 12 person feel better to pay a fee to think that, yeu.h,
13 within them. And we have about 30 portable stations that, 13 something’s getting done.
14 basad on compieints and needs, we set up around the basin. - 14 Is thcrc a way to accomplish that or are we domg
15 so, some of the costs of the toxic speciation at 15, that? : :
16 those seven stations are ascribed to the program. 16 MR, VENTURINI: Supervisor Riordan, w_ep sinq'g the
17 MR, HIGH: Madam Chairwoman, may ladd onc point, 17 inception of our air toxics program in "84, the 1807 . . .
18 picase? 128 element, we have periodically pur out basically fact sheets
19 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes. certainly, Mr. High. 19 that we keep the public and interested partics apprised, of
20 MR, HIGH: We have a particular interest in 20 the developments of the program, the various swps that have
21 hexavalent chrome by the nature of our industry. And one of 21 been taken, progress on the program.
22 the concerns we've had in the la;st two or three years is 22 And we recently put together a pamphlet on the air
23 the measurements of hexavalent chrome at the air menitoring 23 toxics program. We use those two mechanisms to provtdt; -
24 sites. 24 people with information about the program, and the benefits,
25 In the "36 to "89, the concentration of hex chrome 25 . and basically the reductions that have been occurring to;
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i N 1 protect public heaith as a resuit of the program. And we 2 1 incorporated into the current fee structure. We believe w
b 2 continue to put those together. 2 thar the program should encourage reduction of air toxics -
3 (Thereupon, there was & pause in the 3 emissions by assessing fees on sources of air toxics.
S 4 procesdings to allow the reporter to 4 And, in addition, I'wanted to pote that pnor to
5 - replenish her stenograph paper.) 5 the shift in fee structure, as well as during the
& CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Go shead, Supervisor Riordan. 6 development of the 94-35 amendments, ARE provided numerous
7 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: The thought occurred to me. - 7 opportunities for public input, number of workshops,
8 Pperhaps we could get some of those pamphlets to Mr. High 8 meetings, and conference calls as the ARB did indicate.
} 9 who, in turn, could share them with his association. 9 Ijust wanted to emphasize that, and also note in
i 10 _ MR. BOYD: Be happy to. 10 that regard that ARB’s outreach effort for businesses, in
I 11 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: 1 think that would be very, 11 the san Joaguin Valley in particular, has besn exceptional.
12 very - 12 we feel that effort has resulted in a number of innovative
13 MR. VENTURINT: We'd be glad to. 13 solutions to deal with the difference in the valley’s
14 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: — helpful. Thank you. "14 stationary source definition in a manner that will hopefully
: 15 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Mr. Lagarias? 15 be least burdensome to businesses.
16 _MR. LAGARIAS: One last point. If the change in 16 we believe that the current program and the
17 analytical techniques gives you preblems, you know you can - 17 proposed amendments are positive steps toward achieving 2588
I 18 go back by modeling. And with a 50 percent reduction, I'm 18 objectives, and also believe that continued streamlining and
"19 sure you can show a dramatic nnprovemcnt by the emission 19 refinement of the program over the coming years will provide
20 inventories that you use. 20 opportunities to address any outstanding concerns.
| 21 MR. HIGH: It’s our view that the modelmg with 21 one last note, we do look forward to seeing _
: 22 the inputs that are typically used overstate the magnitude 22 continued reduction of state costs as they 2583 program
I 23 of the problem. - and that’s why we’rc pushing to get some - 23 moves into more of a maintenance mode.  And Iappreciate the
? 24 ambient monitoring o validate the models. 24 opportunity to comment.
25 That’s why we're anxious for that. 25 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Very good. Are there any
I
|
|
‘ »
| 212 214..
P 1 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: oOkay. If there are no other 1 questions for Mr. sickenger? .
2 questions for Mr. High, I'want to thank you — 2 MR. SICKENGER: Thank you.
3 MR. HIGH: Thank you. 3 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much for your
4 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: - very much for your 4 appearance this afternoon.
*5 appesrance here this afternoon. 5 1'd like now to recognize Mr. Matthew Dustin of
: 6 1'd now like to recognize Mr. Jeff sickenger of _ 6 the california Paint council. Good afternoor, Mr. Dustin.
i 7 the western states Petroleum association. - 7 MR. DUSTIN: Good afternoon, Madam chairwoman and
i 8 Good afternoon. 8 members of the Board.
9 MR. SICKENGER: Good afternoon. Thank you, Madam 9 Everytime fees shift, there are those that come
| 10 chairwoman and members of the Board. 10 off better and those that come off worse. From all reports
| 11 My name is Jeff Sickenger. Irepresent the 11 so far, the paint coatings industry is in the laner
' 12 western states Petroleum aAssociation. . 12 category; we're worse off.
13 we're a trade association representing a number of 13 of course, those who are better off did not find
14 compenies invoived in all aspects of petroleum operations in 14 necessary to be here today.
; 15 the Western United states. 15 while most paint manufacturers do not meet the
[ 16 1want to be brief today, but 1 want to indicate 16 cars definition of small businesses, their relatively smail
! 17 that wsPA does support ARB’s current 2588 fee structure as 17 sizes make it difficult to absorb the 800 percent increase
‘ 18 * well as the proposed amendments to the fee regulation for 18 thar many are reporting to me.
19 fiscal year 1994-95. 19 The industry is hardly In its heyday. Lastyear
20 As amended, we believe that the fee reguiation is 20 alone, hard times were made worse by the imposition of at
21 consistent with the original intent of both AB 2588 and sB 21 least four new fee programs by the state.
22 1373 w shift program costs from a criteria pollutant basis 22 The amount of toxic materials emitted from many
23 to a toxic emission and heaith risk priority basis. 23 plants is not great either. Indeed, one company reporting 4
24 tust a few points in that regard. WSPA Supports 24 huge increase emits less than 10 pounds of toxic materials
25 the fee for service approach that we perceive as 25 per year.
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1 gur members are also experiencing some difficulty 25 1 participation and the time the fee is actually billed, we 2
2 in receiving accurate information about the fees or the fee 2 need to do a belter job -- we, collectively, the districts

3 increases. For sxample, companies in Los Angeles that have 3 and us, Isuspect, and the industry reps, as weil, of the

4 called the south Coast AirQuality Management District to - 4 trade gssociations — in communicating with those pecple

5 discuss the fees, sometimes to vent frustration, I'm sure, 5 closer to the time that they would be billed, just so that '

6 have been told that it is & CARB fee over which I.hey have no & there is some preparation in order to avoid the sort of ex.

7 -control. 7 post couple of thousand phone calls. we might be able to do

8 These same companies are then told by CARB tha.r. 8 some more work up front in explaining what you’re getting

9 they are merely collecting the fees for the scaQMD. The 9 and why you're getting it ahead of time, you know, ué_ing the

10 result is that many companies are léft to assume that the 10 good offices of these trade associations to do that.

11 real reason the fees are being collected in this manner is u MR. DUSTIN: Yes. We would, af course, be mese -

12 in order to circumvent the fec increase limits applicable in 12 than happy to communicate any information and use qur

13 the south Cosmst. - : 13 publications to invite input by member companies ag well, ‘ ;
14 our members wonder ;t' this process, if Iawful is 14 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Very good. Thank you very’ _
15 fair. . : . 15 much, mr. Dustin,

16 If these fees can be rcconsidcred or increases ) 16 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Next, I’d like to recognize

17 phased in over a period of years, as Ms. Leyden mentioned, 17 cindy Tuck of the california council for Enwmnmcntal and

18 it would certainly benefit an industry which has seen many 18 Economic Balance. Ms. Tuck. ‘
19 facilities move east and south in fecent years. 19 Good afternoon. . .
20 Thank you. . 20 Ms. TUCK: Good afternoon. N

21 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much Mr 21 thank you, chairwoman Schafer and Board mcmbers,

22 pustin. Are there questions for Mr. Dustin from members of 22 cindy Tuck on behalf of CCEEB. CCEEB has been involved in

23  the Board? : 23 this program since the bill was introduced by Lloyd Conneily e
24 supervisor Riordan. 24 back in 1987, and 1 have very brief comments today.. .

25 SUPERVISOR RIORDAN: Docs staif have a responise to ; 25 we've worked with ARB for years on this program.

A
: : , 216 -

1 his concerns? Bverybody always points the finger somewhere 1 consistent with our position of last year, we suppost the

2 else. Ican just hear the conversation. 2 staff’s proposal that is before you today, and we do, urge,

3 MR. VENTURINI: lust briefly, not knowing r.he 3 as the last commenter did, urge the Board and the smff o o

4 specific facilities and what category they may be in, it’s 4 continue to look for opportunities to reduce State costs s’

5 hard to respond. It may be that some facilities may be in 5 the program moves to a steady state status. )

6 a,say havingtodoa risk assessment. And, thcrcfurc, thcy 6 and Twould like to compliment the staff
4 have an increased fee this yedr. 7 particularly in this program. There have been excellent o

3 But then, after that risk nsscssment is done, thcy 8 opportunities for input through all the steps, and we

9 go back to a lower fee. one thing 1 would like to suggest, 9 appreciate that opportunity for due process.

10 and Mr. Dustin would like -- and we welcome his 10 - That concludes my comments. 1’d be glad to answer

11 participation as we look to improving and refining the 11 any quesnons. : '

12 methiodology next year, we'd appreciate any input that he and 12 . CHAIRWOMAN SCHAI-‘ER Thank you vcry much. Are

13 his members would have to that process. . 13 there questions for Ms. Tuck from the members of the Boa_rd?_ .

14 " And we’'d be glad to taik to you about any of your 14 1f net, I'waat to thank you for your .

15 specific facilities for this year. 15 organization’s participation with us on this and, of course,

16 MR. DUSTIN: . Thank you. Iapprecmte that. and 16 ‘many other issues that come before the Air Resources Boa:d. "

17 we would like to participate. 17 Ms. TUCK: Thank you. o

18 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much. 18 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you, if rhere are no .

19 one thing that occurs to me, and this may be the 19 other witnesses who would Iike to be heard, members of thp
20 time to bring up this point, is that there seems o he a 20 public who would like to be heard this afternoon, I’d like
21 fair amount of participation by the affected industry inthe . 21 to ask staff, for the record, to summarize the written
22 development of the fee itself and the fee schedule leadmg 22 comments that the Board has received by individuals who are

23 up to this hearing, 23 unable to testify at the hearing. ‘

24 But because there is apparcntly a fau:ly long gap 24 Mr. Boyd, are there any such comments?

25 betwesn the time we develop the fee’and we havethis = . 25 MR. BOYD: Yes, Ibelieve there are.
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2
- 1 MR. KORENBERG: Thank you. . s 1 think the two suggestions for improving the method merit 2
__\' 2 puring our 45-day public review period, we 2 consideration. And we will work with the district staff in
~ 3 received the following comments on our proposal. 3 revising the method next year.
4 We received updates to industrywide counts from 31 4 A letter was received from senator Mecorquodale,
5 districts. Fees and the distribution of the state’s costs 5 which expressed concerns about the cost of the program in
6 will be revised using these new numbers. : 6 the future.
7 " we received letters from seven districes, as 1 7 Senator Mccorquodale coryectly observes thata
8 mentioned earlier. Fees and the distribution of the state’s 8 portion of the reduction in the Stare’s costs we have
9 costs will be revised using these new facihl}' count . . 9 discussed here today is a carryover of savings achieved last -
10 npumbers. . 10 year. we would like to emphasize that these are hot spots
11 we received a letter from Mr. Roger Funston 11 fees savings that should be appropriately considered. Even
12 (phonetic) of McrFarland Energy recommending changes to the 12 if this carryover were discounted, however, there would be 2
13 fee methodology. Simce we received this letter, we've 13 reduction in the state’s hot spots cost this year. -
14 talked with Mr. Funston. He understands thet his comment is 14 | ~ mncluded with many of our support letters is a
15 coming late in the process for developing amendments. 15 comment that they would like to work with us on future
16 He also recognizes that his proposed changes are 16 improvements to the regulation.
17 major and it would take time to fully analyze the 1mpact on 17 we received letters of support from the following
18 other industries. 18 organizations: Mojave Desert AQMD, Independeant oil
19 Mr. Funston has suggestcd that we defer his 19 Pproducers Association, the Bay Area AQMD, the Bay Area
20 comments, and he has asked to work with us as we further 20 League of industrial Associetions, santa parbara APCD, Carol
21 improve the method next year. 21 ross of the Metal Finishing Association of southern
22 ‘the Monterey Unified APCD staff is concerned tha!. 22 california, and the californiz Independent oil Marketers
23 inconsistent industrywide counts among districts could 23 associatiom.
24 result in an inequity and impact the distribution of state’s 24 CHAIRWCMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much.
25 costs. 25 Mr. Boyd, does the staff have any further comments
rd
: - 222
1 In response to this comment, we resurveyed all the 1 on the presentations made this afternoon?
2 districts and provided cdditional guidance on the criteria 2 MR. BOYD: Ibelieve 1 have just a brief commient,
3 for detsrmining industrywide facilities. We now have 3 recognizing what a long day it’s been. 1don’t need to
4 revised counts that we will incorporate into our 4 point out to the Board what a difficult program this is and
. 5 caiculations. ‘ 5 how difficult it is to play solomon.
6 Mr. Jack caufield of caufield Enterprises wrote a -, 6 AS you've seen, we've got as many hands on the
7 letter supporting the reduction in fees for smail " | 7 sword as we possibly can together, reaching out to as many
8 businesses. He also js looking forward to working with us 8 industries and industry associations, and we very much
9 anext year on revisions to the method. 9 appreciate their participation.
10 we received comments from GM-Hughes Electronics, 10 And, as you can see, even & group that large has
11 rockheed Advanced systems, and the california Aerospace 11 diffieuity finding -~ you know, walking the tight rope and
12 Eenvironmental Association, commenting that fees should be 12 finding the best possible approach that doesa’t leave
13 more closely tied to the volume and hazard of emitted toxics 15 somebody aggrieved. Buttry as we might, there are always
14 and less tied to workload and complexity. 14 good examples of rocks you didn't turn over and things that
15 Qur fee methodology takes into account health risk 15 crawl out afterwards that you wish didn’t happen.
16 priority and workload. Consensus of participants in our 16 we've got a Jot of comments sbout, in hindsight,
17 workshops and meetings this year has been that the method 17 how it might have been good to stage the fee increase over
18 should strike a balance among all these factors. 18 time. And 1, too, would agree. It sounds {ike it’s
19 we will invite these companies to work with us to 19 something that perheps would have made sense. But the
20 revise the method next year. 20 collective judgment of wisdom of a very large group of
21 The san Joaquin valley APCD Governing Board is 21 peopie 18 months ago didn’t come to that conclusion, might
22 suggesting that state costs be reduced further and made two 22 have if you knew the effects.
23 suggestions for improving the fee method. z3 50, I guess I'm just saying that it is difficult. we
24 The comment oa reducing state’s costs is 24 will continue to improve it as much as pessible in future
25 consistent with our five-year plan effort. m addition, we 25 years, taking the input from all the people. Ithink the
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1 points made here today about some information about the = i of the almost 3,000 industries that come under 2
2 status of toxic air quality in the State were good points. 2 this program in the valley, 18 percent of them, which are
3 And 1 even mentioned to Mr. scheible that maybe next 3 medium businesses, bear 88 percent of the cost. And it
4 year, on this very same agenda, we should have an ' 4 seems to me that that's kind of true throughout the state.
5 informational item — not tied to this item, but on the same 5 And sdmething 1 believe — and so does my district
6 agenda, an informational item about what is the status of 6 board believe that that should be somehow looked into for
7 toxic air quality in california at that point in time vis-g- 7 alleviation to those medium-size businesses, because they
8 vis prior years and any views we might see in the future, 8 seem to be bearing the greatest brunt of this cost,
9 just so we can put the issue in context. 9 And one of the suggestions that we have is that
10 Ithink the point’s a good one. There is a lot of 10 the industrywide cast go up a bit so those medium busmesscs '
11 monitoring going on. And try as we might to get it 11 can then come down a bit. That's one suggestion.
12 “"notarized,” as you can see, it is difficult to do. 12 The other suggestion also, of course, is the ;
13 . so, Ithink we can probably do that, and it would 13 spreading the costs under the small business into a tiered
14 be helpful in this forum, 14 effect, much like we have the nonsmall business in the B
15 other than that, 1 would just recommend adoption 15 complex, moderete, and simple. So thar a simple busmess,
16 of the proposal we've made this year, with the full 16 smail business, does not bear the same price as someone who '
17 understanding that we, indeed — and 1think you’ve heard 17 has a complex, but fails under the smail busmcss
18 the staff in particular is very open to looking at the 18 classification.
19 comments that people have made and will make in the future 19 and 1 know staff said that they will ook i mto
20 relative to any improvements that can be made. 20 that, and 1 appreciate that.
21 And we will remain faithful to our five-year plan : 21 But the biggest issue for me is indeed — and 1’ 'm
22 of reductions in program costs, and perhaps we can encourage . 22 plad that Mr. Boyd has reiterated that the 40 percenr. is
23 local districts to do the same in terms of providing a pla.u ) 23 going to be met. But just as a point of fact, the $183,000
24 with some notoriety for their local folks to see that_thcte 24 represents — well, before I saw that, if you taks 40
25 is universal recognition of the fact that there isa 25 percent and divide by 5, there’s about an 8 percent
‘ 24 |} : o
1 workload to track here, and there is some chance of 1 reduction & year. But the 183,000 represents a 3.5 percent
2 sunseiting some activities and having the program plateau 2 reduction, short by about 5 or so percent, which means we're,
3 outand perhaps reach; as the chairwoman said, some form of - 3 going to take that 5 percent and spread it over now four
4 steady state. 4 years, which means every year we’re going to go up =
5 There will be some, indeed, real steady state, but 5 instead of $ percent, we're going to have & 9 percent burden
6 there will always be new and modification industries that 6 to pay to go down. C
7 jump in and out that will be subject to some additional 7 80, it’s just a point of fact that next year’s
3 work. 8 goingto get a lile tougher. "And if we slide it the next
9 50, there will always be some kind of — in my 9 year, it’s going to get a little tougher. so, hopefuily,
10 mind, 1 ses some kind of multitiered fee approach, but Pmt 10 everybody’s cognizant of that and we'll kecp & very sharp
11 sure we can make it better in the future. ' 11 eye out for that. . S
12 _ Thank you for the opportunity. 12 Thank you, Madam chair.
13 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much ME. 13  CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much, Mr.
14 Boyd. ) 14 vagim. Mr. venturini, did you want to make a comment?
15 Do any members of the Board have comments they’d 15 MR. VENTURINI: just maybe to help clarify. staff
16 like to make? ' 16 reminded me that last year, when we took the first -
17 Mr. vagim. 17 incremeant, it was about a $457,000 increment. So, it's
13 SUPERVISOR VAGIM: Thank you, Madam Chair. 18 probably like some of a step functmn.
19 just a couple points to go over what staff has 19 " ' SUPERVISOR VAGIM: oOKay. '
20 covered already, particularly with a letter that they have 20 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Before closing the rec.ord
21 received from the valley District. ' ’ 21 r'd like to address myself to another change that I asked
22 And it’s already been discussed by many of the 22 the staff to make in the regulation and resofution,
23 folks that have come up here to give testimony, and that 23 incorporate in the resolution that wiil be put before you
24 example that they're giving is true, very much sa, to the 24 concerning the manner in which all future invoices for toxie
25 valley in who is bearing the cost of this program. 25 hot spots fees are prepared. ' ' '
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. 1 1 discussed this with supervisor wieder and she is 1 when the record is opened again fora 15-day
: 2 in agreement with the approach that I’ve proposed here. 2 comment period, the public may submit written comments on
3 1know, as you all well appreciate, especially 3 the proposed changes, which will be considered and responded
4 . those of you who serve on district boards even more so, 4 to in the final statement of reasons for the regulation.
5 because you're even closer to the public on a day-in-and- 5 - Also, just as a reminder to Board members of cur .
6 day-out basis, but we all know that the difficult business - 6 policy concerning ex parte communications, this would be the
7 of air pollution regulation has been successfui in this 7 time to mention any of those if they are relevant here
8 state chiefly because we’ve been able to inspire the utmost 8§ today. If not, we would pause to read the resolution that
9 respect, trust, and confidence in our efforts of the | 9 the staff has prepared.
10 regulated community.. oo 10 Ibelieve it is already before you
11 It has come to my attention in the course of 11 - MR. LAGARIAS: Madam chair?
12 dealing with this item that the trust and confidence thar we 12 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Yes, Mr. Lagarias,
13 work so bard to maintain may have been eroded recently or at - 13 MR. LAGARIAS: 1move adoption of Resolution 94-51
14 least put in some jeopardy when some invoices mailed to 14 with the additional language that you've outlined regardmg
15 recover the hot spots fee omitted basic information 15 notification of bills.
16 necessary for businesses which receive them to determine 16 Ms. EDGERTON: I'll second it. -
17 whether the invoices were genuine. ' 17 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Motion has been made and
18 ‘to guarantes that this kind of omission does not 18 seconded. Is there any discussion or questions from members
‘19 recur, I’ve asked the staff to prepare a modification to the 19 of the Board on the motion? If none, the secretary will
"20 hot spots fee regulation that's under consideration today 20 please call the roll.
21 that will guarantee that the thousands of businesses whose 21 . - Ms. LOUNSBURY: Boston? -
22 fees support this progeam will know that the invoices were 2 ' DR. BOSTON: Yes.-
23 sentto them by an agéncy of government and not 23 MS. LOUNSBURY: calhoun?
24 fraudulently, by including on the invoices the name, . 24 MR. CALHOUN: Aye. '
25 address, telephone number, and point of contact of the 25 MS. LOUNSSURY: Edgerton?
228 230..
1 agency of government that sent them the invoice. 1 Ms. EDGERTON: Yes. o
2 also, required to be included on all future 2 MS. LOUNSBURY: Hilligoss?
. 3 invoices will be language that identifies the program that 3 MAYOR HILLIGOSS: Aye.
4 the fees will be applied to, the fiscal year for which the 4 MS, LOUNSBURY: Lagarias?
5 fee is being collected, and the invoice date and number, 5 MR. LAGARIAS: Yes.
6 name and address of the faciiity receiving the invoices, and 16 ' MS. LOUNSBURY: Riordan?
7 whether or not a small business cap applies to that - 7 SUPERVISCR RIORDAN: Aye.
8 facility. 8 MS. LOUNSBURY: vagim?
9 This information will allow businesses to venfy 9 SUPERVISCR VAGIM: Aye.
10 the invoices as well as the amounts that they’re billed. i0. MS. LOUNSBURY: Chairwoman schafer?
11 These changes will be circulated, along with other 11 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: AYe.
12 amendments, during the 15-day comment period. This language 12 MS. LOUNSBURY: Resolution 94-51, with changes,
13 1s generic and will apply to all districts for which this 13 passes 8-0.
14 poard’s fee schedule is adopted. 14 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Thank you very much. Ijust
i5 we all ask a great deal of the businesses that 15 want to reiterate that there will be a 15-day comment period
16 fund the hot spots program, and I think we owe them the 16 for this item.
17 assurance of providing them with this basic information on 17 Mz. Bayd, is there any further business for the :
18 all future hot spots invoices. 18 Board to conduct today?
19 1'd now like to close the record on this agenda 19 ' MR. BOYD: No further business on today’s agenda,
20 item. However, the record will be reopencd when the 15-day 20 Madam chair.
21 notice of public availability issued. 21 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: Ibelieve the notics for
22 written or oral comments received after this 22 tomorrow’s continuation of this Board meeting has us
23 hearing date but before the 15-day notice is issued will not 23 beginning at 8:30; is thar correct?
24 be accepted as part of the official record on this agenda 24 MR. BOYD: That’s correct.
25 item. ‘ 25 CHAIRWOMAN SCHAFER: All right. we will see
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everyone here theq at 8:30 tomorrow morning.

Thank you very much.
(Thereupon, the meeting was ddjourned
atd:15p.m.) '
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