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Presentation Notes
Ha

Hello, I’m Ha Dang the County Agricultural Commissioner of the Department of Agriculture, Weights & Measures.

We appreciate you taking time to engage with us today.

We’d like to present our Agricultural Fee Adjustments Proposal for FY 23-24.

Add transition to Megan

Next slide, please
__________________________



Agriculture, Weights and Measures

(..} Direct Marketing

() Industrial Hemp Cultivation



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Megan from this point on

Thank you Ha.

This Proposal is related to the Programs listed on this slide.

Next slide, please



Need for Proposal

* Necessary resources for quality services

* Compliance with County Board of Supervisors’ Policy B-29

 Commitment to the Board and customers for annual fee adjustment

* Salary and benefit increases


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As with most organizations, we have costs that change annually. We need to obtain the required fiscal resources to continue providing quality services that protect our food supply and support regional economic resilience and environmental sustainability. 

We are cognizant of our customers’ challenges relating to the pandemic ongoing impacts and the inclement weather. To contain the cost increases, we continue to gain operational efficiencies through process streamlining and technological improvement, and apply the resulting savings and available State and Federal funding as mitigation. 

We also need to comply with Board Policy for cost recovery and continue our commitment for annual fee adjustment so it’s more manageable for our customers.

This proposal reflects the remaining cost increases based on the negotiated labor agreement that went into effect in FY 22-23 in addition to the cost increases projected for FY 23-24.

Next slide, please

NOTES:
AWM is required to comply with the  Board’ Policy B-29. Under this Policy, the customers that benefit from AWM’s services are responsible as much as possible for the associated costs. 

Our customers also stated their preference for regular fee updates to allow them to plan for fee adjustments.  

Due to the timing of the fee proposal and the labor negotiations last year when the fee proposal was presented, that fee proposal assumed a 3% cost of living increase, but the actual labor agreements was a 5% increase.  The last proposal stated that any unrecovered labor increase during Fiscal Year 2022-23 due to approved labor negotiations would be included in this fee proposal to ensure accurate cost recovery.  In short, the proposed fee package includes portions of the increases from current Fiscal Year that were not included in fees, plus increases next Fiscal Year.  

Although the increases may be higher than in years past, it is important to note that making our staff compensation more competitive with what others are paying, directly improves our staff recruitment and retention that in turn positively impacts our ability to deliver services. 


** Due to the timing of the labor negotiations last fiscal year, the FY 2022-23 Cost Recovery Proposal only included the standard assumptions (3%) and not all cost increases associated with the negotiated labor agreements. That Proposal stated that these cost increases would be included in a future cost recovery proposal.

Budget decreased by $0.5 million (1.5%) due to Ag Water Quality position and funding transfers and the completion of one-time capital project (CV Insectary)
Total S&B increase is $1.3 million (5.1%) or average $7k per employee ($6,671)   
Salaries increased by$215k (1%) (turnovers resulted in lower steps for new employees thus lower salary rates)
Retirement increased by $1.1 million (15%)  assumed rate of return on the investment pool reduced from 7% to 6.5%
Other benefits increased by $16k (1%) (health insurance, worker’s comp, unemployment insurance)
Service & Supplies decreased by $1.0 million or 15% due to completion of one-time capital project (CV Insectary)
Overhead increased by 18.4% (from 25.6% to 30.3%) – caused by increases in A-87 (22%), S&B (5.1%), ISF (17%) and decrease in S&S (15%)
            

S&B increase from FY22-23 per FTE by department:
AWM: 5.1%
DEHQ: 9%
DPR: 8.5%
PDS: 8.3%
DPW: 10%

Breakdown of salary and equity increases:
2.75% only – 119 positions (60%)
2.75% plus 2.8%-4.95% - 17 positions (8%)
2.75% plus 8.15%-9.95% - 63 positions (32%)
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The fee development process is a consistent methodology across County departments. 

We conducted a comprehensive review of regulatory changes, service levels, operational efficiencies, and available funding.  

We used time studies and then applied operational savings and available funding to mitigate the cost increases. Any mitigation measures using County funding requires the Board’s approval.

Then the fee adjustments are calculated. The proposal was reviewed and approved by Auditor & Controller.

We reviewed all 33 agricultural fees and 12 have no changes with 21 needing to be adjusted. Several unchanged fees related to Pesticide Regulation business registration are capped by the State and  the remaining are related to services infrequently requested by customers.

We will present more details for the adjusted fees in this presentation.
 
NOTES 

Next slide, please
____________
(Finance to update these numbers)
Total additional revenue = $95,650

$53,461  (AG Only)
Export: 42,343
DM: 11,115
IH Hrly: 642
IH License Fee: 152
Ag Verif: 11
Bee Cert: 8
HM:  6,790 Base.  Inventory Item is negative $7,600 due to reduced fee.  (Net -$810 for HM)

W&M (42,189)
Price Ver: 30,189
W&M Device: 12,000

5.6% average increase

ONLY Ag Fees for these #numbers:
33 Reviewed Fees (including IHC Lic Fee) : Use SDC Admin Code Section 364.3 to include all ag-related fees/hrly rates 
12 No change:  9 remain the same due to State caps
21 Adjusted: (19 Increased, 1 Decreased (HazMat Inventory Item Fee, 1 deleted (Apiary Registration))




Agricultural Programs $19.7M

Local agricultural customers pay $773K or 4% of the total $19.7 M



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In FY 21-22, the actual cost for the agricultural programs was $19.7 million.  The ag customers contributed about 6% via fees and the remaining 94% are offset by County, State, and federal funding. 

San Diego’s local agricultural customers paid about 4% or $773K of the total cost via fees with the remaining fees paid by out of county businesses.

Now, I will pause for questions.

Pause to find out if there are questions.  

Next slide, please
___________________________________
NOTES

In FY 21-22, the actual cost for all the agricultural programs was $19.7 million (included HazMat Inventory but not AWQ).  The ag customers contribute about 6% and the remaining 94% are offset by County, State, and federal funding.
FY21-22 Federal support: $6.9 million
FY21-22 State funding (Mill & UGT): $6.3 million (Mill=$1.4 million; UGT=$4.9 million)

From FY 22-23 to 23-24, total cost for ag programs increases by $1.6 M (8.8%), but the percentage for fee revenue remains the same at 6%

In FY 21-22, the actual cost for all the agricultural programs was $19.7 million.  Local farmers pay 4% of the total $19.7 M or $773K. Of this amount, the ag industry contributed $1.2 million or 6%, of which or 4% of the $19.7 M are paid by local growers.  The County Board of Supervisors provided about $5.3 million. State and Federal funding was about $13 million. The combined governmental support is $18.2 million or 94%. These numbers show that all levels of government continue to value and support agriculture. 

In FY 20-21, the actual cost for all the agricultural programs was $18.1 million.  Of this amount, the ag industry contributed $1.2 million or 6%, of which local farmers pay 3% of the total $19.7 M or $555,185 (or 46% of the $1.2 M).  The County Board of Supervisors provided about $5 million. State and Federal funding was about $11.9 million. The combined governmental support is $16.9 million or 94%. These numbers show that all levels of government continue to value and support agriculture. 

_______________
Last year, 
Back-pocket: <<  first 2 bullets - Pending review / update by Travis
How much of the fee is really being paid by local growers? 
Federal Phytos certs: 6384 (72.7%) cert out of total # of 8781 x $101/cert = $644,815 out of $886,881 is paid by out-of-County businesses.  About 2,397 certs (8781 – 6384) or 27.3 % is paid by local businesses = $242,097 
State phytos (domestic cert) – all local businesses: 2194 total cert x $43 = $94,342
Total paid by local businesses = $1.2 M - $457,079 = $772,885 (64% of $1.2M) or (4% of total ag prog costs $19.7M) 


In the last Fee Proposal (FY 22-23): In FY 20-21, the actual costs for all of the agricultural programs was about $17.8 million.  Of this amount, the ag industry contributed about $1.2 million or 7%.  The County Board of Supervisors provided about $4.3 million or 24%. The State and Federal funding provided $12.3 million or 69%. 
Compared to FY 21-22, total cost increased by $0.3 M (1.7%); County support increased by $0.7 M (16%), State& Fed support decreased by $0.3 M (3%)


Export Certification Proposed Fees

Change
Proposed
$ %

Internatlo(r;’a; L(()))ertlflcate $103 $107 $4 4%
International Ce(r7t7|;‘|0ate (Counter) $80 $84 $4 59%
State Lerticate $44 $47  $3 7%

State Ce([’t:;‘;iﬁ;cﬁ 5()Counter) $36 $39 $3 39
oy e $143  $156  $13 9%

Proposed increase of $42K for a total revenue of $980K
County and State support $352K annually


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Now for our fee proposal.

The Export Certification Program inspects and certifies about 10,500 plant shipments yearly, a service that is vital for our agricultural sector to access markets in other counties, states, and countries. 

Most International certificates are issued for agricultural products from outside the county that are exported through San Diego to other countries.

While all State certificates are issued to local growers. 

For FY 23-24, Proposed certificate fee increases range from $3 to $4 depending on the service requested, with an hourly rate increase of $13.

These increases will result in additional revenue of about $42,000 ($42,343).  

About $352,000 ($351,943) or 26% (26.3%) of the program cost would be covered by County and State funding.

Next slide, please
_________
NOTES – the total amt of County & State support for each program – also have UGT & GPR amts separated avail in case of questions.
Revenue amounts:
$4,950 additional from State Certificate
$31,000 from International
$5,954 from Hourly Rate 
_______
Total $42,343 

Other fees increasing:
After hours/ Weekend Hourly Rate: $234/ hour (from $214/ hour)
Missed Appointment Fee:	$78 (from $72) 

Current Fee       Current revenue   Proposed Fee    Rev at Proposed Fee      
$44                     $90,42                     $47                     $77,550	
$103                    $860,668               $107                  $829,250 
$36                    $36                           $39                     $      39 
$80                    $6,480                      $84                  $      6,468   
$143                  $69,077                   $147                  $      71,225
Total 	$                 1,026,681                                          $      984,755  


TYPE OF CERTIFICATE 	Cost /cert  	cert /year 	Est Cost 	UGT/GPR 	Offset /Cert % Cert Cost Offset UGT        GPR     Total       
Domestic QB2 Domestic 	141.56 	1,650  	$    233,580 	 (156,030)	94.56	
International QB1 QB2 Int 	132.18	7,750  	$ 1,024,361  	(195,111) 	25.18
State Counter Fee 	155.51 	1         	$    156          	(117) 	116.51
International Counter 	92.90 	77       	$ 7,154          	(686) 	8.9
Totals             			9,478 	$ 1,265,250  	(351,943) 


Export Certification Cost Containment

Innovations Cost Savings

* Process improvements to » Annual savings of $11,041
enhance efficiency

* Mobile app for reduced _ _ _
paperwork * Without innovations, fees would

Increase on average by an

e M Permit A
aster Fermit Agreements additional $5 or 5.9%

* Reduced need for travel
* Combined inspections


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In addition to County and State support, improved operational efficiency contained costs in the following ways:

 We developed a mobile app that allows inspectors to complete their paperwork in the field, increasing accuracy of data and decreasing time to complete inspections. This will save an estimated 162 hours in inspection time.

Master permits for Brown Garden Snails allow nurseries to self certify after a twice-yearly audit by AWM instead of AWM inspections of every shipment 

Our program also combines one of the Brown Garden Snail AWM inspections with mandated Annual Nursery inspections so a nursery only pays for one of the inspections

As a result, AWM projects a savings of about $11,000 without which fees would increase an additional 5.9%  on average.

NOTES
(back pocket: how are cost savings calculated? How is average cost calculated? 
Time Savings: 
78 hours for international certificates
18 hours for international counter certificates
66 hours for international certificates
 Total 162 hours 



Savings per certificate

TYPE OF CERTIFICATE Ave Hrs/ Cert 	Cost /cert  	cert /year 	Est Cost 	UGT/GPR Offset 
Domestic QB2 Domestic 	0.91 	141.56 	1,650  	$    233,580 	 (156,030) 
International QB1 QB2 Int 	0.85 	132.18	7,750  	$ 1,024,361  	(195,111) 
State Counter Fee 	1.00 	155.51 	1         	$    156          	(117) 
International Counter 	0.60 	92.90 	77       	$ 7,154          	(686) 
Totals             				 9,478 	$ 1,265,250  	(351,943) 

Next slide, please.  
_________________________________________
NOTES:
14,200 Miles saved by using BGS Compliance Agreements = 12,819 lbs CO2 saved

This is the formula: 
=19.6lbs CO2/gallon x (1gallon/21.6miles) x 14200miles
	
Our program also couples BGS inspections with annual nursery inspections so that nurseries only pay for 1 of the two surveys per year. 

Nurseries and exporters needed an average of 5400 fewer domestic certificates since the BGS program has been in place. (5400 x[$47/ cert + $5.30/cert CDFA fee] )- (additional costs for permits and hourly rate inspections)= $266,220.00 





Export Certification Benchmarking

$140 One International Export Certificate
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We also look at other jurisdictions to determine how our rates compare

For benchmarking, we selected the counties with the largest nursery industry and similar numbers of certificates for best comparison. We also added the USDA which is an alternative option for our customers to use. 

(The shipper may also choose to go to the USDAs Otay Mesa office to get this certificate at the cost of $106 per certificate. AWM inspectors travel to the customer’s location, which minimize their cost and travel time, we also couple services.  Why not desirable to go to USDA)

The graph reflects the fee charged for one international export certificate, which includes research, inspection, and certification. 

The current fee is yellow and proposed is blue. 

Note:
International certificates are requested by brokers for produce grown outside of the county, as well as local growers.

Inspectors are licensed to issue certificates by CDFA. They are specially trained and accredited to inspect and issue certificates by the USDA and the cost includes travel to the site.

The counties represented are from the top nursery counties in California, according to CDFA in 2019, I then filtered that list for counties that write similar numbers of certificates. Some of the counties had flat rates for fees, some used hourly rates, and some used a mix of flat and hourly rates. All are represented on this graph based on an average call in that county (as defined by the county)




$120

$100

$80

$60

$40

$20

$0

Export Certification Benchmarking
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For state export certificate, we selected 8 counties for the best comparison based on the amount of state certificates the county issues annually. State certificates are requested by local growers

The graph reflects the fee charged for researching the export requirements, conducting the inspection, and issuing the export certification for an agricultural shipment at the customer’s business location. 

Our current fee is yellow and the proposed is blue.


Notes:

Allowing our customers, the opportunity to ship all over the world promotes jobs and the sustainability of local agriculture.

For the counties that were able to answer, we learned that their fees receive county support of up to 60%. 
Next to each county name is the last year of fee increases for the county.  You can see that other counties adjusted their fees as long ago as 10 years and as recently as this year. 
Solano $104 full cost, 15% offset
Santa Clara about $85 full cost, 47% offset



Direct Marketing Proposed Fees

Proposed Change
P $ %

Certified Farmer Market )
(34 annually) $194 $202 $8 4%
Certified Producer $57 460 . -
(218 annually) 0

CP Certificate Amendments .
(35 annually) $12 $13 $1 8%

CP Additional Counties )
(92 annually) $12 $13 $1 8%

Hourly Rate )
(408 hours) $169 $182 $13 8%

Proposed increase of $6K for a total revenue of $96K
County and State support $257K annually 10


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Direct Marketing Program supports economic opportunities for small farmers, promotes community engagement and belonging, and increases healthy food outlets to communities with food insecurity.

Proposed certificate fee increases range from $1 to $8 depending on the service requested and an hourly rate increase of $13. 

These increases will result in additional revenue of about $6,000 ($6,357). 

About $257,000 ($257,054) or 73% of the program cost would be covered by County and State funding. 

Next slide, please
_________________
NOTES:

A total of 408 project hours for activities related to Certified Producers inspections (90 total inspections) and Certified Farmers Market Inspections (67 total inspections). 2 annual CFM inspections and the initial CPC inspection are mandated, CPC inspections thereafter are non-mandated and are at our current inspection frequency of 3-years and virtual 

Total Offset per fee: CFM Fee: $1,301 ($820 UGT & 683 GPR) CP Fee: $938 ($591 UGT $347 GPR)

Offset: Total is 257,054: 37% of offset is GPR ($95,110) which is 21% of total program cost
	              63% of offset is UGT ($161,944) which is 35% of total program cost
From BL:  The Direct Marketing Program through Certified Farmers’ Markets (CFMs) supports the underserved community’s food security by creating access to local markets where locally grown, fresh produce is available and opportunities for community belonging and engagement. This program also allows many small-scale farmers to market their produce without the added expenses of commercial preparation and minimizes carbon output that is inherent with long-range transit. 

CFMs like Vista, San Marcos, Oceanside, Fallbrook- LI-LA .5 and 10 miles



Direct Marketing Cost Containment

Innovations Cost Savings
* Increase operational » Annual savings of
efficiencies $10.514
* Streamlined certification
Process _ _ _
« Improved templates for Wlthoqt innovations, fees
compliance actions would increase on
« Combined inspections average by an additional

$3 or 5.0%

11


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In addition to County and State support, we continue to see cost containment and realized saving through: 
An updated certification review process 		
Improved templates for investigative reports, and other compliance actions				
And continued combining program activities to reduce billable drivetime and overall program cost	

As a result of these innovations, AWM projects a savings of about $11,000, without which fees would increase an additional 5% on average. 

Next slide, please
___________________________________________
NOTES:  
CFM certification saved .1 hr staff time/cert x 34 certs projected x $182 = $619
CP certification saved .15 hr staff time/cert x 218 certs projected x $182 = $5,951
CPC addition saved .3 hr staff time/cert x 35 certs projected x $182 = $1,911
Combining inspections .07 hr staff time/inspection x 157 inspections projected $182 = $2,032

Program cost without efficiencies would be $32k or 9% higher  ($413k vs. $423k)




Direct Marketing Benchmarking
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For benchmarking comparisons, we selected counties based on their number of Certified Farmers Markets or CFMs. 

The graph shows 8 Counties and their fees charged to CFMs, which includes a certification fee and two mandated inspections at an hour each.  

Our current fee is yellow and proposed is blue.

______________________________________________
NOTES:
This slide represents fees charged not cost of providing the service. These are normally all the fees that a market would pay in one year. ($202+$182+$182=$566)

Many counties do not charge the true cost of their services and do not know the cost of their Direct Marketing Program. Counties report that they offset their certificate fees but were unable to provide us the specifics of how they do so.

This graph reflects AWM’s approximate annual fees charged to a market operator, which includes the certificate fee and two mandated inspections at one hour each.
�CFMs per County:
Sonoma- 22
Alameda- 27
Sacramento- 24
Contra Costa- 20
Santa Clara- 33
San Bernardino- 19
San Luis Obispo- 16
San Diego- 32
Orange-  35
San Francisco- 8
Los Angeles- 138


Community Needs Assessments

« Community engagement

* Benefits to regulated businesses that pay fees
* More customers buying local produce

* Benefits to community
* Increased access to locally grown produce

13


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In addition to employing operational efficiencies to help contain costs, AWM has also been conducting a community needs assessments that can benefit regulated businesses in Direct Marketing.

The Direct Marketing program determined that through its close interaction with food producers and outlets such as Certified Farmers Markets and Community Supported Agriculture operations it could help address food insecurity by increasing acceptance of nutritional assistance programs.

Utilizing grant funding AWM has been able to assist 5 Certified farmers Markets in or adjacent to low income or low access areas to begin accepting nutritional benefits. 

Additionally, AWM has been providing technical assistance to  small local food retailers to apply for funding that will allow them to obtain more energy efficient refrigerators that will sell healthy locally sourced produce, meat, and poultry. 

By expanding access to locally grown produce these projects will create more opportunities for local producers to sell their commodities and potentially increase business among Certified Farmers Markets, Community Supported Agriculture Operations, and small food retailers.

Now I will pause for questions.




Industrial Hemp Cultivation Proposed Fees

Change
Proposed
$ %
License Fee $206 $214 $8 4%
(19 Licenses)
Hourly Rate $140 $146 $6 4%

(107 hours)

Proposed increase of $794 for a total revenue of $20K annually
County and State support $52K annually

14


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Industrial Hemp Cultivation Program promotes regulatory compliance through registration, inspection, sampling, and approval or destruction of hemp crops; while also protecting the public and natural resources from illegal cultivation activities. 

The proposed License fee increase is $8, and the hourly rate increase is $6. 

These increases will result in additional revenue of about $800 ($794). 

About $53,000 ($52,531) or 73% of the program cost would be covered by County and State funding.  

Next slide, please
___________________________________________________

NOTES

107 projected hours in the program that would cover all site inspections to verify compliance with Industrial Hemp regulations, sampling events (actual sampling and also paperwork review for lab drawn samples) and all destruction activities (video inspection for conformation and paperwork review)

AWM proposes to increase the hourly rate from $140 to $146 with an offset of $4,708 in County and State funding for FY 2022-23.  ($1,742 GPR and $2,966 UGT)
Offset: Total is $52,531 :   
	Hourly Rate: 	37% of offset is GPR ($1,742) 
	                  	63% of offset is UGT ($2,966)
	License Fee:	37% of offset is GPR ($17,695)
	                  	63% of offset is UGT ($30,128)
	UGT offset is 37% of total program cost and GPR is 22% of total program cost.

Hourly rate without offset would be $190 (35.7% increase) 

for a total annual revenue of $20,000 ($19,688).



Industrial Hemp Cultivation Cost Containment

Innovations Cost Savings

* Leveraging technology » Annual savings of $736
 Automatic e-mails
° Video hemp destruction « Without innovations, fees

» Streamlining processes would increase on average
* Consolidated activities by an additional $2or

1.0%
* Combined inspections °

15


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In addition to County and State support, we continue to see cost containment and realized saving through: 
		
automatic e-mails that forward documentation to the State 					
utilizing technology to conduct video inspections for hemp destruction
Consolidating activities with one dedicated staff to reduce training and staff development
And combining site inspections with other field work when possible, reducing associated growers’ fees 
			
As a result, AWM projects a savings of about $750, without which fees would increase an additional 1.0% on average. 

Next slide, please
___________________________________
NOTE: 
The # of industrial hemp registrants is declining statewide and, in our region, and the request for services has been declining as well (if needed bring up sampling), and so coupling inspections and video inspections while still gaining efficiencies did not have a large impact on overall costs. The total annual savings is reflective of consolidating activities into a single personnel to reduce training and reducing clerical time through auto emails.

$736 is really savings for license fee activities spread out over all 19 projected registrants.

Coupling and consolidating with one dedicated staff 0.1 hours per harvest x 25 harvests x 189 = $472
General: Auto-emails to the State, consolidating knowledge within one ASI we saw a savings of $264
Video Hemp Destruction: 1.0 hours X 7 destruction events… however, this has been offset by increase in outreach and assistance needed to growers for all applicable paperwork.
Total savings = $736

IHC information:
FY 19/20- 33 widgets; 987 acres
FY 20/21- 108 widgets; 1,115 acres
FY 21/22- 66 widgets; 818 acres
FY 22/23- 36 widgets; 342 acres
FY 23/24- 19 widgets





Industrial Hemp Cultivation Benchmarking
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For benchmarking comparisons, we selected counties with Industrial Hemp Cultivation Programs. 

This graph reflects seven (7) Counties and their fees charged annually, including County license fee, and one sampling and one destruction activities. 

Our current fee is yellow and proposed is blue.


NOTES:
We surveyed other California counties and found they are subsidizing up to 100% of the cost of this program
This graph demonstrates some of the other counties that provide similar services and we found that only one projects to be full cost recovery, with all the others offsetting their programs with county and state funding (Sonoma).
Methodology:  each counties’ fees include the following as applicable:
License fee
1 sample event @ 1.6 hr
1 destruction even @ 1.9 hr
Excludes $900 registration fee to CDFA
Other counties have varying fee structures which include license fees, amendment fees, hourly rates and mileage.  

Have criteria for benchmarking prepared

Registered growers per County:
San Bernardino- 17
Kern- 5
Riverside- 6
Fresno- 12
Butte- 5
Ventura- 8
San Diego- 19
San Benito- 6
Sonoma- 7


Hazardous Materials Inventory Fees

Change
Proposed
$ %
Base i
(194 Registrants) $498 $533 $35 %
Inventory ltem $106 $96 i o

(760 ltems)

Total decrease in revenue of $810 annually

17


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Hazardous Materials Inventory Program protects our natural and agricultural resources, first responders during emergencies, and the larger community from accidental releases and improper handling and storage of hazardous materials. 

This program is full cost recovery.   

The proposed Base registration fee increase is $35, and the proposed Inventory Item fee is reduced by $10. 

This proposal will result in a decrease in revenue of $800 annually.

Next slide, please
________________________
NOTES These increases will result in increased revenue of about $7,000 ($6,790) for the Base Registration Fee.  


Back Pocket for DEHQ 

Total decrease in revenue of ($7,600) item fee + $6,790 base fee = ($810)

Proposed fees 
increase base fee by $35, from $498 to $533.  

decrease the inventory fee by $10, from $106 to $96. 

Base Fee Activities: registration, industry outreach, staff training, inspections (Since 2017: 226 to 194)

Inventory Item Activities: California Environmental Reporting System stakeholder support, review and approval (Since 2017: 1007 to 760)




Hazardous Materials Inventory Cost Containment

Innovations Cost Savings
* Increased operational * Annual savings of $15,004
efficiencies

* Reassigned duties to EHT * Without innovations, fees

 Consolidation and reduction would increase on average
of facilities and inventory by an additional $27 or
items 8 59,


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This program sees costs containment and realized savings by:

Utilizing a technician classification at a lower cost then an inspector

Assigning the technician California Environmental Reporting Systems or CERS submittals reviews activities.  This reassignment from inspector to technician increased the program’s CERS efficiency saving time and reducing program costs

We also continue to work with growers to consolidate hazardous materials inventory by reducing the number of facilities and items 

As a result, AWM projects a savings of about $15,000 ($15,004), without which fees would increase on average by an additional 8.5%. 
















_________________________
NOTES:
FY 22-23: $26,650 savings by using part EHT + $10,120 additional savings from reduced projected hours from FY 21-22 to FY 22-23, total of $36,770 savings or by 22%

Back pocket for  Benchmarking
There are only five other Department of Agriculture in the State who also conduct Hazardous Materials Inventory Inspections.  There is no consistency between how the Hazardous Materials Inventory Programs how the programs are managed, inspections are conducted, fees are charged, or is funded.  

AWM contacts each county annually as part of the fee process and documents their current status and any changes.  However due to the inconsistencies between the counties, benchmarking is not reconcilable.  

Back pocket for EHT
The environmental health technician is dedicated to the program.  Their main responsibility is CERS. Historically CERS was handled by inspectors.
One person handles all CERS submittals:
Proactively contacts industry to ensure a timely CERS submittal
Focus on assisting industry 
More efficiency due to understanding of database
Assist inspector by prepping for the inspections.
Prepares maps and inventory item list
Ensures correct contact information.
Prepare monthly status reports.

Back Pocket for Facilities and Inventory items
Started at 226 facilities—Anticipate 194 due to current trend.
Started at 1007—Anticipate 760 due to current trend.

Per Tim Holbrook’s email 3/3/23:
November 20, 2021 Unwanted Pesticide Disposal Event
32 farmers participated 
8,861 total pounds collected 
$160,000 cost savings to participants, a savings of $18.06 per pound.
18 Ag Hazmat Program participants 
4,577 pounds collected from Ag Hazmat Program participants, a cost savings of about $82,660
 
June 11, 2022 Unwanted Pesticide Disposal Event
26 farmers participated
9,279 total pounds collected
$130,000 cost savings to participants, a savings of $14.01 per pound.
11 Ag Hazmat Program participants
7,939 pounds collected from Ag Hazmat Program participants, a cost savings of about $111,225
 



Hazardous Materials Inventory

* No fee increase since FY 2019-20

* This fee proposal will result in:
= 88 facilities which store 3 to 4 hazardous materials
* Average fee increase since FY22-23: $10
* Average yearly increase since FY19-20: $2.50
= 79 facilities which store 5 or more hazardous materials
 Overall fee decrease: up to $155/facility

* Pesticide disposal events - $194K
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Through maximizing innovation, AWM has not increased Hazardous Materials Inventory Fees in the four years since Fiscal Year 19-20.
This program regulates about 194 facilities storing Hazardous Materials. As a result of this year’s fee proposal: 

88 (46%) facilities that store 3 or 4 hazardous materials
Will experience an average fee increase of $10 annually
Which is an average yearly increase since FY19-20 of $2.50

While 79 (41%) facilities that store 5 or more hazardous materials
Will experience an overall decrease in fees paid

We have also provided industry the unique opportunity to save costs and remove stored pesticides by holding Pesticide Disposal events free of charge.  To date Hazardous Materials Inventory Program participants have save about $194,000 in pesticide disposal cost through our pesticide disposal events.

NOTES:  
26 (13.5%) of the about 194 program facilities, these are facilities that store 1 hazardous materials
Will experience an overall increase of $25 annually


Apiary Registration Fee Changes

* Recent State law update changed how Apiary Registration Fee is
collectec

* Previously the County collected the fee, but now the State will
collect the fee

* The Board has waived the registration fee for hobbyist
beekeepers since 1992, and AWM continues to implement this
Board direction until further notice

* Recommending the deletion of the Apiary Registration Fee from
AWM Fee ordinance
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Recent State law updated the Apiary Registration Fee and increased the fee for registration and how the fee is collected

Historically, the County collected the fee, but the updated law designates the State to collect the fee for apiary registration
 
State law allows counties to waive the registration fee for hobbyist beekeepers. The Board has waived the registration fee for hobbyist beekeepers since 1992, and AWM continues to implement this Board direction unless otherwise directed.

Waiving the fee for smaller, hobbyist beekeepers promotes apiaries registration which helps support pollinator health and public safety. 
 
Finally, AWM is recommending deletion of the Apiary Registration Fee from the AWM Fee ordinance due to the change in State law.
 
 Now, I will pause for questions.

NOTES:

A hobbyist beekeeper is considered 9 or fewer colonies
Number of colonies registered in FY21-22: 0-9 = 257, 10-49 = 34, 50+= 28
Revenue for $10 registration fee in FY21-22 = $620
New State fees: $100 for 50 or less colonies, $250 for 51+ colonies.
If fee not waived for 9 or less colonies, then State would have collected $25,700 in FY21-22; 
If fees are not waived for hobbyist beekeepers, then it is likely that less beekeepers will voluntarily register due to the new fee.
State law was revised and increased the fee up to $250 effective January 2023 and moved collection from AWM to the State. However, the State will not begin collecting the fee until regulatory updates are completed and implemented in early 2024.
1 fee per owner/business. Each apiary owner only pays one registration fee for all of their colonies and locations. The owner still needs to register all locations, but only pays one registration fee. 
Benefits of Registration:
allows AWM to be informed of the location of managed bee colonies, so the department can inspect hives,
prevents pesticide exposure through notification to beekeepers, 
prevents the spread of apiary disease 
And aids in identifying over-defensive bee populations.




Next Steps

e Board of Supervisors
Hearings

e Effective date for
FY 2023 -24
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Next Steps:

We will present this fee proposal to the Board of Supervisors for the first reading on May 3rd, followed by the second reading on May 24th.  
 
The proposed fees will be effective July 1, 2023 upon Board approval. 
 
Next slide please



Contact Information

- AWM Website:

* https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/awm/fees.html

AWM General Email:
e sdcawm@sdcounty.ca.gov

Export Certification:

* Deputy Agricultural Commissioner Travis Elder by phone at (760) 752-4787 or by
email at Travis.Elder@sdcounty.ca.gov.

Direct Marketing or Industrial Hemp Cultivation:

* Deputy Agricultural Commissioner Jordan Key by phone at (858) 614-7784 or by
email at Jordan.Key@sdcounty.ca.gov.

Hazardous Materials Inventory:

* Deputy Agricultural Commissioner Kara Roskop-Waters by phone at (858) 614-7747
or by email at Kara.Roskop-Waters@sdcounty.ca.gov. 5



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This completes the presentation.
 
We will make our presentation available After our April 6th stakeholder outreach. 
 
Now we would like to provide another opportunity for any additional questions or comments.  And of course, if you have questions or comments later, you may reach out to the designated Deputy listed on this slide to speak individually regarding a specific program.
 
Thank you for joining us today.

https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/awm/fees.html
mailto:sdcawm@sdcounty.ca.gov
mailto:Travis.Elder@sdcounty.ca.gov

County of San Diego

Agriculture, Weights and
Mleasures
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Without FY 2023-24 Fee Proposal -
Options and Impacts

1. No fee increase
* Need alternative funding - $90,892

« $48,703 for Agricultural Programs
« $42,189 for Price Verification and W&M Devices

2. No fee increase and no alternative funding

* Operational impacts: service delays, reduced outreach and
regulatory compliance
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

If there is no increases, AWM would need to request $90,892 ($48,703 for AG, $42,189 for W&M) in one-time alternative funding for FY23-24.  

If a fee adjustment is not approved, the change in future fee updates will be compounded based on the need to, cover the increases in this proposal, plus future year budget adjustments.

If there is no fee increase and no alternative funding is provided, AWM would experience operational impacts including reduced outreach and regulatory compliance. 


Program Hourly Rate
Methodology

Program Cost Formula

1 | Program
- | Cost
\ \ \ |

Program Hourly Rate

Formula ,
Program A I Hourly
2 i Cost ) I Rate
\ | 25



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Proposed Response:
 
Each program is unique and provides specialized services in compliance of applicable laws and regulations to industry members. 
 
To determine the actual cost to provide an hour of service and not over charge our customers, AWM calculates the hourly rate at the program level. 
 
Program services are analyzed and the program costs to provide those services are determined.  Program cost is then divided by the total time it takes to provide all program services; the result is the program hourly rate.



Now for our hourly rate Methodology.  We started our fee development with the formulas on this slide. We used the formulas to calculate the true cost by program to provide you one hour of service which equals our proposed hourly rate.

To guarantee consistency, we used the same methodology used by other departments across the County.  This countywide standard is reviewed and approved by the County Auditor & Controller.

First we calculated the Program’s Cost.  As you can see, Program Cost is the sum of the following allocated costs which consists of:

Salaries & Benefits of staff involved in providing the services   [For example: inspector, clerical support, supervisor & manager],
Services & Supplies and
Overhead costs; such as department & program administrative support (Program Manager, clerical, Fiscal [for billing, etc.]) and shared County Cost

Once we calculated the Program Cost, we divided it by the Program Hours.  These hours include only  productive hours and do not include vacation, holidays or sick time.  Which gave us the program’s Hourly Rate. 

This hourly rate is the cost of providing you one hour of service. 


Flat Fee Methodology

True Cost Formula

- True Cost of
Hourly Rate .
1 BN Service
N |

Flat Fee Formula

True Cost of -
2 | o - . o o
\ 12

*GPR = General Purpose Revenue



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Now, I would like to walk you through our Flat Fee Methodology. Again for consistency we used the same methodology as other County departments.

First we calculated the true cost of the service by multiplying the program hourly rate by the average time it takes to complete the service, or in this case issue a certificate.  The average time was determined by using the daily time recorded by staff in our electronic system of time collection.

Once we knew the true cost of the service, we then subtracted available offset funding resulting in lower proposed flat fees.  

The money used to offset the flat fees is provided by the County Board of Supervisors, here referred to GPR or General Purpose Revenue, the state and federal governments. 

If we did not have General Purpose Revenue and state and federal funding to offset the total program costs, the proposed fee increases would result in higher certificate fees.
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