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Executive Summary 
 
In response to the recommendations of a 2002 Office of Inspector General (OIG) audit, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA or “we”) re-examined the ways it can improve state and local 
operating permit programs under title V of the Clean Air Act (“title V programs”) and expedite permit 
issuance. Specifically, the EPA developed an action plan for performing program evaluations of title V 
programs for each air pollution control agency beginning in fiscal year 2003. The purpose of these 
program evaluations is to identify good practices, document areas needing improvement, and learn 
how the EPA can help the permitting agencies improve their performance. 
 
The EPA’s Region 9 (the “Region”) oversees 47 air permitting authorities with title V programs in the 
Pacific Southwest. Of these, 43 are state or local authorities approved pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 (35 in 
California, three in Nevada, four in Arizona, and one in Hawaii), referred to as “Part 70” programs. The 
terms “title V” and “Part 70” are used interchangeably in this report. The Region also oversees a 
delegated title V permitting program in Navajo Nation under 40 CFR part 71 and title V programs in 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands under 40 CFR part 
69, referred to, respectively, as “Part 71” and “Part 69” programs. Because of the significant number of 
permitting authorities, the Region has committed to performing, on an annual basis, one 
comprehensive title V program evaluation of a permitting authority with 20 or more title V sources. 
This approach covers at least 85% of the title V sources within the Region 9 jurisdiction.  
 
The Region initially conducted a title V program evaluation of the San Diego County Air Pollution 
Control District (SDAPCD or “District”) in 2008 (“2008 Evaluation”).1 This is the second title V program 
evaluation the EPA has conducted for the SDAPCD. The EPA Region 9 program evaluation team 
(“Team”) for this evaluation consisted of the following EPA personnel: Meredith Kurpius, Air and 
Radiation Division Assistant Director; Gerardo Rios, Manager of the Air Permits Office; Noah Smith, 
Attorney Advisor; Ken Israels, Program Evaluation Advisor; Sheila Tsai, Program Evaluation 
Coordinator; Mario Zuniga, SDAPCD Oversight Team Lead; Lisa Beckham, Program Evaluation Team 
Member; Amber Batchelder, Program Evaluation Team Member; Tina Su, Program Evaluation Team 
Member; Po-Chieh Ting, Program Evaluation Team Member; Catherine Valladolid, Program Evaluation 
Team Member; and Camille Cassar, Program Evaluation Team Member. 
 
The program evaluation was conducted in four stages. During the first stage, the Region sent the 
SDAPCD a questionnaire focusing on title V program implementation in preparation for the interviews 
(see Appendix B, Title V Questionnaire and SDAPCD Responses). During the second stage, the Team 
conducted an internal review of the EPA’s own set of SDAPCD permit files. The third stage of the 
program evaluation was a hybrid site visit, which consisted of Region 9 representatives visiting the 
SDAPCD office in San Diego, California to conduct interviews of the SDAPCD staff and managers in 
person and virtually. Because this was a hybrid site visit, some of the interviews were conducted 
virtually through video conferencing. The site visit took place March 28-30, 2022. Finally, the fourth 
stage involved follow-up and clarification of issues for completion of the draft report. 

 
1 San Diego County Air Pollution Control District; Title V Operating Permit Program Evaluation, dated September 30, 2008. 
See https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-07/documents/sd-finalreport-9302008.pdf.  

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-07/documents/sd-finalreport-9302008.pdf
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We recognize that the District is going through many changes: brand new governance structure, new 
governing board and leadership, as well as the recent reclassification for ozone from serious to severe. 
The Region’s 2022 evaluation of the SDAPCD’s implementation of the Part 70 program concludes that 
the SDAPCD is implementing a title V program first approved in 2001, but has areas for improvement.  
 
The new District management recognizes this and was already taking steps to improve its 
implementation of the program prior to this evaluation. For example, title V permitting workload will 
be distributed more evenly among permitting staff and the District is focusing on a more 
comprehensive outreach process for its programs, including through the creation of the Office of 
Environmental Justice (OEJ). A framework for the new Office of Environmental Justice2 and Public 
Participation Plan3 was developed and approved by the new governing board. The SDAPCD is making 
positive changes and we hope our findings and recommendations will further assist the District in 
improving its implementation of the program. 
 
Overall, the District’s title V permits generally contain sufficient monitoring, recordkeeping, and 
reporting requirements to determine compliance with emissions limits The District could use some 
overall improvement in standardizing and documenting its work processes and permitting decisions in 
its supporting documents. This would resolve most of the findings we have related to the support 
document that explains the legal and factual basis for permit conditions (referred to as the “statement 
of basis”). We also want to emphasize the need for the SDAPCD to evaluate the potential emissions 
from each facility to accurately determine a source’s major source and/or synthetic minor status. We 
recognize the District is actively working on its backlog and currently lacks sufficient resources, but we 
also note that the SDAPCD continues to perform full compliance evaluations of all title V sources and 
reviews all title V deviation, annual, and semiannual reports submitted by Part 70 sources.  
 
Some major findings we want to highlight from our report are listed below: 
 

1. Finding: The SDAPCD’s statements of basis do not consistently describe regulatory and policy 
decisions the District has made in the permitting process. (Finding 2.2) 
 

2. Finding: The SDAPCD does not document whether a requested title V permit modification 
meets the criteria under which it is submitted, including confirming whether a change is a 
modification under title I of the CAA. (Finding 2.4) 
 

3. Finding: The SDAPCD provides notification regarding the public’s right to petition the EPA 
Administrator to object to a title V permit. (Finding 4.2) 
 

4. Finding: San Diego County contains a significant number of linguistically isolated communities 
for which the SDAPCD does not consistently provide translation services as required by 40 CFR 
Part 7.35(a). (Finding 4.1) 
 

 
2 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-
/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf.  
3 See https://www.participatesdapcd.org/About%20the%20Plan/. 

https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf
https://www.participatesdapcd.org/About%20the%20Plan/
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5. Finding: The SDAPCD has a Business Assistance Program (BAP) to conduct pre-application 
meetings with potential sources to help identify the scope of potential permitting projects and 
the applicability of regulatory requirements. (Finding 4.5) 
 

6. Finding: The SDAPCD does not consistently process title V actions in a timely manner, resulting 
in a permitting backlog. (Finding 5.1) 
 

7. Finding: The District does not evaluate the potential emissions from sources without title V 
permits to determine if they are major sources or whether such sources need synthetic limits to 
avoid title V applicability or other CAA requirements. (Finding 5.4) 
 

8. Finding: The District performs Full Compliance Evaluations (FCEs) of all title V sources on a 
schedule consistent with its negotiated compliance monitoring strategy (CMS). (Finding 6.1) 
 

9. Finding: The District tracks title V program expenses and revenue and those funds are spent 
solely to support the title V program. (Finding 7.2) 
 

10. Finding: The SDAPCD has successfully converted all permitting hard copy files to electronic files 
and stores historical physical title V permit files in a central records center. (Finding 8.1) 
 

Our report provides a series of findings (in addition to those listed above) and recommendations that 
should be considered in addressing our findings. As part of the program evaluation process, the 
SDAPCD has been given an opportunity to review these findings and consider our recommendations.  
 
In addition, our evaluation also considered whether issues found during our 2008 Evaluation have since 
been addressed. As discussed in Findings 2.3, 4.1, and 4.6, the District has corrected issues related to 
ensuring permits are signed, publishing public notices in a newspaper of general circulation, and 
notifying tribal governments of title V permitting actions. As discussed in Findings, 2.4, 6.6, 7.3, and 
7.5, the District has not fully addressed issues related to streamlining NSR and title V actions consistent 
with the title V program, ensuring recommendations from compliance staff to improve permit 
enforceability are considered in a timely manner, improving communication between permitting and 
compliance staff, and improving permitting staff’s knowledge of environmental justice.  
 
As part of the program evaluation process, the SDAPCD had an opportunity to review these findings 
and consider our recommendations on July 29, 2022, when we emailed an electronic copy of the draft 
report to the SDAPCD for comment. We received the SDAPCD’s response and comments on August 30, 
2022 (see Appendix J). Based on the comments received from the SDAPCD, the EPA made certain 
changes in the final report. A copy of the Response to Comments and discussion of changes can be 
found in Appendix I. 
 
To better communicate our recommendations and work together on the recommended 
improvements, we request an initial kick-off meeting within 90 days of the SDAPCD’s receipt of the 
final report to discuss developing a workplan. A workplan typically includes specific goals and 
milestones that can be used to demonstrate progress. We commit to meet with the SDAPCD regularly 
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to discuss progress until both the SDAPCD and the EPA mutually agree the workplan items are 
sufficiently complete.  
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1. Introduction 
 
Background 
 
In 2000, the EPA’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) initiated an evaluation on the progress that the 
EPA and state and local agencies were making in issuing title V permits under the Clean Air Act (CAA or 
the “Act”). The purpose of OIG’s evaluation was to identify factors delaying the issuance of title V 
permits by selected state and local agencies and to identify practices contributing to timely issuance of 
permits by those same agencies. 
 
After reviewing several selected state and local air pollution control agencies, the OIG issued a report 
on the progress of title V permit issuance by the EPA and states.4 In the report, the OIG concluded that 
(1) a lack of resources, complex EPA regulations, and conflicting priorities contributed to permit delays; 
(2) EPA oversight and technical assistance had little impact on issuing title V permits; and (3) state 
agency management support for the title V program, state agency and industry partnering, and permit 
writer site visits to facilities contributed to the progress that agencies made in issuing title V operating 
permits. 
 
The OIG’s report provided several recommendations for the EPA to improve title V programs and 
increase the issuance of title V permits. In response to the OIG’s recommendations, the EPA made a 
commitment in July 2002 to carry out comprehensive title V program evaluations nationwide. The 
goals of these evaluations are to identify where the EPA’s oversight role can be improved, where air 
pollution control agencies are taking unique approaches that may benefit other agencies, and where 
local programs need improvement. The EPA’s effort to perform title V program evaluations for each air 
pollution control agency began in fiscal year 2003.  
 
On October 20, 2014, the OIG issued a report, “Enhanced EPA Oversight Needed to Address Risks From 
Declining Clean Air Act Title V Revenues,” that recommended, in part, that the EPA: establish a fee 
oversight strategy to ensure consistent and timely actions to identify and address violations of 40 CFR 
part 70; emphasize and require periodic reviews of title V fee revenue and accounting practices in title 
V program evaluations; and pursue corrective actions, as necessary.5 
 
The Region oversees 47 air permitting authorities with title V programs in the Pacific Southwest. Of 
these, 43 are state or local authorities approved pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 (35 in California, three in 
Nevada, four in Arizona, and one in Hawaii), referred to as “Part 70” programs. The terms “title V’ and 
“Part 70” are used interchangeably in this report. The Region also oversees a delegated title V 
permitting program in Navajo Nation under 40 CFR part 71 and title V programs in Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands under 40 CFR part 69, referred to, 

 
4 Report No. 2002-P-00008, Office of Inspector General Evaluation Report, “EPA and State Progress In Issuing title V 
Permits”, dated March 29, 2002. See https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/titlev.pdf. 
5 Report No. 15-P-0006, Office of Inspector General Evaluation Report, “Enhanced EPA Oversight Needed to Address Risks 
From Declining Clean Air Act Title V Revenues”, dated October 20, 2014. See 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/20141020-15-p-0006.pdf. 
 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/titlev.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/20141020-15-p-0006.pdf
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respectively, as “Part 71” and “Part 69” programs. Because of the significant number of permitting 
authorities, the Region has committed to performing, on an annual basis, one comprehensive title V 
program evaluation of a permitting authority with 20 or more title V sources. This approach covers at 
least 85% of the title V sources within the Region 9 jurisdiction.  
 
Title V Program Evaluation at the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
 
This is the second title V program evaluation the EPA has conducted for the SDAPCD. The first title V 
program evaluation was conducted in 2008. Thus, this evaluation is a follow-up to SDAPCD’s 2008 
Evaluation. The EPA Region 9 Team for this evaluation consisted of the following EPA personnel: 
Meredith Kurpius, Air and Radiation Division Assistant Director; Gerardo Rios, Manager of the Air 
Permits Office; Noah Smith, Attorney Advisor; Ken Israels, Program Evaluation Advisor; Sheila Tsai, 
Program Evaluation Coordinator; Mario Zuniga, SDAPCD Oversight Team Lead; Lisa Beckham, Program 
Evaluation Team Member; Amber Batchelder, Program Evaluation Team Member; Tina Su, Program 
Evaluation Team Member; Po-Chieh Ting, Program Evaluation Team Member; Catherine Valladolid, 
Program Evaluation Team Member; and Camille Cassar, Program Evaluation Team Member. 
 
The objectives of the evaluation were to assess how the SDAPCD implements its title V permitting 
program, evaluate the overall effectiveness of the SDAPCD’s title V program, identify areas of the 
SDAPCD’s title V program that need improvement, identify areas where the EPA’s oversight role can be 
improved, and highlight the unique and innovative aspects of the SDAPCD’s program that may be 
beneficial to transfer to other permitting authorities. The program evaluation was conducted in four 
stages. In the first stage, the EPA sent the SDAPCD a questionnaire focusing on title V program 
implementation in preparation for the interviews. (See Appendix B, Title V Questionnaire and SDAPCD 
Responses.) The Title V Questionnaire was developed by the EPA nationally and covers the following 
program areas: (1) Title V Permit Preparation and Content; (2) General Permits; (3) Monitoring; (4) 
Public Participation and Affected State Review; (5) Permit Issuance/Revision/Renewal Processes; (6) 
Compliance; (7) Resources & Internal Management Support; and (8) Title V Benefits. 
 
During the second stage of the program evaluation, the Region conducted an internal review of the 
EPA’s SDAPCD title V permit files. The SDAPCD submits title V permits to the Region in accordance with 
its EPA-approved title V program and the Part 70 regulations.  
 
The third stage of the program evaluation was a hybrid site visit, which consisted of Region 9 
representatives visiting the SDAPCD office in San Diego, California to conduct interviews of the SDAPCD 
staff and managers in person. Because this was a hybrid site visit, some of the interviews were 
conducted virtually through video conferencing. The purpose of the interviews was to confirm the 
responses in the completed questionnaire and to ask clarifying questions. The site visit took place 
March 28-30, 2022. 
 
The fourth stage of the program evaluation was follow-up and clarification of issues for completion of 
the draft report. The Region compiled and summarized interview notes and asked follow-up questions 
to clarify the Region’s understanding of various aspects of the SDAPCD’s title V program. 
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Description of the SDAPCD 
 
The SDAPCD’s mission is to “improve air quality to protect public health and the environment.” The 
SDAPCD is currently organized into four divisions: (1) Engineering, (2) Compliance, (3) Monitoring and 
Technical Services, and (4) Business Support Services. The five offices/sections/programs at the 
SDAPCD include Office of Environmental Justice (OEJ), Rule Development, Mobile Source Incentive, 
Information Technology, and Human Resources. Stationary source operating permits, including title V 
permits, are issued by the Engineering Division. Compliance and enforcement activities, such as facility 
inspections and preparing enforcement cases are handled by the Compliance Division. Source testing is 
conducted by the Monitoring and Technical Services Division. The Business Support Services works on 
the District’s budget and the fees and administrative aspects of permitting.6 The SDAPCD’s office is 
located in San Diego, California. 
  
Since 1955, the 5-member County of San Diego Board of Supervisors served as the District's governing 
board, known as the Air Pollution Control Board. As of March 1, 2021, California Assembly Bill (AB) 423 
(Gloria, 2019) amended State law to restructure and expand the governing board of the SDAPCD. AB 
423 adds specified duties to the District, requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to conduct 
a program audit of the District7, separates the SDAPCD from the County governance structure, and 
requires the appointment of a new 11-member governing board.8 With AB 423, the SDAPCD is focusing 
on a more comprehensive outreach process for its permitting actions and has created the Office of 
Environmental Justice (OEJ). A framework for the new Office of Environmental Justice9 and Public 
Participation Plan10 was developed and approved by the new governing board on April 14, 2022. In 
addition to governing board changes, the SDAPCD recently had several experienced staff retire and 
selected new senior leadership and a new Air Pollution Control Officer.  
 
In addition to changes in structure and leadership, the workload associated with the SDAPCD’s 
implementation of the title V program is expected to increase. Effective July 2, 2021, the EPA 
reclassified the San Diego County ozone nonattainment area from “Serious” to “Severe” for the 2008 
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and from “Moderate” to “Severe” for the 2015 
ozone NAAQS.11 Upon reclassification, the threshold at which a source is considered a major source 
under the Part 70 program for emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX) and volatile organic compounds 
(VOC) dropped in San Diego County from 50 tons per year to 25 tons per year. All major stationary 
sources under part D of the CAA are required to obtain a title V permit and have one year from 
becoming subject to the title V program to submit an initial title V permit application.12 Thus, an influx 

 
6 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/about.html.  
7 See https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/san-diego-program-review.  
8 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/about/district-boards/governing-board.html.  
9 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-
/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf.  
10 See https://www.participatesdapcd.org/About%20the%20Plan/ . 
11 See 86 FR 29522 (June 2, 2021).  
12 The EPA should’ve been more clear in its ozone reclassification notice and issued a notice of deficiency to the District for 
not adequately administering and enforcing the title V program using the new major source threshold. If the EPA 
determines a permitting authority is not adequately administering an approved Part 70 program, we will provide 
 

https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/about.html
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/san-diego-program-review
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/about/district-boards/governing-board.html
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf
https://www.participatesdapcd.org/About%20the%20Plan/
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of initial title V applications is expected for those sources newly subject to the title V program in San 
Diego County.  
 
The EPA granted the SDAPCD’s title V program interim approval effective December 7, 1995, and full 
approval effective November 30, 2001. The EPA also later granted approval of program revisions that 
were effective on February 27, 2004.13 On October 21, 2021, the District submitted additional updates 
to its title V program that the EPA is currently processing.14  
 
The Part 70 program generally requires that a permitting authority take final action on each permit 
application within 18 months after receipt of a complete permit application. Additionally, a permitting 
authority must take action on an application for a minor modification within 90 days of receipt of an 
application (or 15 days after the EPA’s 45-day review period, whichever is later) and the permitting 
authority has 60 days to act on requests for administrative permit amendments.15 The SDAPCD’s local 
rules regarding title V permit issuance contain the same or more stringent timeframes as the Part 70 
program.16  
 
Currently, there are 28 sources in the SDAPCD jurisdiction that are subject to the title V permit 
program, with the San Diego County’s ozone nonattainment area reclassification, the SDAPCD is 
expecting at least 12 more title V sources.17 Unlike the conclusion from our 2008 Evaluation, the 
District does not currently have sufficient permitting resources18 and is unable to process title V permit 
applications in a timely manner that results in a title V permit application backlog.19 
 
SDAPCD’s Approach to the Title V Program 
 
Consistent with the other permitting authorities in California, when the EPA approved the SDAPCD’s 
title V operating permit program, the District had already been implementing an operating permit 
program locally for many years. As a result, the title V program was implemented as an overlay to the 
District’s local permitting program. The existing program requires permits to be issued for individual 
pieces of equipment. Each Authority to Construct (ATC) permit is issued prior to the construction of the 
emissions unit and typically contains conditions required for the construction and initial operation. The 
ATC permit is then converted to a Permit to Operate (PTO) after construction is completed and 

 
notification of the deficiency and, when related to a pollutant in a nonattainment area, apply sanctions as appropriate until 
the deficiency is resolved. See CAA section 502(i). After the District has an approved program, sources will be required to 
submit a complete title V permit application to the District within 12 months. The program revisions we are currently 
processing will clarify which sources must obtain title V permits to resolve this issue. The EPA is also taking steps to ensure 
this language is clear in any future reclassifications. 
13 See Appendix A, 40 CFR part 70.  
14 This revision includes updates to the District’s definition for major stationary source. Although the District has revised its 
NSR rules to include the correct major source thresholds, the definition in the District’s title V rules still contains an error 
where the major source threshold for all criteria pollutants is identified as 100 tons per year.  
15 See 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2) and 70.7(e)(2)(iv). 
16 See the SDAPCD Rule 1410. 
17 See Finding 5.4 of this report for more discussion on the District’s title V source determination. 
18 See Section 7 of this report for more discussion on the SDAPCD’s resource management. 
19 See Finding 5.1 of this report for more discussion on the District’s title V backlog. 
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operation of the emissions unit has commenced. During the conversion from ATC to PTO, certain ATC 
permit conditions are not retained in the PTO if the ATC conditions are determined to be obsolete or 
irrelevant because they were construction related. Furthermore, because these operating permits are 
linked to fee payment and renewed annually, new permit conditions can be added or revised each year 
as applicable. However, these local PTOs do not meet all the requirements for an operating permit 
required by title V of the CAA.  
 
To implement the title V program, the SDAPCD’s title V permits are created by including all the local 
PTOs and then adding additional sections for facility-wide applicable requirements and title V program 
-specific conditions such as semi-annual monitoring, annual compliance certifications, deviation 
reporting, and additional monitoring to assure compliance. The result is that title V sources in SDAPCD 
have two sets of operating permits with overlapping requirements.   
 
Historically, the SDAPCD only had one title V permit engineer that was assigned all title V permits, and 
most of the SDAPCD title V permit actions are performed under the conditions of section 502(b)(10) of 
the CAA (known as a “502(b)(10) change”). When a modification is needed, the general process is that 
the applicant would submit both an ATC application and a 502(b)(10) change. The ATC/PTO would be 
issued first, and the 502(b)(10) change would be incorporated later into the title V permit, typically 
during the renewal.  
 
In our view, to evaluate the SDAPCD’s title V program, we must also consider the District’s ATC/PTO 
actions for title V sources because these permit decisions are relied upon to create the District’s title V 
permits and would typically represent title V permit modifications.20 Throughout this report, when we 
refer to the District’s title V program, we are also generally considering the local ATC/PTO actions for 
title V sources. However, because the SDAPCD uses separate processes for what it considers to be 
ATC/PTO and title V permit actions, we will refer to the ATC/PTO permit as the “local permit” to make 
the distinction when necessary.21 
 
During our site visit, we learned that the SDAPCD is planning to change how the title V program is 
being implemented. Title V permits will no longer be written and revised by a single engineer, instead 
the workload will be distributed across permitting staff and more training will be provided. We 
acknowledge that the SDAPCD has experienced and is still experiencing many changes; we are 
conducting our evaluation based on what we learned, and we hope to assist the District in its title V 
program implementation going forward. 
 
Sections 2 through 8 of this report contain the EPA’s findings regarding implementation of the title V 
permit program by SDAPCD.  
 
  

 
20 See Finding 2.4 of this report for more discussion on how the SDAPCD categorize its title V permitting actions. 
21 This approach also necessarily affects how title V fees are gathered and spent as the title V fees are viewed as being in 
addition to the fees collected for the pre-title V permitting program. See our fee-related finding in Chapter 7 of this 
evaluation report. 



   

 

Page 17 of 59 

 

The EPA’s Findings and Recommendations 
 
The following sections include a brief introduction, and a series of findings, discussions, and 
recommendations. The findings are grouped in the order of the program areas as they appear in the 
Title V Questionnaire. 
 
The findings and recommendations in this report are based on the District’s responses to the Title V 
Questionnaire, the EPA’s internal file reviews, interviews conducted during the March 28-30, 2022 site 
visit, and follow-up emails and phone calls subsequent to the site visit.  
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2.  Permit Preparation and Content 
 
The purpose of this section is to evaluate the permitting authority’s procedures for preparing title V 
permits. Part 70 outlines the necessary elements of a title V permit application under 40 CFR 70.5, and 
it specifies the requirements that must be included in each title V permit under 40 CFR 70.6. Title V 
permits must address all applicable requirements, as well as necessary testing, monitoring, 
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the permit.  
 
2.1 Finding: The SDAPCD has an internal quality assurance process for reviewing draft versions of 

permits before they are made available for review by the public and the EPA; however, the 
understanding of the review process is inconsistent between various groups and varies with 
level of experience.  

 
Discussion: Based on the interviews, we found that all SDAPCD issued permits undergo an 
internal review process; however, we received inconsistent answers as to who is involved in the 
review process for local and title V permits. This is mostly likely caused by the separate 
procedures used for issuing title V and local permits, where, historically, only one staff person 
processed title V permits. The SDAPCD maintains a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) on the 
process for issuing local or title V permits; however, many staff were not aware of the SOP. Our 
overall understanding is that draft local permits go through a more extensive review process 
than the draft title V permits. Local draft permits are sent to the senior engineer in the 
appropriate Engineering Division section for review. Then, the draft local permit is sent to the 
Compliance Division for review. Senior management does not typically get involved in this 
review unless an unresolved issue requires attention, or a cursory review is needed. After the 
internal review is complete, the draft local permit is sent to the permittee for review and 
comment before it is public noticed. In contrast, the permit review process was less clear when 
discussing title V permits during interviews. At a minimum, draft title V permits go to the title V 
permit manager for review. We received inconsistent responses about whether the Compliance 
Division reviews them or not. 
 
Many pointed out that there has been extensive turnover within the District,22 and 
communications have not been as effective due to lack of training. There was an even split in 
response between interviewees regarding whether the Compliance Division reviews the title V 
permits. Multiple compliance staff also mentioned they have stopped sending comments to the 
Engineering Division after repeatedly not seeing feedback being incorporated into permits.23 
 
Recommendation: The EPA acknowledges that the SDAPCD recently changed how it processes 
title V permits, and many processes and responsibilities are still in transition. As part of the 
transition, the SDAPCD should document the procedure of its quality assurance process and 
provide staff training so the process can be implemented consistently. The EPA suggests that 

 
22 See Finding 7.6 of this report for more discussion on employee retention.  
23 See Finding 6.6 of this report for more discussion on compliance permit feedback process. 
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the comprehensive process used for local permits should serve as a starting point for title V 
permits and that the process address how feedback generated in the internal and permittee 
review processes are to be considered.  
 

2.2 Finding: The SDAPCD’s statements of basis do not consistently describe regulatory and policy 
decisions the District has made in the permitting process.  

  
Discussion: 40 CFR part 70.7(a)(5) requires the District to provide “a statement that sets forth 
the legal and factual basis for the draft permit conditions” and is commonly referred to as the 
“statement of basis”. The purpose of this requirement is to provide the public and the EPA with 
the District’s rationale on applicability determinations and technical issues supporting the 
issuance of proposed title V permits. A statement of basis documents the regulatory and policy 
issues applicable to the source and is an essential tool for conducting meaningful permit 
review.  

 
The EPA has issued guidance on the required content of statement of basis on several 
occasions, most recently in 2014.24 This guidance has consistently explained the need for 
permitting authorities to develop a statement of basis with sufficient detail to document the 
decisions made in the permitting process. The EPA provided an overview of this guidance in a 
2006 title V petition order, In the Matter of Onyx Environmental Services, Order on Petition No. 
V-2005-1 (February 1, 2006) (Onyx Order). In the Onyx Order, in the context of a general 
overview statement on the statement of basis, the EPA explained: 
 

A statement of basis must describe the origin or basis of each permit condition or 
exemption. However, it is more than just a short form of the permit. It should highlight 
elements that U.S. EPA and the public would find important to review. Rather than 
restating the permit, it should list anything that deviates from simply a straight 
recitation of applicable requirements. The statement of basis should highlight items such 
as the permit shield, streamlined conditions, or any monitoring that is required under 40 
C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). Thus, it should include a discussion of the decision-making that 
went into the development of the title V permit and provide the permitting authority, the 
public, and U.S. EPA a record of the applicability and technical issues surrounding the 
issuance of the permit. (Footnotes omitted.) See, e.g., In RePort Hudson Operations, 
Georgia Pacific, Petition No. 6-03-01, at pages 37-40 (May 9, 2003) ("Georgia Pacific''); 
In Re Doe Run Company Buick Mill and Mine, Petition No. VII-1999-001, at pages 24-25 
(July 31, 2002) ("Doe Run''); In Re Fort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-1999-1, at page 
8 (December 22, 2000) ("Ft. James"). 

 
Onyx Order at 13-14. Appendix C of this report contains a summary of the EPA guidance to date 
on the suggested elements to be included in a statement of basis.  
 

 
24 Memorandum from Stephen D. Page, Director of the Office of Air Qualtiy Planning and Standards, “Implementation 
Guidance on Annual Compliance Certification Reporting and Statement of Basis Requirements for Title V Permits,” April 30, 
2014. See https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/20140430.pdf. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/20140430.pdf
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In our review, we found that the statement of basis prepared by the District often does not 
adequately describe the regulatory and policy issues or document the decisions the District 
made in the permitting process. Though there is variation, the District’s statement of basis 
generally includes: Introduction/Description; Title V Applicability; Applicable Requirements; 
Monitoring, Record-keeping, and Reporting; Public Notice and EPA Review; and 
Conclusions/Recommendations. While these are the types of categories often found in the 
statement of basis for a title V permit, the District does not consistently include the type of 
detailed, site-specific information needed in these sections that would allow the reader to 
understand the District’s legal and factual basis for the terms and conditions in the permit. 
 
For example, the District often includes a list of applicable requirements but does not always 
explain why the source is subject to the requirements or whether an otherwise potentially 
applicable requirement is not applicable in a particular case. The District could improve this 
section by consistently explaining why the source meets the appropriate applicability criteria. 
The section should also not be limited to New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) or 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) but should also include the 
applicability of all federal applicable requirements, including Compliance Assurance Monitoring 
(CAM), the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit program at 40 CFR 52.2125, the 
title IV Acid Rain Program, and State Implementation Plan (SIP)-approved rules.  
 
In addition, the sections dedicated to background and introductory information could be 
improved by including a description of the various processes and operations at the source, 
relevant historical information, and the current type of permitting action. While the statement 
of basis generically describes the changes being made to the permit, the District could improve 
by providing more context. It should be clear to the reader why the permit needs to be revised 
and that the revisions the District is making are appropriate for the situation. The District could 
also consider including a redline/strikethrough version of the permit revisions as part of the 
permit record provided during the public participation process to facilitate permit review. 
Furthermore, when streamlining multiple applicable requirements, the statement of basis must 
explain the requirements being streamlined and how the permit conditions assure 
compliance.26 
 
Recommendation: As required by the Part 70 program, he SDAPCD must consistently produce a 
statement of basis for each title V permit action (initial permits, renewals, and significant and 
minor revisions) and should commit to improving the content of this document for future 
permitting actions. We encourage the SDAPCD to work in close coordination with the EPA to 
ensure that the statement of basis is adequate for explaining the legal and factual basis of each 
action as required by 40 CFR 70.7(a)(5). If the engineering evaluations for local permits contain 
applicable analysis for the source’s title V permit, then these evaluations should be included in 
the package sent to the EPA for its title V permit review. 

  
 

25 While the SDAPCD does not have an EPA-approved PSD program, PSD remains a potential applicable requirement to title 
V sources in SDAPCD. Any EPA-issued PSD permits must be incorporated into the District’s title V permits.  
26 See Finding 2.7 of this report for more discussion on the SDAPCD streamlining evaluation. 
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2.3 Finding: The SDAPCD uses template permit documents and maintains template conditions in its 
database to provide consistency in its permits. 
 
Discussion: From staff interviews, most permit engineers refer to previous permitting actions to 
ensure consistency between permitting documents, especially for the statement of basis.27 The 
SDAPCD also maintains a list of template permit conditions within its permitting database to 
assist in permit language consistency.28  
 
The SDAPCD’s template title V permit includes a cover page with the Source’s general 
information, responsible official, and signature from an appropriate District official. The 
template title V permit is divided into six sections: Preamble, Regulation XIV Permit 
Requirements, Facility-Wide Requirements, Emission Unit Requirements, District-Only 
Provisions, and Appendices. During the 2008 Evaluation, the SDAPCD’s title V permits were not 
signed by an appropriate District official. The District’s title V permit template now includes a 
District official signature, and the District appears to have resolved its signature issue.  

 
Recommendation: We commend the SDAPCD for promoting consistency between its permit 
documents using templates. We encourage the SDAPCD to continue improving the statement 
of basis as discussed in Finding 2.2.  
 

2.4 Finding: The SDAPCD does not document whether a requested title V permit modification 
meets the criteria under which it is submitted, including confirming whether a change is a 
modification under title I of the CAA. 

 
Discussion: When changes are made to a Part 70 source, there are several options for the 
method that must be used to incorporate the change into the title V permit under the Part 70 
and District regulations. The District has developed an internal guidance document that defines 
the criteria to classify the different title V permit revision types and specifies the steps to follow 
to determine the appropriate revision track. The guidance also describes the type of supporting 
documentation that should accompany each type of permit revision. This guidance document 
was provided to the EPA during the file review and should serve as a good resource for the 
SDAPCD staff to understand the criteria for classifying title V revisions and to provide consistent 
processing of title V permit changes.  
 
During our file review, we requested 5 years of permit files for the various types of permit 
modifications (significant modifications, minor permit modifications, administrative 
amendments, and off-permit changes/502(b)(10) changes). In reviewing these files, we 
discovered the District consistently does not document whether the type of permit 
modification requested is correct.   
 

 
27 See Finding 2.2 of this report for more discussion of the SDACPD’s statement of basis. 
28 See Finding 8.3 of this report for more discussion of the SDAPCD permitting database. 
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Importantly, the District does not document whether 502(b)(10) changes and minor permit 
modifications are not modifications under title I of the Act, a minimum requirement for using 
these options. Further, such determinations should include consideration of the PSD program 
at 40 CFR 52.21 that is implemented by the EPA within San Diego County. The District’s rule 
that references “PSD” requirements, Rule 20.3, is not an EPA-approved PSD program and does 
not use the correct PSD applicability criteria.  
 
Permitting authorities are not required to produce a statement of basis when processing a 
502(b)(10) change; however, we believe it would be beneficial for the SDAPCD to document its 
analysis verifying that a requested operational change qualifies as a 502(b)(10) change. 
Otherwise, the regulated community is encouraged to avoid title V program requirements, and 
potentially title I requirements, by submitting every action as a 502(b)(10) change. We also note 
that files pertaining to 502(b)(10) changes did not document that the requested changes were 
eventually incorporated into the title V permit at the time of the next renewal, nor did the 
District respond when title V sources requested notification whether their changes qualified as 
502(b)(10) changes. 
 
Due to the lack of documentation, the EPA was unable to fully assess the SDAPCD staff’s 
understanding of the various permit revision tracks and could not verify whether applications 
for permit modifications were categorized and processed correctly pursuant to District and 
federal regulations. When these types of decisions are not consistently documented it can lead 
to inconsistent implementation of the title V program.  
 
Further, during our 2008 Evaluation we found that the District “streamlines” its NSR and title V 
actions but did not consistently follow its own rules in doing so by ensuring adequate EPA and 
public review of NSR actions added to the title V permit.29 It is unclear whether in lieu of using 
the appropriate procedures in its rules, the District is now instead determining all changes at 
title V sources qualify as 502(b)(10) changes. See Finding 5.3. 
 
Recommendation: To ensure permitting staff accurately categorize title V permit actions, the 
SDAPCD should document its actions, rationale, and justification for each title V permit action.  
The EPA strongly recommends that the SDAPCD consistently review and document whether 
submitted 502(b)(10) changes qualify for this option, including whether such changes are title I 
modifications. Since the District is not the PSD permitting authority in San Diego County, the 
District should also be coordinating with the EPA on whether new sources or modifications at 
existing major sources are subject to the PSD program when conducting this analysis.     
 

2.5 Finding: The SDAPCD generally references the underlying origin and authority for permit 
conditions, but often does not reference the origin of New Source Review (NSR) requirements.  

 
Discussion: Each title V permit is required to specify and reference the origin and authority for 
each term or condition and identify any difference in form as compared to the applicable 

 
29 See Finding 5.2 in the 2008 Evaluation. 
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requirement upon which the term or condition is based.30 In most cases, the origin and 
authority for a permit condition can be referenced by citing to the particular rule or regulation. 
The District consistently cites a basis for each permit condition; however, its practice of only 
citing to “NSR” for NSR requirements is insufficient. It is also unclear whether the District 
incorporates requirements from the District’s ATC’s into the title V permit. Conditions from 
ATCs remain federal applicable requirements under the California SIP regardless of their 
inclusion in the PTO.31  
 
For NSR requirements, the authority for the permit condition stems from the SIP-approved NSR 
rule. But, because NSR rules likely do not specify the emissions limits and associated 
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements to which the source is subject to under 
the NSR determination, the origin of the title V permit condition is the actual NSR permit issued 
to the source. Thus, requirements stemming from NSR rules, or the PSD program at 40 CFR 
52.21, should generally cite the underlying rule or regulation as the authority and the specific 
NSR permit action as the origin.   
  
Recommendation: To address this finding, the District must develop a plan to revise its title V 
permits to assure that each permit cites the appropriate NSR/PSD permits as part of the origin 
and authority for a permit term or condition as required by 40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(i).  
 

2.6 Finding: While the SDAPCD appears to streamline applicable requirements in its title V permits, 
the District generally does not provide the necessary streamlining analysis in the statement of 
basis. 

 
Discussion: The SDAPCD’s title V permits appear to contain streamlined requirements in which 
one or more federal/local requirements are subsumed under the most stringent requirement 
that applies to an emissions unit. For example, the requirements from the NSPS and the same 
or more stringent District rule requirements are sometimes streamlined into a single permit 
condition. The District’s statement of basis will sometimes state that the streamlined permit 
condition is at least as stringent as the subsumed requirements. However, such a blanket 
statement does not actually demonstrate that the requirement was accurately streamlined.  
 
Streamlining applicable requirements is an acceptable practice but must be appropriately 
documented to assure compliance with all requirements. The EPA most recently provided 
guidance on streamlining in 2014 in the EPA’s April 30, 2014 memorandum, “Implementation 
Guidance on Annual Compliance Certification Reporting and Statement of Basis Requirements 
for Title V Operating Permits.” The EPA initially provided guidance in our March 5, 1996 
guidance document, “White Paper Number 2 for Improved Implementation of The Part 70 
Operating Permit Program.” 32 

 
30 See 40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(i).  
31 While some ATC requirements not included in the PTO may also not be appropriate for inclusion in the title V permit, this 
determination should be documented in the statement of basis.  
32 See Appendix C of this report. 



   

 

Page 24 of 59 

 

The permit condition should cite to the requirement included in the permit and any subsumed 
requirements. In addition, the statement of basis should document how the permit condition 
assures compliance with all subsumed requirements.   
 
Recommendation: As required by 40 CFR 70.7(a)(5), if the District wishes to continue its 
practice of creating streamlined title V permit conditions, the District must revise its practice by 
ensuring the statement of basis provides the legal and factual basis for the permit conditions by 
demonstrating that the permit conditions assure compliance with all subsumed requirements. 
We further recommend that the District follow the EPA guidance provided above in developing 
a process to appropriately streamline applicable requirements. 

 
2.7 Finding: The SDAPCD clearly identifies locally enforceable conditions in title V permits.  
 

Discussion: Permit conditions based on state or local rules are only federal applicable 
requirements if the rule has been approved by the EPA into the California SIP. Some state and 
local rules are only adopted at the local level and have not been, or will not be, approved into 
the SIP. State or local rules not approved into the SIP are not federal applicable requirements 
under the title V program and are only enforceable at the State or District level. During the file 
review, we found that the District’s equipment-specific permits to operate were divided into 
two main sections: “Federally-Enforceable and District-Enforceable Conditions” and “District-
Only Enforceable Conditions.” In creating these sections, the District clearly indicates the 
enforceability of all permit conditions.  
 
However, we note that the District’s local permits program is part of the California SIP and 
permits issued pursuant to these rules are federal applicable requirements (except for certain 
requirements, such as state or local air toxics requirements). 
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for identifying which conditions are 
federally and locally enforceable in their title V permits. The District should continue this 
labelling practice and ensure ATC and PTO requirements remain federal applicable 
requirements. 
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3. Monitoring 
 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate the permitting authority’s procedures for meeting title V 
monitoring requirements. Part 70 requires title V permits to include monitoring and related 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements. See 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3). Each permit must contain 
monitoring and analytical procedures or test methods as required by applicable monitoring and testing 
requirements. Where the applicable requirement itself does not require periodic testing or monitoring, 
the permitting authority must supplement the permit with periodic monitoring sufficient to yield 
reliable data from the relevant time period that is representative of the source’s compliance with the 
permit. As necessary, permitting authorities must also include in title V permits requirements 
concerning the use, maintenance, and, where appropriate, installation of monitoring equipment or 
methods. 
 
Title V permits must also contain recordkeeping for required monitoring and must require that each 
title V source record all required monitoring data and supporting information and retain such records 
for a period of at least five years from the date the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or 
application was made. With respect to reporting, permits must include all applicable reporting 
requirements and require (1) submittal of reports of any required monitoring at least every six months 
and (2) prompt reporting of any deviations from permit requirements. All required reports must be 
certified by a responsible official consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 70.5(d).  
 
In addition to periodic monitoring, permitting authorities are required to evaluate the applicability of 
Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM), and include CAM provisions and a CAM plan into a title V 
permit when applicable. CAM applicability determinations are required either at permit renewal, or 
upon the submittal of an application for a significant title V permit modification. CAM regulations 
require a source to develop parametric monitoring for certain emissions units with control devices, 
which may be required in addition to any periodic monitoring, to assure compliance with applicable 
requirements. 
 
3.1 Finding: While the SDAPCD generally reviews CAM applicability, internal guidance needs to be 

updated and staff need training. 
 

Discussion: CAM regulations, found at 40 CFR part 64, apply to title V sources with large 
emissions units that rely on add-on control devices to comply with applicable requirements. 
The underlying principle, as stated in the preamble to our 1997 rulemaking, is “to assure that 
the control measures, once installed or otherwise employed, are properly operated and 
maintained so that they do not deteriorate to the point where the owner or operator fails to 
remain in compliance with applicable requirements.”33 Per CAM regulations, sources are 
responsible for proposing a CAM plan to the permitting authority that provides a reasonable 
assurance of compliance with applicable requirements for pollutant-specific emissions units 
with add-on control devices.  
 

 
33 62 FR 54902, October 22, 1997. 
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The District reported that there are currently no facilities in its jurisdiction that are subject to 
the CAM rule. In the permits we reviewed, we found that the District generally explains CAM 
applicability in its statement of basis. However, CAM applicability can evolve over time as a 
source makes changes, and thus its applicability should be confirmed during title V renewals 
and significant modifications to ensure ongoing compliance. During our interviews, we found 
that permitting staff do not have experience determining CAM applicability. In addition, 
internal guidance documents may not interpret CAM applicability requirements correctly, as 
the guidance is too generalized to ensure criteria in the CAM rule is followed. For example, 
internal guidance appears to incorrectly imply that emissions limits with existing monitoring are 
not subject to CAM or that being subject to an emissions standard exempt from CAM means 
that other standards for the same pollutant/unit are also exempt from CAM. 
 
Recommendation: The SDAPCD should continue to review CAM requirements as it processes 
permit renewals and significant modifications and ensure CAM applicability is consistently 
reviewed and discussed in the statement of basis. Additionally, CAM training should be 
provided for permitting staff, and the District’s internal guidance should be updated to provide 
more detailed information for determining applicability based on the criteria in the CAM rule.   
 

3.2  Finding: The SDAPCD’s title V permits generally contain monitoring that is sufficient to 
determine compliance with emissions limits. However, the SDAPCD’s statement of basis does 
not consistently address periodic monitoring. 

 
Discussion: Our file review confirmed that the SDAPCD’s title V permits generally contain 
appropriate monitoring provisions. Many of the applicable requirements incorporated into the 
District’s title V permits already contain sufficient monitoring (such as, NSR permit conditions, 
SIP-approved rules, NSPS/NESHAP and use of CEMS for large combustion sources). Source 
testing, parametric monitoring of control device operation, and associated recordkeeping are 
used to assure compliance with emissions limits. During our file review, we discovered some 
permits contained daily emissions limits, but did not appear to contain corresponding daily 
monitoring/recordkeeping requirements to assure compliance, or the wording of such limits 
was too vague to determine whether the emissions limits were daily limits or a monthly 
average. 
 
The SDAPCD does not specifically address in the statement of basis whether additional periodic 
monitoring is needed. While many applicable requirements may already contain sufficient 
monitoring, the District does not document whether additional periodic monitoring is, or is not, 
needed to assure compliance. The EPA has issued guidance that reinforces the need to address 
periodic monitoring in the statement of basis. Additionally, an Order responding to a petition to 
the EPA to object to the proposed title V permit for the Chevron Products Company in 
Richmond, California, dated March 15, 2005, directed the permitting authority to reopen the 
permit to include either periodic monitoring requirements to assure compliance with 
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regulations or to provide adequate justification in the statement of basis explaining why no 
periodic monitoring is required.34 

 
Recommendation: The SDAPCD should continue to ensure that all title V permits have 
monitoring sufficient to determine compliance, including ensuring daily emissions limits have 
monitoring conducted on at least a daily basis. Additionally, the statement of basis should 
evaluate the need for adding periodic monitoring when sufficient monitoring is not specified by 
an underlying applicable requirement. We recommend the District develop a plan to 
incorporate review of periodic monitoring for each title V facility.  
 

3.3 Finding: The SDAPCD generally includes sufficient recordkeeping requirements as required by 
the NSPS and NESHAP regulations.  

 
Discussion: During the EPA’s review, we found the SDAPCD generally includes sufficient 
recordkeeping requirements as required by the NSPS and NESHAP regulations. A specific and 
prevalent exception pertains to recordkeeping for determining compliance with diesel fuel 
standards in NSPS Subpart IIII and NESHAP Subpart ZZZZ. The SDAPCD generally does not 
include a recordkeeping requirement in its title V permits to ensure sources only purchase EPA-
compliant diesel fuel as required by these standards. Maintaining fuel purchase records is a 
standard practice to ensure non-compliant fuels are not entering the market.35 After 
completion of our fieldwork, the District subsequently provided an example of this 
recordkeeping requirement in a permit.   
 
However, as discussed in Finding 2.2, because the statement of basis does not consistently 
document permitting decisions, we found it challenging to determine whether a permit has 
incorporated all the applicable monitoring and recordkeeping requirements.36 An applicable 
requirement may have more than one compliance method and the statement of basis should 
make clear how the SDAPCD determined the appropriate requirements to incorporate. During 
our interviews, compliance staff also mentioned they sometimes see enforceability issues in 
permits while conducting inspections related to monitoring and recordkeeping. See Finding 6.6.   

 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for including sufficient recordkeeping 
requirements as required by the NSPS and NESHAP regulations. For the exception noted above, 
during permit renewals, the District should update their title V permits to require records to 
assure that only EPA-compliant diesel fuel has been purchased. 

  
 

34 This document is available in the Title V petition database on the EPA website at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-08/documents/chevron_cbe_decision2004.pdf.   
35 Records that EPA-compliant diesel fuel was purchased ensures that the fuel meets the sulfur content, cetane index, or 
aromatic content of 40 CFR 80.510, as required by NSPS IIII and NESHAP ZZZZ.  
36 We did, however, find an example where the District incorrectly used the concept of a “replacement unit” to determine 
NSPS/NESHAP applicability. The District incorrectly determined that replacement of an existing engine with a new engine 
meant that, despite being a new engine, the NSPS did not apply. While the NSR program may have special provisions for 
replacement units, those provisions cannot be used to determine NSPS/NESHAP applicability. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-08/documents/chevron_cbe_decision2004.pdf
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4. Public Participation and Affected State Review 
 

This section examines the SDAPCD procedures used to meet public participation requirements for title 
V permit issuance. The federal title V public participation requirements are found in 40 CFR 70.7(h). 
Title V public participation procedures apply to initial permit issuance, significant permit modifications, 
and permit renewals. The SDAPCD public participation procedures must provide for public notice, 
including an opportunity for public comment and public hearing on the draft initial permit, permit 
modification, or permit renewal. Draft permit actions must be noticed in a newspaper of general 
circulation or a state publication designed to give general public notice; sent to affected states; sent to 
persons on a mailing list developed by the permitting authority; sent to those persons that have 
requested in writing to be on the mailing list; and provided by other means as necessary to assure 
adequate notice to the affected public.  
 
The public notice must, at a minimum: identify the affected source; the name and address of the 
permitting authority processing the permit; the activity or activities involved in the permit action; the 
emissions change involved in any permit modification; the name, address, and telephone number of a 
person from whom interested persons may obtain additional information, including copies of the draft 
permit, the application, all relevant supporting materials, and all other materials available to the 
permitting authority that are relevant to the permit decision; a brief description of the required 
comment procedures; and the time and place of any hearing that may be held, including procedures to 
request a hearing. See 40 CFR 70.7(h)(2). 
 
The permitting authority must keep a record of the public comments and of the issues raised during 
the public participation process so that the EPA may fulfill its obligation under section 505(b)(2) of the 
Act to determine whether a citizen petition may be granted. The public petition process, 40 CFR 
70.8(d), allows any person who has objected to permit issuance during the public comment period to 
petition the EPA to object to a title V permit if the EPA does not object to the permit in writing as 
provided under 40 CFR 70.8(c). Public petitions to object to a title V permit must be submitted to the 
EPA within 60 days after the expiration of the EPA 45-day review period. Any petition submitted to the 
EPA must be based only on objections that were raised with reasonable specificity during the public 
comment period, unless the petitioner demonstrates that it was impracticable to raise such objections 
within such period, or unless the grounds for such objection arose after such period. 

 
4.1 Finding: San Diego County contains a significant number of linguistically isolated communities 

for which the SDAPCD does not consistently provide translation services as required by 40 CFR 
Part 7.35(a). 

 
Discussion: The SDAPCD’s jurisdiction includes sources located throughout San Diego County. In 
response to California’s AB 617 legislation, the District has increased its use of translations and 
public outreach in certain communities.37 In addition, the District has created an EJ outreach 
position that is designed to carry out the outreach effort to EJ communities. The EPA prepared 

 
37 This effort is known as the Community Air Protection Program. For a description of the District’s response to AB 617, 
please see https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/community/community-air-protection-program.html. 

https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/community/community-air-protection-program.html
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a map of linguistically isolated communities within the SDAPCD’s jurisdiction in which title V 
permits have been or may be issued (see Appendix D). The EPA’s map indicates that there are 
numerous populations that are linguistically isolated. These linguistically isolated communities 
have a significant population density, and thus the SDAPCD should provide translation services 
in those communities during the title V permitting process. Section 502(b)(3)(C)(6) of the Act 
and 40 CFR 70.7(h) require a Part 70 program to have adequate procedures for public notice. 
Using a map like that found in Appendix D may provide additional opportunities to direct the 
SDAPCD’s translation efforts.38 

 
Further, please see 40 CFR Part 7.35(a) for additional detail regarding federal grantee 
obligations in demonstrating compliance with title 6 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. In addition, 
see Appendix D of this report that includes a copy of a recent preliminary decision regarding 
this topic dated March 30, 2021 from the EPA’s External Civil Rights Compliance Office to Carol 
S. Cromer, Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources.  
 
Recommendation: The SDAPCD should provide translation services for linguistically isolated 
communities within its jurisdiction. The SDAPCD should consider directing translation efforts by 
using mapping tools as appropriate to assure updated information. 
 

4.2 Finding: The SDAPCD provides public notices of its draft title V permitting actions on its 
website. 
 
Discussion: A permitting authority’s website is a powerful tool to make title V information 
available to the general public. Easy access to information that is useful for the public review 
process can result in a more informed public and, consequently, provide more meaningful 
comments during title V permit public comment periods.  
 
Currently, the SDAPCD posts relevant title V permit information on its website including, but 
not limited to, proposed title V permits, statement of basis, public notices, permit appeal 
procedures, and general title V information and guidance. 
 
The District website provides general information to the public and regulated community 
regarding the SDAPCD permitting program.39 The public can find information regarding the 
permitting process, whether a permit is needed for an operation, how to obtain a permit, 
application forms, and information about related programs that inform the District’s permitting 
program.  
 

 
38 The use of the State of California’s environmental justice tool CalEnviroScreen may also assist in learning where best to 
deploy translation resources. 
39 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits.html and 
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits/equipment-types/titlev.html   

https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits.html
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits/equipment-types/titlev.html
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The SDAPCD’s website also provides a list of active projects that are in the public comment 
period along with the corresponding draft permit, statement of basis, and public notice that 
includes information on how to comment electronically or by mail.40  
 
The SDAPCD maintains electronic mailing lists for title V public notices and for notification of 
affected states. Members of the public may sign up for the title V public notice mailing list on 
the District’s website. However, as discussed in Finding 4.1, the District does not currently 
translate notices of proposed title V permit actions in languages other than English as required 
by 40 CFR Part 7.35(a). As stated in the introduction, the SDAPCD is developing strategies to 
enhance public engagement as part of its AB423 commitment.  
 
Finally, in our 2008 Evaluation, we found that the District had been publishing notices of its 
proposed permits in a newspaper, of which circulation was almost solely among the business 
community. The District has addressed this issue by publishing its notices of proposed permits 
in the San Diego Union-Tribune, a newspaper of general circulation. 
 
Recommendation: We encourage the SDAPCD to continue providing information related to 
title V permits to the public via their website and notifying affected states and interested 
parties of relevant title V permitting actions via District electronic mailing lists. We also 
recommend that the District provide all final title V permits to the public on its website. In 
addition, the district should provide translations of notices consistent with the discussion in 
Finding 4.1. 
 

4.3 Finding: The SDAPCD provides notification regarding the public’s right to petition the EPA 
Administrator to object to a title V permit. 

 
Discussion: 40 CFR 70.8(d) provides that any person may petition the EPA Administrator, within 
60 days of the expiration of the EPA’s 45-day review period, to object to the issuance of a title V 
permit. The petition must be based only on objections that were raised with reasonable 
specificity during the public comment period.41  
 
San Diego County Rule 1425 contains the required information about the public’s right to 
petition the EPA Administrator to object to a title V permit. In 2008, we made a finding that the 
District was not informing the public of their right to petition when public noticing title V 
permitting actions.42 In our review of the  District’s draft permit packages for the last five years, 
including the public notice for the permit action, we found that the District did not inform the 
public of the right to petition the EPA Administrator to object to a title V permit at the time of 
the site visit in March. However, the District has recently updated its practice and in the latest 
public notice, from April 21, 2022, there is new language that incorporates the public petition 
details. 

 
40 https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits/public-notices.html  
41 An exception applies when the petitioner demonstrates that it was impracticable to raise those objections during the 
public comment period or that the grounds for objection arose after that period. 
42 See 2008 Evaluation, Finding 4.5. 

https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits/public-notices.html
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Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for revising its public notice templates to 
inform the public of the right to petition the EPA Administrator to object to the issuance of a 
title V permit. The District should have written internal procedures that ensure this remains an 
ongoing practice.  
 

4.4 Finding: The SDAPCD’s general practice is to conduct a concurrent public and EPA review. If 
comments are received during the 30-day public review period, the permit package is re-
proposed to the EPA for a new 45-day review period.  

 
Discussion: Per section 505(b) of the CAA and 40 CFR 70.8, state and local permitting agencies  
are required to provide proposed title V permits to the EPA for a 45-day period during which 
the EPA may object to permit issuance. The EPA regulations allow the 45-day EPA review period 
to occur either following the 30-day public comment period (i.e., sequentially), or at the same 
time as the public comment period (i.e., concurrently). When the public and the EPA review 
periods occur sequentially, permitting agencies will make the draft permit available for public 
comment, and following the close of public comment, provide the proposed permit and 
supporting documents to the EPA.43 When the public and the EPA review periods occur 
concurrently, a state or local agency will provide the EPA with the draft permit and supporting 
documents at the beginning of the public comment period. As specified in 40 CFR 70.8 and per 
SDAPCD’s internal guidance, if the SDAPCD receives comments from the public during the 30-
day public review period, the 45-day EPA review would be restarted to allow the SDAPCD to 
prepare responses to the public comments, and an updated permit and Statement of Basis, if 
applicable, to the EPA. As the permit actions reviewed did not contain public comments, the 
EPA was unable to confirm this process is being consistently followed at the District. However, 
the procedures for concurrent public comment and response to comments are well 
documented in internal District guidance and SOPs. 

 
Recommendation: We commend the SDAPCD for having internal guidance that is consistent 
with the requirements of the title V program and EPA guidance, and encourage the District 
follow its guidance when public comments are received. 
 

4.5 Finding: The SDAPCD has a Business Assistance Program (BAP) to conduct pre-application 
meetings with potential sources to help identify the scope of potential permitting projects and 
the applicability of regulatory requirements. 

 
Discussion: Under section 507 of the CAA, permitting authorities are required to implement a 
small business assistance program to assist small businesses that need title V permits.  

 
43 Per 40 CFR 70.2, “draft permit” is the version of a permit for which the permitting authority offers public participation or 
affected State review. Per 40 CFR 70.2, “proposed permit” is the version of a permit that the permitting authority proposes 
to issue and forwards to the EPA for review. In many cases these versions will be identical; however, in instances where the 
permitting agency makes edits or modifications as a result of public comments, there may be material differences between 
the draft and proposed permit. 
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During this evaluation, we found that the District has a full BAP to provide assistance to 
business owners and operators, small and large, in determining which county, state, and 
federal requirements are applicable. The assistance includes coverage of title V small 
businesses. 
 
During the interviews, the BAP staff stated that they help small businesses draft permit 
applications and review permits to ensure permit records adequately represent the source. This 
helps the Permitting staff process permit applications in a timely fashion. The BAP staff also 
assist small businesses with compliance demonstrations by conducting mock on-site inspections 
and by reviewing the source’s draft Annual Emissions Reports to ensure they are adequate 
before the reports are submitted to the Compliance and Enforcement Section. 
 
Additionally, the BAP staff helps small businesses with pollution prevention by providing 
guidance on control technologies. For example, they help gas stations understand the benefits 
of Stage II vapor controls. The District has a BAP website where they describe who they are and 
provide forms, calculation sheets, and other information to aid businesses developing permit 
applications. Furthermore, the website has a notification feature available for small businesses 
in case they want to be made aware when new content is posted on the BAP website.44 
 
Discussions with the BAP staff also indicated that work related to title V sources is tracked so 
that time spent working with these sources is appropriately accounted for in tracking title V 
fees and revenue.  

 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the District for its efforts to provide assistance to small 
businesses and recommends the District continue supporting small businesses by providing 
these services through its BAP. 
 

4.6 Finding: The SDAPCD notifies tribes of title V permitting actions. 
 
Discussion: During our 2008 Evaluation, we did not find evidence that the District notified any 
tribes in San Diego County regarding title V permit actions. During this evaluation, we found 
that this issue has been resolved as the District provides notifications to all tribes in San Diego 
County. Of the 18 Indian reservations in San Diego County, two tribes have been approved by 
the EPA to be treated in the same manner as a neighboring state for the purpose of “affected 
state” notification under section 505(a)(2) of the CAA. 45 Regardless of the affected state status, 
the EPA believes that state and local air agencies should notify tribal governments when taking 
significant actions that may affect their air quality.  
 
Recommendation: We commend the SDAPCD for notifying tribes and affected states.  

  

 
44 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/compliance/business-assistance.html . 

45 Additionally, the EPA maintains a map on its website of tribes in Region 9 that have received treatment as a state status 
for purposes of section 505(a)(2) of the CAA: https://www.epa.gov/caa-permitting/affected-states-notifications-region-9.  

https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/compliance/business-assistance.html
https://www.epa.gov/caa-permitting/affected-states-notifications-region-9
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5. Permit Issuance / Revision / Renewal 
 
This section focuses on the permitting authority’s progress in issuing initial title V permits and the 
District’s ability to issue timely permit renewals and revisions consistent with the regulatory 
requirements for permit processing and issuance. Part 70 sets deadlines for permitting authorities to 
issue each type of title V permit. The EPA, as an oversight agency, is charged with ensuring that these 
deadlines are met as well as ensuring that permits are issued consistent with title V requirements. Part 
70 describes the required title V program procedures for permit issuance, revision, and renewal of title 
V permits. Specifically, 40 CFR 70.7 requires that a permitting authority take final action on each permit 
application within 18 months after receipt of a complete permit application, except that action must 
be taken on an application for a minor modification within 90 days after receipt of a complete permit 
application.46  
 
5.1 Finding: The SDAPCD does not consistently process title V actions in a timely manner, resulting 

in a permitting backlog. 
 

Discussion: The District does not consistently process permitting applications in a timely 
manner, mainly due to resource constraints and competing priorities. At the time of our 
evaluation, the SDAPCD had 28 title V sources and two synthetic minor sources.47 Of these 28 
sources, the District indicated 75% of sources have a pending renewal application. During the 
interviews, many expressed time constraints on permit issuance for both local permits and title 
V permits. Based on the documentation the District provided, there were several permit 
applications that have not been processed before the 18-month deadline as required by 40 CFR 
70.7. In the last 5 years, about 40% of the title V applications received by the SDAPCD have had 
processing times in excess of 18 months. In addition to exceeding statutory permitting 
deadlines, delays create issues for the Compliance Division. See Finding 6.1. During interviews, 
District staff were confident that once the resources issue is addressed, the permitting backlog 
will no longer be an issue. 

  
Recommendation: The EPA acknowledges that the SDAPCD is currently in transition and more 
engineers are now being trained and assigned to process title V permit actions. The District 
should develop a plan of action for reducing its title V renewal application backlog, as well as to 
process the new title V applications that the District will expect to receive as a result of their 
new Ozone Non-attainment area classification (See Section 7 of this report for additional 
discussion on the District’s resources). 

 
5.2 Finding: The SDAPCD routinely submits proposed and final permit actions to the EPA.  
 

Discussion: 40 CFR 70.8(a)(1) and the SDAPCD’s EPA-approved title V program require that 
proposed and final permits be sent to the EPA.  
 

 
46 See 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2) and 70.7(e)(2)(iv). 
47 See Finding 2.4 of this report for more discussion on the SDPACD’s major source determination and Finding 5.4 for more 
discussion on the SDAPCD’s synthetic minor sources. 
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During our review of recent actions, the EPA found that the SDAPCD routinely submits copies of 
both proposed and final title V permit actions to the EPA via the EPA Central Data Exchange’s 
Electronic Permit System (EPS). The EPA oversight team receives the SDAPCD’s permitting 
notices. These notices generally include the notice of proposed action, the proposed permit, 
and the proposed technical support document. However, during our internal file review, we 
found several instances where a copy of the statement of basis or technical support document 
for minor permit modifications was not included in the submitted permit package (see Finding 
2.4).  
 
Additionally, we could not find a requirement in the SDAPCD’s title V rules (District Regulation 
XIV) that ensures a statement of basis is developed and provided during the public comment 
period and the EPA’s 45-day review period. In 2020, the EPA revised the Part 70 program at 40 
CFR 70.7 and 70.8 to make clear that the statement of basis must be made available to the 
public and the EPA.48  
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the District for submitting its proposed and final permit 
actions to the EPA for review. The District should also ensure its proposed permits include a 
statement of basis, consistent with 40 CFR 70.7 and 70.8, and should update its title V rules for 
consistency with these requirements.   
 

5.3 Finding: The SDAPCD has authority to use parallel processing to streamline the issuance of 
modified NSR and title V permits. However, it is not clear that this processing method is 
correctly utilized. 
 
Discussion: EPA guidance and regulations allow sources to simultaneously apply for, and 
permitting authorities to process, revisions to NSR and title V permits.49 Under this option, 
often referred to as “enhanced NSR,” NSR permit modifications are subject to the procedural 
requirements of the Part 70 program, including a 45-day EPA review period and a 60-day 
petition period that allows citizens to petition the Administrator to object to permit issuance. 
After the NSR permit has been issued, and the project has been completed, the permitting 
authority revises the title V permit to add (or delete) the new or revised NSR conditions via an 
administrative amendment. The benefits of consolidating the NSR and title V permitting 
processes include reduced permit processing time and the opportunity for the EPA to review 
NSR permit actions. 
 
The District appears to understand the enhanced NSR process, dedicating a section of their 
Engineering Division Manual of Operating Procedures to Enhanced Authority to Construct 
(Appendix H). The EPA supports this practice; however, our file review did not find evidence 
that SDAPCD was implementing enhanced NSR. Specifically, we did not find any examples of an 

 
48 See https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/02/05/2020-01099/revisions-to-the-petition-provisions-of-the-
title-v-permitting-program.  
49 See 40 CFR 70.7(d)(1)(v) and Appendix C: White Paper for Streamlined Development of Part 70 Permit Applications, July 
10, 1995; 11/7/95 letter from Lydia Wegman, OAQPS, to William Becker, STAPPA/ALAPCO; Title V Implementation Q & A, 
Region 9, December 1995. 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/02/05/2020-01099/revisions-to-the-petition-provisions-of-the-title-v-permitting-program
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/02/05/2020-01099/revisions-to-the-petition-provisions-of-the-title-v-permitting-program
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administrative amendment that incorporated NSR permit conditions into a title V permit. 
Instead, the documentation shows that the District routinely incorporates new or revised NSR 
permit requirements into title V permits when a title V permit renewal is issued rather than 
making administrative revisions at the time of the permit action. Thus, it appears that the 
District may incorrectly be allowing 502(b)(10) changes to be used instead of documenting 
enhanced NSR practices. However, as noted in finding 2.4, since there is a lack of 
documentation regarding 502(b)(10) decisions, the EPA is unable to determine if that is the 
case, or if the District is just not completing their enhanced NSR process at the time of the 
permit action.  

 
Recommendation:  To address this finding, the District must ensure that the applicable 
permitting procedures required by the Part 70 program are followed. We recommend the 
District review the Part 70 program requirements related to enhanced NSR and 502(b)(10) 
changes and develop a plan to address this finding.   

 
5.4 Finding: The District does not evaluate the potential emissions from sources without title V 

permits to determine if they are major sources or whether such sources need synthetic limits to 
avoid title V applicability or other CAA requirements. 
 
Discussion: A source may accept a voluntary limit (also known as a “synthetic minor” limit) to 
maintain its Potential to Emit (PTE) below an applicable major source threshold and thereby 
avoid major NSR permit requirements and/or the need for a title V permit. Sources establish 
such a limit by obtaining a synthetic minor permit containing practically enforceable emissions 
limitations from the permitting authority.  
 
According to EPA guidance, synthetic minor limits must be enforceable as a practical matter, 
meaning they are both legally and practicably enforceable. Additionally, for emissions limits in a 
permit to be practicably enforceable, the permit provisions must specify: 1) technically-
accurate limitations and the portions of the source subject to such limitations; 2) the time 
period for the limitations (emissions limit averaging period); and 3) the method to determine 
compliance, including appropriate and practically enforceable monitoring, recordkeeping, and 
reporting requirements.50  
 
In response to a petition regarding the Hu Honua Bioenergy Facility in Hawaii, the EPA stated 
that synthetic minor permits must specify: 1) that all actual emissions at the source are 
considered in determining compliance with its synthetic minor limits, including emissions 
during startup, shutdown, malfunction or upset; 2) that emissions during startup and shutdown 
(as well as emissions during other non-startup/shutdown operating conditions) must be 
included in the semi-annual reports or in determining compliance with the emissions limits; and 

 
50 Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Air Act 
(Act), John S. Seitz, Director, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (January 25, 1995). 
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3) how the source’s emissions shall be determined or measured for assessing compliance with 
the emissions limits.51 
 
The District does not have a policy for setting synthetic minor limits but has two local rules, 
Rules 60.1 and 60.2, that can be used to limit a source’s PTE. These rules are available to 
sources seeking to avoid major source status through voluntary requirements. However, the 
use of these rules appears limited, and the District does not independently determine the 
facility-wide PTE of the sources it regulates. Instead, the District determines major source 
status based on actual emissions. While using actual emissions was acceptable for avoiding title 
V permitting as part of the EPA’s 1995 transition policy, that policy expired in 2000.52  
 
Determining whether a stationary source is a major source and subject to the title V program is 
based on potential, not actual, emissions.53 We found during the evaluation that District 
permitting staff are generally familiar with calculating the PTE of impacted emissions units 
when issuing local permits. And the District closely tracks the actual annual emissions of each 
facility. However, the District does not calculate or track a facility’s PTE on a facility-wide basis. 
Because major source status is based on facility-wide potential emissions, it is challenging for 
the District to know when an existing minor source becomes a major source or whether a 
source’s claim of being a minor source is accurate. This is particularly problematic for the 
current situation where the District was recently reclassified as Severe nonattainment for the 
ozone NAAQS causing the major source threshold in San Diego County for NOX and VOC to drop 
to 25 tons per year. Beyond title V applicability, this issue can also have implications in 
determining NSR program requirements and requirements for major sources of HAPs. This also 
creates potential enforcement risk for any facility relying on actual emissions to not obtain a 
title V permit or a major NSR permit. 
 
Recommendation: The SDAPCD must develop a plan for ensuring the District can determine 
title V applicability according to the definition for “major source” under 40 CFR 70.2 by 
evaluating the facility-wide PTE. For those facilities with a PTE above the major source 
threshold that wish to avoid title V permitting, we recommend the District develop internal 
guidance for permitting synthetic minor sources consistent with EPA policy, and that permitting 
staff take the EPA’s online training for Setting Enforceable Potential to Emit Limits in NSR 
Permits.54  

  

 
51 Order Responding to Petitioner’s Request that the Administrator Object to Issuance of State Operating Permit Petition No. 
IX-2011-1, Gina McCarthy, Administrator (February 7, 2014). 
52 See the EPA’s December 20, 1999 guidance memorandum “Third Extension of January 25, 1995 Potential to Emit 
Transition Policy.” https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-08/documents/4thext.pdf 
53 See definition of “Potential to emit” at 40 CFR 70.2. 
54 https://airknowledge.gov/SI/PERM203-SI.html  

https://airknowledge.gov/SI/PERM203-SI.html
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6. Compliance 
 

This section addresses the SDAPCD practices and procedures for issuing title V permits that ensure 
compliance with all applicable requirements. Title V permits must contain sufficient requirements to 
allow the permitting authority, the EPA, and the general public to adequately determine whether the 
permittee is in compliance with all applicable requirements. 
 
Compliance is a central priority for the title V permit program. Compliance assures a level playing field 
and prevents a permittee from gaining an unfair economic advantage over its competitors who comply 
with the law. Adequate conditions in a title V permit that assure compliance with all applicable 
requirements also result in greater confidence in the permitting authority’s title V program within both 
the general public and the regulated community. 
 
6.1 Finding: The District performs Full Compliance Evaluations (FCEs) of all title V sources on a 

schedule consistent with its negotiated compliance monitoring strategy (CMS). 
 

Discussion: The EPA’s 2016 Clean Air Act Stationary Source Compliance Monitoring Strategy55 
recommends that permitting authorities perform FCEs for most title V sources at least every 
other year. For the vast majority of title V sources, the EPA expects that the permitting 
authority will perform an on-site inspection to determine the source’s compliance status as part 
of the FCE. In addition to weekly routine inspections, the SDAPCD has established its inspection 
priority, giving emphasis to sources receiving ongoing public complaints, sources with issues of 
continued non-compliance, and sources that need follow-up due to a Notice of Violation 
(NOV).56 During interviews, District inspectors indicated that quarterly compliance evaluations 
and annual full inspections are conducted for all permitted equipment. However, District 
inspectors also indicated that the effectiveness of the inspection schedule may be 
compromised due to delays in processing open permit applications.  
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the District’s ongoing efforts to perform FCEs of all title 
V sources annually.  
 

6.2 Finding: The District’s Compliance Division reviews all title V deviation reports, annual 
compliance certifications, and semiannual monitoring reports submitted by Part 70 sources. 

 
Discussion: During interviews, the District’s compliance staff indicated that all deviation 
reports, quarterly monitoring reports, and compliance certifications that sources submit to the 
agency are reviewed by inspectors. Supervisors and the Chief of Compliance Division review 
reports as necessary. The SDAPCD tracks these reports through their internal database and 
reviews these records through their compliance staff and supervisors. If NOVs are warranted 
after reviewing a report, the inspectors are required to discuss the documented deficiency with 

 
55 This document is available at: https://www.epa.gov/compliance/clean-air-act-stationary-source-compliance-monitoring-
strategy. 
56 See Inspection Practices and Priorities, SDAPCD Compliance Division Policy and Procedures Manual, Policy number 2.1, 
effective date September 1, 1998, revised on July 25, 2016. 

https://www.epa.gov/compliance/clean-air-act-stationary-source-compliance-monitoring-strategy
https://www.epa.gov/compliance/clean-air-act-stationary-source-compliance-monitoring-strategy
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the facility prior to issuing the NOV, to explain the nature of the violation, and advise the site to 
respond to NOVs timely with the actions needed to return to compliance or prevent future 
violations prior. Compliance supervisors will review the violation and associated report and are 
responsible for approving NOVs.  
 
In addition, engineering staff indicated that deviation reports and compliance certifications are 
typically not routinely reviewed during permit processing. For example, reviewing these 
documents as part of the title V permit renewal process could indicate a need to increase 
testing frequency or require different monitoring that would ensure compliance.  
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD’s efforts in reviewing and tracking all 
deviation reports, quarterly monitoring reports, and compliance certifications. We encourage 
the SDAPCD to coordinate the outcomes of compliance issues with permitting staff. See Finding 
6.6. 
 

6.3  Finding: When potential compliance issues are discovered, the District addresses them prior to 
permit issuance. However, the District’s statement of basis could be improved to include 
compliance history.  
 
Discussion: The Part 70 program requires that each title V permit contain a schedule of 
compliance if necessary.57 This includes ensuring title V permits contain requirements that 
ensure sources comply with requirements that have future compliance dates and ensure that 
title V permits contain enforceable milestones leading to compliance for those requirements for 
which the source is not in compliance. Based on interview responses, the District has not 
recently issued permits with compliance schedules. Instead, compliance staff will generate a 
citation report, which is sent to the District’s Civil Actions Investigator to determine the 
corresponding penalty. Pending permit applications are not processed until a facility comes 
back into compliance. This practice does not appear to significantly affect or delay the issuance 
of permits.  
 
Recommendation: We recommend the compliance section in the District’s statement of basis 
be improved to include the source's compliance history and the actions being taken to address 
compliance issues, as applicable. 
 

6.4  Finding: The District uses title V compliance certifications and semiannual monitoring reports to 
prioritize inspections and initiate enforcement actions.  
 
Discussion: Similar to our 2008 Evaluation, the District continues to prioritize inspections and 
initiate enforcement actions by using title V compliance certifications and semiannual 
monitoring reports.58 The District’s Compliance Division has a policy for reviewing annual 
compliance certifications and semiannual monitoring reports (which include deviation 

 
57 See 40 CFR 70.6(c)(3) and 70.5(c)(8).  
58 See 2008 Evaluation, Finding 6.1. 
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reports).59 The District uses these title V compliance reports as well as past violations, recent 
applications and activities to prioritize and target inspections. Interviewees stated that they 
review these reports for compliance issues. They also review the facility’s compliance history, 
including recent inspections, breakdowns, exceedances, or violations, if any. The District uses 
this information to prioritize inspections.  
 
The District has also initiated enforcement actions at title V facilities based on information from 
compliance certifications and semiannual monitoring reports. In one example, the District 
issued an NOV for a violation identified in a title V report. The violations were related to time 
periods when the facility failed to maintain NOX and O2 CEMS per Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 75. 
Since the violations were short-term (i.e., not ongoing) and the facility was not out of 
compliance at the time of permit issuance, a schedule of compliance was not required.60  
 
Interviewees were generally knowledgeable about the procedures for reviewing title V 
compliance reports and were aware of the District’s policy for title V report reviewing process, 
for issuing a NOV and/or a Notice to Comply (NTC). 
 
Recommendation: The EPA encourages the District to maintain its practice of using title V 
compliance reports to prioritize and target inspections and to continue implementing its policy 
for reviewing these reports.  
 

6.5  Finding: Compliance staff have the necessary equipment to perform their job duties but find 
the procurement process for new equipment to be slow. 
 
Discussion: During interviews, members of the Compliance Division stated that they have 
sufficient tools and safety equipment to perform inspections, including hard hats, safety 
glasses, safety vests, and an annual voucher for safety shoes. At the same time, employees also 
expressed the need for new monitoring equipment as existing equipment, including Thermo 
Fisher Scientific analyzers, are experiencing a loss in functionality due to age. Though the 
process for equipment repairs and purchases have been initiated, they have been slow. 
Compliance staff also mentioned that they could have been supplied with better personal 
protective equipment during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
Recommendation: The EPA recommends that the District review its equipment needs and plan 
in advance for the replacement of old and outdated equipment to expedite the procurement 
process. 
 

6.6  Finding: While the SDAPCD has a process in their internal database for compliance staff to 
request changes to title V permits, it is unclear if it is being used consistently.  
 

 
59 See Review of Title V Semiannual and Annual Reports, SDAPCD Compliance Division Policy and Procedures Manual, Policy 
number 3.13, effective date April 4, 2002, revised in August 2018. 
60 A schedule of compliance is required for Title V sources that are not in compliance with all applicable requirements at the 
time of permit issuance. (See 40 CFR 70.5(c)(8)(iii)(C).) 
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Discussion: In our 2008 Evaluation, we found that the SDAPCD did not have a clear track record 
of utilizing the District’s internal Request for Change of Permit Conditions form to make 
corrections to title V permits, and that the decisions made by the Engineering Division on such 
requests were seldom communicated back to the Compliance Division. The District has since 
developed a policy for the use of such request forms. Under the Division policy, compliance 
staff are expected to review all permit conditions during the annual inspection and submit a 
Request for Change of Permit Conditions form to the Division Chief if a site-specific permit 
condition is found to not be clear, enforceable, or consistent with existing rules and/or other 
applicable requirements. The Division Chief is responsible for keeping the inspector and their 
supervisor informed of any decision.61 For issues identified across multiple permits, the policy 
states these issues should be forwarded to the District’s Permit Streamlining Committee for 
evaluation. However, the District noted that the Permit Streamlining Committee has not existed 
for a very long time. The District should consider updating its SOP or restarting the Committee. 
 
During interviews, inspectors said they have used the request change forms in the District’s 
database system to request changes to the title V permits. Interviewees expressed concern 
about the length of time it takes for changes identified to be made and about the Engineering 
Division’s lack of action on some requests. Compliance staff noted that some permits were not 
updated in a timely manner to make the permit conditions enforceable. In some cases, this 
resulted in NOVs being issued that compliance staff believe would have been unnecessary if the 
permit had included monitoring and recordkeeping that facilitated compliance with the 
requirements in the permit.  
 
While the Permit Change Request process appears to be a good mechanism for inspectors to 
request correction of obvious errors, or minor administrative changes, compliance staff may 
have stopped using the process based on historical lack of response from the Engineering 
Division.  
 
Recommendation: Engineering and Compliance Divisions should agree on a realistic Permit 
Change Request process, including the types of changes that should be made and the 
appropriate timeframe for doing so, so that both Divisions can work together to ensure 
enforceable permits. The District should consider updating its SOP or restarting the Permit 
Streamlining Committee. 
 
 
 

  

 
61 See How to Submit Permit Change Requests, SDAPCD Compliance Division Policy and Procedures Manual, Policy number 
2.18, effective date February 17, 2016, revised in July 2017. 
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7. Resources and Internal Management 
 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate how the permitting authority is administering its title V 
program. With respect to title V administration, the EPA’s program evaluation: (1) focused on the 
permitting authority’s progress toward issuing all initial title V permits and the permitting authority’s 
goals for issuing timely title V permit modifications and renewals; (2) identified organizational issues 
and problems; (3) examined the permitting authority’s fee structure, how fees are tracked, and how 
fee revenue is used; and (4) looked at the permitting authority’s capability of having sufficient staff and 
resources to implement its title V program.  
 
An important part of each permitting authority’s title V program is to ensure that the permit program 
has the resources necessary to develop and administer the program effectively. A key requirement of 
the Part 70 program is that the permitting authority establish an adequate fee program to ensure that 
(1) title V fees are adequate to cover title V permit program costs, and (2) are used solely to cover the 
permit program costs. Regulations concerning the fee program and the appropriate criteria for 
determining the adequacy of such programs are set forth in 40 CFR 70.9. 
 
7.1 Finding: The SDAPCD staff report that they receive effective legal support from the District 

Counsel’s office. 
 

Discussion: In our 2008 Evaluation,62 we stated that the SDAPCD staff receive expert, 
knowledgeable, and experienced legal support. Since then, the District Counsel in place during 
our 2008 Evaluation retired and another District Counsel was hired with equally effective 
results. However, as a result of the recent change in leadership, the District, at the time of our 
site visit, was in the process of hiring a new District Counsel. At the time of our final report, the 
SDAPCD hired a new District Counsel with extensive experience in air quality programs. The 
District’s legal support is currently in transition but given the record of effective legal support 
for the title V program and District management’s understanding of the importance of this 
function, the EPA expects that District staff will continue to receive effective legal support for 
the District’s title V program. 
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD on hiring a new District Counsel with 
extensive experience in air quality programs. The SDAPCD should continue to ensure that it 
receives effective legal support for the Part 70 program. 
 

7.2 Finding: The District tracks title V program expenses and revenue and those funds are spent 
solely to support the title V program. 
 
Discussion: The Part 70 regulations require that permit programs ensure that the collected title 
V fees are adequate to cover title V permit program costs and are used solely to cover the 
permit program’s costs.63 In our 2008 Evaluation, the EPA did not closely review title V fee 

 
62 2008 Evaluation, Finding 7.2.  
63 See 40 CFR 70.9(a). 
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accounting as the District’s program at the time was not experiencing any staff shortages, nor 
delays in its permit processing times. In this more recent effort, the SDAPCD provided 
accounting data for the prior 3 years. As noted elsewhere in this report, prior to the title V 
program, the SDAPCD was already implementing its own permitting program. When the Part 70 
requirements took effect, the SDAPCD treated the Part 70 requirements as an overlay to the 
existing SDAPCD permitting program. As a result of this approach, the SDAPCD treated the 
revenue and expenses associated with the Part 70 program as supplemental to the revenue and 
expenses associated with the existing local permitting program. Thus, the combination of their 
base permitting program and the additional Part 70 requirements that apply to title V sources 
result in the full program as implemented by the SDAPCD. Using an approach based on full cost 
recovery, the SDAPCD ensures that it collects fees for its base permitting program and the 
supplemental title V costs (including overhead, compliance costs, etc.) that match the expenses 
used for implementing the supplemental title V program requirements. See Appendix F for 
details regarding their accounting approach. 
 
As discussed in Findings 5.1 and 7.6, the District has a title V permitting backlog and is 
experiencing difficulty retaining permitting and compliance staff. Further, Finding 2.4 discusses 
that the District’s lack of documentation for processing changes as 502(b)(10) changes. While 
the District’s accounting approach is consistent with the Part 70 program requirements, it is not 
clear whether those fees will be sufficient going forward to fully administer the program.  

 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for their approach to accounting for both 
revenue and expenses for the implementation of the title V program. During the evaluation, the 
EPA provided the SDAPCD with the most recent EPA policy on title V funding (see appendix E).  
We recommend the SDAPCD review the policy to assure their fee program continues to be 
consistent with EPA title V fee policy and that fees will be sufficient going forward. 

 
7.3 Finding: The District permitting and compliance management communicate well and meet 

routinely to discuss programmatic issues. However, the results of these discussions are not 
clearly and consistently communicated to compliance staff and has resulted in uncertainty 
regarding outcomes of issue resolution among compliance staff.   

 
Discussion: In our 2008 Evaluation, we found that permitting decisions were not always clearly 
communicated among the SDAPCD’s engineering and compliance staff.64 During this evaluation, 
we found the lack of communication and coordination at the staff level persists. The SDAPCD’s 
compliance and engineering management continue to hold routine meetings to discuss 
permitting and compliance issues; however, such meetings are not held regularly at the staff 
level. Although the District’s permitting staff indicated that draft permits for unique sources are 
sent to Compliance for review, the District’s compliance staff indicated that draft permits are 
rarely sent to the Compliance Division for review prior to the public comment period.65  
 

 
64 See 2008 Evaluation, Finding 7.1. 
65 See Finding 6.6 of this report for more discussion on compliance permit feedback process. 
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Permitting staff, as a practical matter, should be accessible to the compliance staff for 
consultation on practical enforceability, applicability determinations, and compliance 
determinations. Having a systematic process, especially in cases that involve more than one 
group within the District, would reduce the time necessary to resolve complex issues and 
minimize potential delays in permit issuance or in appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD’s effort to maintain good communication 
between permitting and compliance management. However, we encourage the SDAPCD to 
promote increased communication and cooperation between permitting and compliance staff, 
and to explore ways to improve permitting decisions among SDAPCD’s engineering and 
compliance staff. 
 

7.4 Finding: The District lacks a training plan for its permitting and compliance staff.     
 

Discussion: In the past, the District assigned one permit engineer to prepare all of its title V 
permits. During this evaluation, the EPA noted that the District’s current approach is to 
distribute the title V workload among multiple permit engineers. The District’s current 
approach addresses the issue of a significant loss of institutional knowledge when a single 
permitting engineer leaves. The District’s title V permitting program is experiencing staffing 
challenges associated with the varying levels of experience among the permitting staff as they 
move to a more distributed workload approach to processing permits. In addition, we identified 
several substantive issues related to permit preparation and content indicating a need for 
further title V training in order to prepare more effective permits (See Section 2). In interviews, 
staff identified title V training, primarily focusing on permit writing and inspections, as 
something that would improve the District’s title V program. District staff specifically suggested 
training on federal regulations (NESHAPs and NSPS), would improve staff’s familiarity with 
regulatory requirements and help permit writers identify how best to incorporate these 
requirements into title V permits. The EPA has separately identified training needs related to 
CAM and other critical program elements and policies. 
 
For Compliance, it appears that the amount and content of trainings for inspectors varies from 
supervisor to supervisor, and that the Compliance Division has no formal training plan, training 
material, or standardized procedure. Training is heavily focused on shadowing experienced 
inspectors in the field. Staff and managers acknowledged that they would likely benefit from 
standardized training. 
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for distributing title V work to more than 
one permit engineer. The District should identify core training needs and develop a curriculum 
that title V program staff, both permitting and compliance, should complete to enhance title V 
program understanding and improve permit writing and compliance determinations.66 

 
66 In other title V program evaluations, the EPA has found good examples of the type of training and curriculum that the 
District may find most useful. For example, see Finding 7.4 on pages 33 and 34 of the EPA’s “Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District title V Operating Permit Program Evaluation Final Report September 29, 2009”, which is available on 
the EPA’s website at https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-07/documents/bayarea-final-report9-29-09.pdf . 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-07/documents/bayarea-final-report9-29-09.pdf
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Regulatory updates sent by EPA Region 9 can also be shared with staff as it contains relevant 
updates to NSPS and NESHAP requirements and can be used as reference material for finding 
relevant information on the EPA’s website.67 Additionally, the District should encourage staff to 
network with staff from other agencies by allowing them to participate in other learning 
opportunities such as conferences, workshops and online trainings/webinars.    
 

7.5 Finding: Permitting staff demonstrated a general lack of knowledge on environmental justice 
(EJ) related to permitting and would like the EPA to provide training on this issue. 

 
Discussion: As noted in the 2008 Evaluation, the District’s permitting staff is generally not 
familiar with EJ issues and how these issues may arise in a permitting context.68 As a result, 
there is uncertainty about tools that may help them address EJ issues and inform the public 
more effectively of permitting actions. In the EPA’s prior evaluation, the EPA committed to 
providing EJ training but was unable to do so given resource constraints at the time. However, 
in January 2022, the EPA held a two-day training for Region 9 permit writers on EPA’s EJScreen 
tool and provided case studies from across Region 9 for implementing EJ in permitting.  

 
One of the tools available to help anticipate where EJ issues may arise with permitting actions is 
the EPA’s EJScreen tool. This tool can be used to prepare maps that highlight specific 
demographic data for use in focusing outreach, for example. The EPA suggests that the District 
examine the maps provided in the appendices to this report (including the linguistic isolation 
map – see Appendix D) to familiarize staff with the EJScreen tool and its capabilities in 
identifying communities where additional outreach on permitting actions may be warranted.69 
 
Recommendation: We recommend the District permitting and compliance staff coordinate 
with the District’s new OEJ to assist with EJ considerations in permitting. The EPA will continue 
to share new information related to EJ in permitting as it becomes available.  

 
7.6  Finding: The SDAPCD faces staffing challenges, one of the symptoms of which is a permitting 

backlog, that, with its recent reclassification to a higher nonattainment status, will create 
additional resource demands on its title V permitting process. 

 
Discussion: The results of our interviews suggest that the District should focus on succession 
planning to better prepare for the event that staff leave the District. The recent reclassification 
of the County to a higher nonattainment classification will result in additional facilities being 
subject to title V permitting requirements. The EPA notes that after our field work was 
completed, the District shared with us a compensation analysis that was recently conducted for 

 
67 For example, recent updates provide a link to the federal government’s new “eCFR” website that can be used to compare 
versions of federal regulations to see what has recently changed. This feature can be helpful when working on a title V 
renewal action. 
68 See, e.g, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/ej-permitting-faqs-4.29.pdf . 
69 For an overview of the EJScreen tool, please see https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen . For learning resources on EJScreen, 
please see https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/learn-use-ejscreen . CalEnviroScreen, a similar tool available in California, would 
provide similar information. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/ej-permitting-faqs-4.29.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen
https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/learn-use-ejscreen
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the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) (Titled Base Salary Compensation Study, by 
Koff & Associates, dated September 29, 2021, independently from SEIU and the County of San 
Diego, see Appendix K). As a result of this analysis, the County approved a compensation 
change for the covered job classifications discussed above in June 2022. In addition, the 
SDAPCD, like other agencies, experienced high turnover as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
increasing the number of existing vacancies. 
 
Impacts of high staff turnover rate include: (1) a workload situation in which certain key title V 
program tasks are or may not be completed in the timeframe required by District rules and the 
Part 70 program (see Finding 5.1 regarding the SDAPCD’s permitting backlog), and (2) a lack of 
institutional knowledge at the staff level within the District’s permitting and compliance 
programs, and (3) a lack of adequate resources necessary to complete both existing and new 
workloads. These impacts will likely be amplified by the County’s transition to a higher 
nonattainment classification. 
 
Recommendation: Staff turnover can erode an agency’s institutional knowledge, which can 
create delays in the issuance of title V permits and lead to inconsistent permitting 
determinations.70 Based on discussions with the District and the recent compensation analysis 
and compensation changes, a next step to address staffing challenges should include a review 
of the present permitting program workload and an analysis of the upcoming workload change 
associated with the change in the nonattainment classification in order to ensure that the 
permitting program can operate effectively and efficiently with adequate staffing.  

  

 
70 In the EPA’s 2008 Evaluation, we noted that the District had considerable experience in its title V program (see findings 
2.2 and 7.3 of our 2008 Evaluation). 
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8. Records Management 
 

This section examines the system the SDAPCD has in place for storing, maintaining, and managing title 
V permit files. The CAA provides that certain documents created pursuant to the title V permitting 
program, including the permit application, be made available to the public but also allows some 
protections for confidential information.71 The SDAPCD has a responsibility to the public in ensuring 
that title V public records are complete and accessible. 
 
In addition, the SDAPCD must keep title V records for the purposes of having the information available 
upon the EPA’s request. 40 CFR 70.4(j)(1) states that any information obtained or used in the 
administration of a State program shall be available to the EPA upon request without restriction and in 
a form specified by the Administrator. 
 
The minimum Part 70 record retention period for permit applications, proposed permits, and final 
permits is five years in accordance with 40 CFR 70.8(a)(1) and (a)(3). However, in practical application, 
permitting authorities have often found that discarding title V files after five years is problematic in the 
long term. 
 
8.1 Finding: The SDAPCD has successfully converted all permitting hard copy files to electronic files 

and stores historical physical title V permit files in a central records center. 
 

Discussion: According to the SDAPCD, they have digitized all their files and any physical files are 
archived in a separate records center. During our site visit, most interviewees stated that they 
do not normally use any hard copies, and if they do, it is due to personal preference. This 
conversion helped greatly during the COVID-19 pandemic.  
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD on its conversion to all electronic files. 
 

8.2 Finding: The SDAPCD has improved its written file retention policy. However, most staff 
interviewed are not aware of the District’s record retention schedules. 

 
Discussion: Similar to our 2008 Evaluation, the SDAPCD has a written file retention policy for 
retaining, managing, and disposing of official records; however, most staff are not aware of the 
District’s record retention schedules.72 Previously, for permit-related records, the District’s 
records retention schedule required that permit files, including title V permit files, be retained 
for a total of nine years—two years after completion of a project at the District’s office (onsite) 

 
71 This protection, however, is not absolute as the types of information that may be treated as confidential, and therefore 
withheld from the public, is limited. Specifically, “[t]he contents of a permit shall not be entitled to [confidential] protection 
under section 7414(c) of this title.” CAA section 503(e), referring to section 114(c) of the CAA which provides protection of 
certain confidential trade secret information – but not emissions data – from disclosure. In addition to the title V program 
requirements, confidentiality is also addressed in the EPA’s regulations governing the disclosure of records under the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). Pursuant to those requirements, information which is considered emissions data, 
standards or limitations are also not entitled to confidential treatment. See In the Matter of ExxonMobil Corporation, 
Baytown Refinery, Order on Petition No. VI-2016-14 (April 2, 2018) (Baytown Order). 
72 2008 Evaluation, Finding 9.2.  
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and seven years off-site. The schedule did not specifically address the retention time for title V-
related compliance records, which include compliance certifications, deviation reports and 
semiannual monitoring reports. While the District’s record retention schedule contained a 
general section on compliance and enforcement documents, the schedule only required that 
the District retain these documents for up to three years. With the current file retention 
policy,73 title V documents are maintained while a permit is still active and then an additional 
five years after the permit is terminated. The title V compliance files are also now explicitly 
listed with a retention time frame of five years. 
 
Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD on having a written file retention policy 
that complies with the federal regulation. We recommend that the District provide training to 
staff on its records management policies. 
 

8.3 Finding: The SDAPCD uses an electronic database to track title V permits and continues to make 
database improvements. 

 
Since our 2008 Evaluation, the SDAPCD has replaced its previous permitting database, VAX, to a 
web-based Business Case Management System (BCMS). Generally, most District staff believe it 
is an improvement from VAX and that it is good at both storing electronic communications and 
tracking information. For example, final permitting documents, public comments, and email 
exchanges relating to the permit are captured in the database. The BCMS can track compliance 
reports and violations, generate site history and productivity reports for inspectors, and create 
a priority list of inspections each quarter. The system also currently stores annual/semi-annual 
reports, generates site history report, and generates priority list of inspection on quarterly 
basis. The system can also generate a report of pending applications and track application 
deadlines.  
 
The BCMS was not originally designed for the title V program. For instance, BCMS can generate 
a report of all title V applications but cannot distinguish between different types of title V 
applications. Further, the BCMS does not currently track synthetic minor74 and title V sources 
explicitly. When the EPA requested data on the processing times for the District’s title V 
permits, the SDAPCD had to wait three weeks to get that query created due to other workload 
priorities. However, after the query was created, the turnaround time for similar processing 
time requests was significantly shortened. The District continues to work with developers to 
upgrade the permit and compliance report generation capabilities.  
 
As mentioned in Finding 2.3, the BCMS stores permit conditions used in permits to help with 
consistency from permit to permit. However, if modifications are made to a condition stored in 
the database, a new template condition is generated in the database and sometimes it is 
difficult to track which template condition to use. When the template permit condition is 

 
73 Appendix G – Record Retention Schedule. 
74 See Finding 5.4 of this report. Actual emissions of individual equipment are recorded as the PTE, and facility-wide PTE is 
not tracked. 
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updated, it also does not universally update all the permit conditions where the template was 
used, the District has to manually update each permit that contains that template condition. 
 
Generally, District staff suggested that even though the BCMS is workable, it is generally slow, 
not very effective, and information can be difficult to retrieve sometimes. The BCMS has limited 
workflow tracking capabilities and ability to track fees and calculations. There’s currently no 
streamlined process that moves a permit application through different stages of review within 
the system.  
 
Recommendation: The EPA encourages the SDAPCD to continue to improve BCMS or explore 
other database options to help manage and track its permitting and compliance tasks. 
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California Air Districts 

Mojave Desert 

Imperial 

Map: California Map for Local Air District Websites Page 1 of 1 

CALIFORNIA MAP FOR LOCAL AIR DISTRICT WEBSITES  

The State is divided into Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD) and Air Quality Management Districts (AQMD), which are also called air 
districts. These agencies are county or regional governing authorities that have primary responsibility for controlling air pollution from 
stationary sources. The following map is for informational purposes and shows the Air District Boundaries. This map can be used to 
access local air district websites or an email address for that district if there is no website. 

Local Air District Resource Directory 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 

Other Maps on this Website 
The Board is one of six boards, departments, and offices under 
the umbrella of the California Environmental Protection Agency. 

Cal/EPA | ARB | CIWMB | DPR | DTSC | OEHHA | SWRCB 
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A.  Title V  Permit Preparation and Content  

1. For those title V sources with an application on file, do you require the sources to update their applications 
in a timely fashion if a significant amount of time has passed between application submittal and the time 
you draft the permit? Y☐ N☒ 

Explanation: The District maintains a permitting database (BCMS) that already contains any updated 
information, so there isn’t a need to also require the facility to update their application forms. The District 
includes any such changes in the statement of basis and proposed permit with an appropriate explanation of 
any changes. 

a. Do you require a new compliance certification? Y☐ N☒ 

Explanation: The District has not encountered any recent situations where there were sufficient changes 
that warranted an additional compliance certification. However, the District does not rule out requiring one 
if a specific case warranted it. 

2. Do you verify that the source is in compliance before a permit is issued? Y☒ N☐ If so, how? 

Explanation: The District conducts periodic inspections of each facility as well as reviewing the operating 
conditions relative to the underlying rules. Newly constructed facilities are inspected by a permit engineer 
prior to issuance of the operating permit. 

a. In cases where a facility is either known to be out of compliance, or may be out of compliance (based on 
pending NOVs, a history of multiple NOVs, or other evidence suggesting a possible compliance issue), 
how do you evaluate and document whether the permit should contain a compliance schedule? Please 
explain and refer to appropriate examples of statements of basis written in 2005 or later in which the 
District has addressed the compliance schedule question. 

Explanation: The District has not encountered the need for a compliance schedule for the Title V sources in 
San Diego County within recent history (current staff is not aware of any such situations in the last ten 
years. A more in-depth search of records has not been conducted due to the resources necessary to review 
archived records). The District does not require a compliance schedule for minor non-compliance that we 
expect to be corrected within reasonable timeframes, and would not withhold issuance of the permit in this 
case either. However, if a source was found to be significantly out of compliance, it is likely a compliance 
schedule would be required or the permit would not be issued.  

3. What have you done over the years to improve your permit writing and processing time? 

Promoted training opportunities, ensured that all permit engineers can work on Title V applications, and 
formalized procedures on how to issue Title V permits. The Engineering Division also closely work with the 
Compliance Division to gain an enforcement perspective when proposing new permit conditions. 

4. Do you have a process for quality assuring your permits before issuance?  Y☒ N☐ Please explain. 

Explanation: Each portion of the permit is reviewed by an Engineering Supervisor to ensure that the 
requirements are accurate, enforceable, and that the permit contains all applicable requirements. All new 
permit conditions are also reviewed by a Compliance Supervisor to ensure they are enforceable. The body 
of the Title V permit is drafted by an engineer and reviewed by a senior engineer or the engineering chief. 
The entire permit is also reviewed by a compliance representative before sending for EPA review and public 
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comment. To ensure consistency and accuracy the District also utilizes templates and past examples of 
approved permit language to minimize the possibility for errors. 

5. Do you utilize any streamlining strategies in preparing the permit?  Please explain. 

a. What types of applicable requirements does the District streamline, and how common is streamlining in 
District permits? 

The District utilizes streamlining extensively and combines eligible requirements from rules including local 
prohibitory rules, conditions imposed through NSR, NSPS and NESHAP requirements, and any other 
federal or local requirements that are eligible for streamlining. The majority of streamlining occurs during 
the initial (non-Title V) review of each operating permit, frequently based on templates or examples of past 
permits. 

b. Do you have any comments on the pros and cons of streamlining multiple overlapping applicable 
requirements? Describe. 

The benefits of streamlining outweigh the disadvantages in the District’s experience. It allows for simplified 
permits, and ensures all applicable requirements are incorporated. The only disadvantage in applying the 
most stringent requirement is that facilities can challenge the requirement when found in noncompliance 
with a streamlined permit term (when they would have complied with one or more of the underlying 
requirements if listed separately). However, this disadvantage is mitigated by ensuring the facility is 
consulted prior to limits being streamlined. There have not been any situations where streamlining permits 
resulted in difficulty enforcing applicable requirements. 

6. What do you believe are the strengths and weaknesses of the format of District permits (i.e. length, 
readability, facilitates compliance certifications, etc.)?  Why? 

The District’s permit format includes two separate portions of the permit: the forward section, containing 
all requirements specific to Title V including general requirements, and the first Appendix, consisting of the 
emission unit specific permits (which are initially drafted, reviewed and issued through the parallel local 
permitting program before being integrated into the Title V permit). Each local permit in the Appendix lists 
federally enforceable and local only enforceable conditions listed separately. The advantages of this 
approach is that it makes clear which requirements apply to the specific emission units, and allows use of 
standardized permit language and format for the forward section, streamlining issuance of the Title V 
permit. The disadvantages are that this approach leads to instances of duplicate requirements in the 
emission unit specific permits and forward section, and adds a small amount of additional work to process 
the two parallel application tracks (local and Title V).  

7. How have the District’s statements of basis evolved over the years since the beginning of the Title V 
program?  Please explain what prompted changes, and comment on whether you believe the changes have 
resulted in stronger statements of basis. 

The District has seen evolution of the statements of basis over time. In recent history, the statements of basis 
have been streamlined, minimizing the amount of review necessary to prepare it. However, based in part on 
past EPA comments regarding content of the statements of basis, and contributions from new staff, the 
District has recently undertaken an effort to enhance  the statements of basis to include more information, 
more thoroughly document review process and decisions made, explain monitoring and CAM requirements, 
and more clearly focus on highlighting changes to the permits included in the permit action. The District 
has implemented these changes and it is in the later phases of fully implementing them. The District expects 
these changes to assist EPA and the public in reviewing Title V actions. 
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8. Does the statement of basis explain: 

a. The rationale for monitoring (whether based on the underlying standard or monitoring added in the 
permit)? Y☒ N ☐ 

b. Applicability and exemptions, if any? Y☒ N ☐ 

c. Streamlining (if applicable)? Y☒ N ☐ 

Explanation: In most cases, this discussion occurs during review of the underlying local permit and would 
be contained in the engineering evaluation for those specific emission unit specific permits, and this detailed 
information would be available upon request. 

9. Do you provide training and/or guidance to your permit writers on the content of the statement of basis? Y☒ 
N ☐ 

a. Do you have written policy or guidance on practical enforceability? Y☒ N ☐ 

Explanation: While the District does not specifically identify any guidance for “practical enforceability”, 
the Engineering Department’s Manual of Procedures (MOP) contains some guidance that addresses 
enforceability and drafting of permit conditions. The District also utilizes templates for conditions that have 
been reviewed for enforceability, as well as ensuring that these requirements are reviewed both by 
Engineering and Compliance Supervisors prior to the permit issuance. 

10. Do any of the following affect your ability to issue timely initial title V permits: 
(If yes to any of the items below, please explain.) 

a. SIP backlog (i.e., EPA approval still pending for proposed SIP revisions) Y☐ N ☒ 

b. Pending revisions to underlying NSR permits Y☐ N ☒ 

c. Compliance/enforcement issues Y☐ N ☒ 

d. EPA rule promulgation pending (MACT, NSPS, etc.) Y☐ N ☒ 

e. Permit renewals and permit modification (i.e., competing priorities) Y☒ N ☐ 

f. Awaiting EPA guidance Y☐ N ☒ 

Explanation: The District does currently have a backlog of permit applications and is actively taking steps 
to address this issue. In recent past, the District has experienced challenges with staffing resources to 
handle competing priorities – specifically the development and implementation of a new emission inventory 
program, implementation of the Hot Spots Program and the requirements under AB617 (Community Air 
Protection Program) and AB423 (Gloria 2019). Additionally, the Covid-19 pandemic and retirement of 
experienced staff have exacerbated the existing backlog. 

Steps currently being taken by the District to address the backlog include revising outdated procedures for 
permit review to better utilize technology, developing new guidelines and training additional staff to process 
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Title V permits, and assignment of permit applications across multiple engineers (in the past, most Title V 
applications were processed by a single engineer). The District has also added 2 additional positions in the 
engineering department to dedicate more resources to the permitting program. 

Additionally, the District notes that when resources are impacted, past focus has been on the local 
permitting program, which is conducted under SIP approved rules and regulations and results in the 
issuance of federally enforceable permits that ensure compliance with all applicable requirements for each 
emission unit.  

11. Any additional comments on permit preparation or content? 
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B. General Permits (GP) 

1. Do you issue general permits? Y☐ N ☒ 

a. If no, go to next section 

b. If yes, list the source categories and/or emission units covered by general permits. 

2. In your agency, can a title V source be subject to multiple general permits and/or a general permit and a 
standard “site-specific” title V permit? Y☐ N ☐ 

a. What percentage of your title V sources have more than one general permit?       

3. Do the general permits receive public notice in accordance with 70.7(h)? Y☐ N ☐ 

a. How does the public or regulated community know what general permits have been written? (e.g., are 
the general permits posted on a website, available upon request, published somewhere?) 

4. Is the 5-year permit expiration date based on the date: 

a. The general permit is issued? Y☐ N ☐ 

b. You issue the authorization for the source to operate under the general permit? Y☐ N ☐ 

5. Any additional comments on general permits? 
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C. Monitoring 

1. How do you ensure that your operating permits contain adequate monitoring (i.e., the monitoring required in 
§§ 70.6(a)(3) and 70.6(c)(1)) if monitoring in the underlying standard is not specified or is not sufficient to 
demonstrate compliance? 

SDAPCD reviews monitoring requirements at the stage the emission unit specific permits are issued, which 
results in the vast majority of emission units having federally enforceable monitoring prior to being 
included in the Title V permit. Monitoring is reviewed for each emission unit and is a standard part of the 
review process for all applications to ensure that each requirement has a monitoring and record keeping 
mechanism. 

a. Have you developed criteria or guidance regarding how monitoring is selected for permits?  If yes, 
please provide the guidance. Y☐ N ☒ 

While we do not have specific guidance on monitoring, we utilize standard procedures as part of the permit 
review process to ensure that proper monitoring is included in the permit. This includes utilizing standard 
sets of permit conditions that have been found to have adequate monitoring, basing unique monitoring 
conditions on comparable standards in prohibitory rules, NSPS, NESHAP or other relevant examples, and a 
required review by compliance personnel for each set of permit conditions, which focuses on enforceability, 
including monitoring requirements. 

2. Do you provide training to your permit writers on monitoring? (e.g., periodic and/or sufficiency monitoring; 
CAM; monitoring QA/QC procedures including for CEMS; test methods; establishing parameter ranges) 
Y☒ N ☐ 

3. How often do you “add” monitoring not required by underlying requirements? Have you seen any effects of 
the monitoring in your permits such as better source compliance? 

The District frequently adds monitoring, most commonly for emission limits or permit conditions 
implemented through local NSR. In these cases, monitoring usually mirrors similar underlying requirements 
where monitoring is required. Monitoring likely results in additional non-compliance simply because the 
additional requirements for monitoring may lead to more possibilities to not comply with the monitoring 
requirement, but may not necessarily translate into emissions exceedances or emission limit violations. 
However, the District expects the additional monitoring does result in lowered emissions and better 
compliance with underlying standards that otherwise would not be detected as non-compliant. 

4. What is the approximate number of sources that now have CAM monitoring in their permits? Please list 
some specific sources. 

In current staff’s experience, we do not have many, if any, sources that have CAM monitoring. This is 
primarily due to these sources being subject to monitoring that exempts them from CAM. 

5. Has the District ever disapproved a source’s proposed CAM plan? 

In current staff’s experience, we have not reviewed any proposed CAM plans, so have not had cause to 
disapprove or approve any plan. 
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D.  Public Participation and Affected  State Review  

Public Notification Process 

1. Which newspapers does the District use to publish notices of proposed title V permits? 

San Diego Union Tribune 

2. Do you use a state publication designed to give general public notice? Y☐ N ☒ 

3. Do you sometimes publish a notice for one permit in more than one paper? Y☐ N ☒ 

Explanation: This District doesn’t find newspapers notices a very effective form of outreach. This District 
utilizes its GovDelivery subscription service to notify the public and stakeholders. It also posts all 
notifications on its website. 

a. If so, how common is if for the District to publish multiple notices for one permit? 

b. How do you determine which publications to use? 

Only available publication with sufficient circulation. 

c. What cost-effective approaches have you utilized for public publication? 

Notices are published on the District’s website and sent to established email distribution lists for those with 
Title V interest. Most, if not all, engagement the District receives from the public on Title V is through an 
electronic method of notification. 

4. Have you developed mailing lists of people you think might be interested in title V permits you propose? 
[e.g., public officials, environmentalists, concerned citizens] Y☒ N ☐ 

Note: it is an email list, not a physical mailing list. 

a. Does the District maintain more than one mailing list for title V purposes, e.g., a general title V list and 
source-specific lists? Y☐ N ☒ 

b. How does a person get on the list? (e.g., by calling, sending a written request, or filling out a form on the 
District’s website) 

Through the District’s website. 

c. How does the list get updated? 

Automatically when users register. 

d. How long is the list maintained for a particular source? 

There are no lists for specific sources 

e. What do you send to those on the mailing list? 
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They receive a brief explanation of the source and Title V action, and links to view the full public notice, 
proposed permit, application forms and statement of basis posted on the District’s website. 

5. Do you reach out to specific communities (e.g., environmental justice communities) beyond the standard 
public notification processes? Y☐ N ☒ 

In our experience, most interested environmental justice communities utilize the existing automated email 
notification lists to be notified of Title V actions.  The District is currently developing a public participation 
plan to enhance public outreach and it is implementing multiple requirements from AB423 that promote 
transparency and public engagement.  

6. Do your public notices clearly state when the public comment period begins and ends? Y☒ N ☐ 

7. What is your opinion on the most effective methods for public notice? 

Electronic. The District find that the required newspaper notice is not effective. 

8. Do you provide notices in languages besides English?  Please list the languages and briefly describe under 
what circumstances the District translates public notice documents? Y☐ N ☒ 

While notices are not provided in other languages the District does have staff to provide information in 
other languages as needed. The District will be evaluating its public notices under the public participation 
plan. 

Public Comments 

9. How common has it been for the public to request that the District extend a public comment period? 

Rarely, if ever since the District has not received requests for extending the public comment period. The 
District has extended comment periods for major NSR permits on a few occasions. Current staff is not 
aware of any instances where an extension of a Title V comment period was requested. 

a. Has the District ever denied such a request? Y☐ N ☒ 

b. If a request has been denied, what were the reason(s)? 
If mirroring past practice for requested NSR permits, extensions are generally granted in most cases to 
encourage public involvement. 

10. Has the public ever suggested improvements to the contents of your public notice, improvements to your 
public participation process, or other ways to notify them of draft permits? If so, please describe. 
Y☐ N ☒ 

11. Approximately what percentage of your proposed permits has the public commented on? 
We estimate about 5%, no more than 10%. 

12. Over the years, has there been an increase in the number of public comments you receive on proposed title 
V permits?  Y☐ N ☒ 
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13. Have you noticed any trends in the type of comments you have received? Y☒ N ☐ 
Please explain. 

We haven’t observed a sufficient trend to make any conclusions, but the most recent comments have focused 
on toxic pollutant impacts, cumulative emission impacts from closely located sources, and other issues that 
aren’t directly addressable through the Title V program.  

a. What percentage of your permits change due to public comments? 
The District is not aware of ever changing a Title V permit after public comment other than comments 
provided by the permittee. However, the District has on occasion changed conditions after public 
comments during review for a major source NSR permit. This has only occurred rarely (<5-10%) and 
was related to revising BACT requirements and related emission limits on new power plants. 

14. Have specific communities (e.g., environmental justice communities) been active in commenting on 
permits? Y☐ N ☒ 

15. Do your rules require that any change to the draft permit be re-proposed for public comment? 
Y☐ N ☒ 

Explanation: We do not require re-proposal if the changes are administrative or sufficiently minor that a 
commentor would not be expected to view the changes as substantive. 

a. If not, what type of changes would require you to re-propose (and re-notice) a permit for comment? 

Any change that we believe is at all substantive or is noted by EPA to require re-noticing would result in the 
District re-proposing the permit. In the past we have few examples of changing permits, but have generally 
deferred to conducting a re-proposal in any questionable case. 

EPA 45-day Review 

16. What permit types do you send to the EPA for 45-day review? 
Initial, Renewal, Major Modification, Minor Modification, Enhanced Authority to Construct 

17. Do you have an arrangement with the EPA region for its 45-day review to start at the same time the 30-day 
public review starts? (aka “concurrent review) Y☒ N ☐ 

Explanation: Our rules allow for concurrent review and it is our practice to conduct review concurrently. 
We also typically consult EPA prior to proposing for any questionable permit decisions to prevent need to 
make changes and re-notice. 

a. What could cause the EPA 45-day review period to restart (i.e., if public comments received, etc)? 

We are not aware of any situation where the period needed to be restarted, but we would restart any time 
that we intend to change the permit and EPA concurs with the need for the review period to restart. 

b. How does the public know if the EPA’s review is concurrent? 

They could determine this either by seeing and reviewing the rules stating that this is allowable, or by 
contacting the District to inquire. 
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c. If the District does concurrent review, is this process a requirement in your title V regulations, or a result 
of a MOA or some other arrangement? 

It is an optional part of regulations and a practice the District considers improves and helps with 
streamlining of the permit process. 

Permittee Comments 

18. Do you work with permittees prior to public notice? Y☒ N ☐ 

19. Do permittees provide comments/corrections on the permit during the public comment period? Y☒ N ☐ 

Explanation: We encourage permittees to provide comments prior to public notice so that any changes such as 
typographical or errors can be made without requiring re-noticing to correct. In the majority of cases this 
occurs, but in at least one occasion a source has provided substantial comments afterwards. Additionally, 
permittees will normally have already reviewed the equipment specific permit conditions when the operating 
permit is issued, so this reduces the need for comment. 

a. Any trends in the type of comments? 
None of note. 

b. How do these types of comments or other permittee requests, such as changes to underlying NSR 
permits, affect your ability to issue a timely permit? 

In our experience this happens rarely, but when it does it has significantly impacted the timely issuance 
of the permit. District staff has recently reviewed the past case where this occurred and staff expects in 
the future to have more defined standards for which requests can be entertained and which should be 
denied due to the review requirement under the local permit program prior to integration with the Title 
V permit. 

Public Hearings 

20. What criteria does the District use to decide whether to grant a request for a public hearing on a proposed 
title V permit? Are the criteria described in writing (e.g.., in the public notice)? 

We do not have a written policy, but would only grant a request if the commentor raised a specific issue 
pertinent to the Title V permit that would require change of the requirements in the permit or raising a 
concern that could result in denying the permit. Current staff is not aware of any requests for a public 
hearing in the past 5 years. We recently received an inquiry from a community member regarding a request 
for a public comment, but after explaining to them that the issue identified could not be well addressed 
through Title V (cumulative health risk impacts from various sources in a low income community), no 
formal request for a hearing was made. 

a. Do you ever plan the public hearing yourself, in anticipation of public interest? Y☐ N ☒ 

We have not in the past, but it is a possibility if warranted for a specific project. 

Availability of Public Information 

21. Do you charge the public for copies of permit-related documents? Y☐ N ☒ 
12 



  

 
     

 
   

    
 

       
 

   
   

 
 

   
    

 
  

 
    

       
 

  
 

       
 

   
  

   
 

       
   

   
 

 
    

    
 
  

 
 

 
  

    
 

    
 

   
   

   
 

    

  

  

  

  

  

a. If yes, what is the cost per page? N/A 

b. Are there exceptions to this cost (e.g., the draft permit requested during the public comment period, or 
for non-profit organizations)? Y☐ N ☒ 

c. Do your title V permit fees cover this cost? Y☒ N ☐ If not, why not? 

22. What is your process for the public to obtain permit-related information (such as permit applications, draft 
permits, deviation reports, 6-month monitoring reports, compliance certifications, statement of basis) 
especially during the public comment period? 

A public information request (PIR) can be filed in person, over the phone or electronically for these 
documents. Some (applications, draft permit, statement of basis) are available online during the comment 
period. Additionally the District is implementing requirements under AB423 that includes publishing 
permitting datasets on its website. 

a. Are any of the documents available locally (e.g., public libraries, field offices) during the public 
comment period? Y☐ N ☒ Please explain. 

They are available online, but not physically. 

23. How long does it take to respond to requests for information for permits in the public comment period? 

For information that is readily available, records are typically available within a few days. High priority is 
given to responding to these requests. Information that is not readily available (i.e. requires data analysis or 
processing or has been archived) may take longer. 

24. Have you ever extended your public comment period as a result of requests for permit-related documents? 
Y☐ N ☒ 
This situation has not occurred, but we likely would in the event that we experienced a delay responding to 
an information request or there was justification for allowing longer period to review. 

25. Do information requests, either during or outside of the public comment period, affect your ability to issue 
timely permits? Y☐ N ☒ 

26. What title V permit-related documents does the District post on its website (e.g., proposed and final permits, 
statements of basis, public notice, public comments, responses to comments)?  

Proposed permit, statement of basis, public notice, applications. Additionally, as required by AB423, the 
District recently began making available the application files for all local permit applications under review, 
which would include those located at Title V facilities. 

a. How often is the website updated? Is there information on how the public can be involved? 

It is updated as necessary when a public notice is initiated. There is information on how to submit 
comments. The District is currently undergoing a large scale revamp of the website (required by AB423) 
and this will result in additional information available for Title V in a more user-friendly platform. 

b. Do you provide public commenters with final Title V permit documents? 
13 



  

  
 

     
    

 
   
   

    
 

       
   

 
    

  
 

   
   

 
 

     
  

   
   

 
 

     
 

   
    

   
    

 
    

 

 
 

 
   
 

 
 

      
 

 
    

 
    

  

  

  

  

  

Only upon request or if relevant in responding to comment. 

27. Have other ideas for improved public notification, process, and/or access to information been considered? 
Y☒ N ☐ If yes, please describe. 

The District is currently developing a Public Participation Plan that will detail communication and 
engagement strategies to inform and increase public participation. The Public Participation Plan will be 
considered for adoption by the District’s Governing Board in early 2022. 

28. Do you have a process for notifying the public as to when the 60-day citizen petition period starts? 
Y☐ N ☒ If yes, please describe. 

29. Do you have any resources available to the public on public participation (booklets, pamphlets, webpages)? 
Y☒ N ☐ 

The District is currently developing a Public Participation Plan that will detail communication and 
engagement strategies to inform and increase public participation. The Public Participation Plan will be 
considered for adoption by the District’s Governing Board in early 2022. 

30. Do you provide training to citizens on public participation or on title V? Y☐ N ☒ 

The District is currently developing a Public Participation Plan that will detail communication and 
engagement strategies to inform and increase public participation. The Public Participation Plan will be 
considered for adoption by the District’s Governing Board in early 2022. 

31. Do you have staff dedicated to public participation, relations, or liaison? Y☒ N ☐ 

a. Where are they in the organization? 
The District has a program coordinator position (currently vacant and in the process of being filled) to 
serve as the APCD Public Information Officer and Outreach Coordinator. This position is under the 
Office of Environmental Justice and it reports to the Deputy Director overseeing that office. 

b. What is their primary function? 
To be a spokesperson for APCD, manage media relations, and coordinate outreach activities to increase 
public participation and engagement. 

Affected State Review and Review by Indian Tribes 

32. How do you notify tribes of draft permits? 

Tribes are notified electronically using list of tribes and contact information provided by EPA. One tribe 
does not have an email contact, so the notices are mailed. 

33. Has the District ever received comments on proposed permits from Tribes? 

The District has not recently received any comments from tribes on Title V permits in current staff’s 
experience. However, the District has received comments on a proposed NSR permit for a landfill and the 
project was ultimately withdrawn prior to approval. 

34. Please provide any suggestions for improving your notification process. 
14 



  

 
   
  

 
 

The goal of the public participation plan is to identify the needs and interest of the public and develop 
strategies to meet these expectations. As it relates to permitting actions, presenting information in a clear 
and concise manner is critical. 

35. Any additional comments on public notification? 
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E. Permit Issuance / Revision / Renewal 

Permit Revisions 

1. For which types of permit modifications do you follow a list or description in your regulations to determine 
the appropriate process to follow: (Check all that apply) 

☒ Administrative amendment? 
☒   Section 502(b)(10) changes? 
☒ Significant and/or minor permit modification? 
☐ Group processing of minor modifications? 

2. Approximately how many title V permit revisions have you processed for the last five years? 25 

a. What percentage of the permit revisions were processed as: 

Significant: 0 
Minor: 0 
Administrative: 60% 
Off-permit: 0 
502(b)(10): 40% 

The percentage provided above represents the applications received and approved for the last five years. 
It does not include all applications received for the last five years that are pending approved. Some of the 
applications pending approval are for minor modifications and are for facilities that subject to renewal. 
The District has been processing these minor modification applications at the same time as the renewal 
permit is being issued to promote efficiencies. 

3. For the last five years, how many days, on average, does it take to process (from application receipt to final 
permit revision): 

a. A significant permit revision? 

b. A minor revision? 

No data. We have no data on this because we have not approved any of the above application types. No 
significant mods have been received and minor mods are either delayed so they can be included with 
renewals or the underlying projects have not been constructed or started operation. 

4. How common has it been for the District to take longer than 18 months to issue a significant revision, 90 
days for minor permit revisions, and 60 days for administrative amendments? Please explain. 

Due to the backlog described under question 10, the District has in some cases exceeded these timelines. 
However, with recent changes to the Title V procedures and staff assignments, we are confident that we will 
quickly resume timely processing of Title V permit revisions. 

5. What have you done to streamline the issuance of revisions? 

Due to the delay in processing revisions, the District has relied on the strategy of combining multiple 
reviews with the renewal. This also has the advantage of minimizing the amount of time spent on the 
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projects since many of the steps are the same whether a permitting action includes one or multiple 
revisions. 

6. What process do you use to track permit revision applications moving through your system? 

The District uses a system called the Business Case Management System (BCMS) created by Accela. This 
system allows for the generation of reports and searching of records that allows for easy tracking of permit 
applications and modification status. 

7. Have you developed guidance to assist permit writers and sources in evaluating whether a proposed revision 
qualifies as an administrative amendment, off-permit change, significant or minor revision, or requires that 
the permit be reopened? Y☒ N ☐  If so, please provide a copy. 

8. Do you require that applications for minor and significant permit modifications include the source's 
proposed changes to the permit? Y☐ N ☒ 

Typically, all minor and significant permit modifications require that the applicant first obtains a modified 
authority to construct or permit to operate through the local permitting program prior to applying for the 
Title V change. In practice, most permittees apply at the same time, so the District waits to process the Title 
V application until the local permit is issued so that the conditions in that permit can serve as the proposed 
conditions. This approach minimizes the need to renotify or repropose if changes are required after 
construction (e.g. removal of initial testing requirements or alteration of monitoring requirements based on 
observed operation). 

a. For minor modifications, do you require sources to explain their change and how it affects their 
applicable requirements? Y☐ N ☒ 

Many sources do, but frequently they prefer to rely on the District’s determination of how changes will 
apply. 

9. Do you require applications for minor permit modifications to contain a certification by a responsible 
official that the proposed modification meets the criteria for use of minor permit modification procedures 
and a request that such procedures be used? Y☒ N ☐ 

10. When public noticing proposed permit revisions, how do you identify which portions of the permit are being 
revised? (e.g., narrative description of change, highlighting, different fonts). 

Narrative description. 

11. When public noticing proposed permit revisions, how do you clarify that only the proposed permit revisions 
are open to comment? 
Narrative description of what the project entails, and clarification if a comment is submitted regarding a 
portion of the permit that is not open for comment.  

Permit Renewal or Reopening 

12. Do you have a different application form for a permit renewal compared to that for an initial permit 
application? Y☐ N ☒ 

a. If yes, what are the differences?  
17 



  

 
   

    
 

    
 

    
 

  
    
   

 
     

 
   

 
     

 

  
 

   
    

 

   
  

    
 

 
     

     
 

 

  

  

  

  

13. Has issuance of renewal permits been “easier” than the original permits? 
Y☒ N ☐ Please explain. 

In most cases, the renewal permit is based on the original permit, resulting in less time spent establishing 
requirements. However, in a few limited circumstances a facility with many emission units may have 
experienced so many changes that there is minimal reduction in effort to issue the renewal permit. 

14. How are you implementing the permit renewal process (ie., guidance, checklist to provide to permit 
applicants)? Y☐ N ☐ 
The District provides a standard application package online. Facilities subject to permit renewals must 
submit complete applications with the required fees. 

15. What percentage of renewal applications have you found to be timely and complete for the last five years? 

SDAPCD is only aware of two instances in the last 5 years where an application was not timely and complete, 
which equates to < 10% of applications. 

16. How many complete applications for renewals do you presently have in-house ready to process? 

We currently have 21 open renewals, of which we expect all are complete (not all have had a completeness 
determination). 

a. Have you been able to or plan to process these renewals within the part 70 timeframe of 18 months?  If 
not, what can EPA do to help? Y☐ N ☒ 

The District’s current backlog of Title V renewals is primarily due to competing priorities and need to 
temporarily focus staff resources in other areas (emission inventory, air toxic hot spots, AB423/AB617). 
However, these projects are winding down and a revised process for assigning Title V renewals to a larger 
group of staff has recently been implemented which should allow the District to return to timely application 
processing. 

17. Have you ever determined that an issued permit must be revised or revoked to assure compliance with the 
applicable requirements? Y☐ N ☒ 
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F.  Compliance  

Deviations 

1. Deviation reporting: 

a. Please describe which deviations you require be reported prior to the semi-annual monitoring report? 

Breakdowns can be reported within two hours of detection.  Deviations that are not due to a breakdown, 
but which result in excess emissions specific to cogens and powerplants must be reported within 10 
calendar days of detection. 

b. Do you require that some deviations be reported by telephone? Y☐ N ☒ 

Breakdowns can be reported by telephone or electronically via Accela Citizen Access (online account 
created by facility). 

c. If yes, do you require a follow-up written report? Y☒ N ☐ If yes, within what timeframe? 

A follow-up written report is required for breakdowns within 15 calendar days after the breakdown 
occurrence has been corrected. 

d. Do you require that all deviation reports be certified by a responsible official? (If no, describe which 
deviation reports are not certified).  Y☐ N ☒ 

Self-reported deviations that occur prior to the semi-annual monitoring reports can be submitted by 
Environmental staff, which may not be the responsible officials. 

i. Do you require certifications to be submitted with the deviation report? Y☐ N ☒ 

ii. If not, do you allow the responsible official to “back certify” deviation reports? Y☐☒ N ☐ 

The responsible official certifies deviation reports when the semi-annual monitoring reports and the 
annual compliance certifications are submitted.  If this is considered “back certifying” then yes. 

iii. If you allow the responsible official to “back certify” deviation reports, what timeframe do you allow 
for the follow-up certifications (e.g., within 30 days; at the time of the semi-annual deviation 
reporting)? 

The responsible official must certify at the time of the semi-annual deviation reporting. 

2. How does your program define deviation? 

Any violation of permit conditions, rules or regulations that are federally-enforceable. 

3. Do you require only violations of permit terms to be reported as deviations? Y☐ N ☒ 

4. Which of the following do you require to be reported as a deviation (Check all that apply): 
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☒ Excess emissions excused due to emergencies (pursuant to 70.6(g)) 
☒ Excess emissions excused due to SIP provisions (cite the specific state rule) 
☒ Excess emissions allowed under NSPS or MACT SSM provisions 
☒ Excursions from specified parameter ranges where such excursions are not a monitoring violation (as 
defined in CAM) 
☒ Excursions from specified parameter ranges where such excursions are credible evidence of an emission 
violation 
Failure to collect data/conduct monitoring where such failure is “excused”: 

☐ During scheduled routine maintenance or calibration checks 
☐ Where less than 100% data collection is allowed by the permit 
☒ Due to an emergency 

☐ Other?  Describe. 

5. Do your deviation reports include: 

a. The probable cause of the deviation? Y ☒ N ☐ 
b. Any corrective actions taken? Y ☒ N ☐ 
c. The magnitude and duration of the deviation? Y ☒ N ☐ 

6. Do you define “prompt” reporting of deviations as more frequent than semi-annual? Y☒ N ☐ 

7. Do you require a written report for deviations? Y ☒ N ☐ 

8. Do you require that a responsible official certify all deviation reports? Y ☒ N ☐ 

Compliance Reports 

9. What is your procedure for reviewing and following up on: 

a. Deviation reports? Y ☒ N ☐ 
b. Semi-annual monitoring reports? Y ☒ N ☐ 
c. Annual compliance certifications? Y ☒ N ☐ 

10. Please identify the percentage of the following reports you review: 

a. Deviation reports – 100% 
b. Semi-annual monitoring reports – 100% 
c. Annual compliance certification – 100% 

11. Compliance certifications 

a. Have you developed a compliance certification form? Y ☒ N ☐  If no, go to question 12.  

i. Is the certification form consistent with your rules? Y ☒ N ☐ 

ii. Is compliance based on whether compliance is continuous or intermittent or whether the compliance 
monitoring method is continuous or intermittent? 

20 



  

 

 
         

 
     

 
     

  
     

 
    

 
   

     
 

     
    

 
 

 
     

 
 

     
      
     

 
         

 
     
       
     

 
   

 
  

    
      
     
     

 
   

 
 

  

  

  

 

 

 

  
  
  

  
  

  

  
  

  

Both  

iii.Do you require sources to use the form? Y ☒ N ☐ If not, what percentage do? 

iv.Does the form account for the use of credible evidence?  Y☐ N ☒ 

v. Does the form require the source to specify the monitoring method used to determine compliance 
where there are options for monitoring, including which method was used where more than one 
method exists? Y ☒ N ☐ 

12. Is your compliance certification rule based on: 

a. The ‘97 revisions to part 70 - i.e., is the compliance certification rule based on whether the compliance 
monitoring method was continuous or intermittent; ☐ 
OR 

b. The ‘92 part 70 rule - i.e., is the compliance certification rule based on whether compliance was 
continuous or intermittent? ☒ 

Excess Emissions 

13. Does your program include an emergency defense provision as provided in 70.6(g)? Y☐ N ☒  If yes, does 
it: 

a. Provide relief from penalties? Y☐ N ☐ 
b. Provide injunctive relief? Y☐ N ☐ 
c. Excuse non-compliance? Y☐ N ☐ 

14. Does your program include a SIP excess emissions provision? Y☐ N ☒    If no, go to 10.c.  If yes does it: 

a. Provide relief from penalties? Y☐ N ☐ 
b. Provide injunctive relief? Y☐ N ☐ 
c. Excuse noncompliance? Y☐ N ☐ 

15. Do you require the source to obtain a written concurrence from the District before the source can qualify 
for: 
To our knowledge, a source has never requested these provisions, therefore a written concurrence has not 
been necessary. 
a. The emergency defense provision? Y☐ N ☐ 
b. The SIP excess emissions provision? Y☐ N ☐ 
c. NSPS/NESHAP SSM excess emissions provisions? Y☐ N ☐ 

16. Any additional comments on compliance? 
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G. Resources & Internal Management Support 

1. Are there any competing resource priorities for your “title V” staff in issuing title V permits? Y☒ N ☐ 

a. If so, what are they? 

Currently the largest competing priorities are the implementation of the Hot Spots Program and 
implementations of the requirements under AB 423. Other previous efforts such as development of an 
emission inventory system, implementation of AB617, which primarily focuses on environmental justice 
issues, contributed to the application backlog. However, the District has implemented processes to address 
this backlog. 

2. Are there any initiatives instituted by your management that recognize/reward your permit staff for getting 
past barriers in implementing the title V program that you would care to share? Y☐ N ☒ 

There are no initiatives specific for the Title V program but the District has an employee recognition award 
program to recognize staff. The leadership team also recognizes accomplishments from staff. 

3. How is management kept up to date on permit issuance? 
SDAPCD’s permit system (BCMS) allows for sorting and searching records, as well as preparation of 
reports that show up to date status of all applications. 

4. Do you meet on a regular basis to address issues and problems related to permit writing? Y☒ N ☐ 

5. Do you charge title V fees based on emission rates? Y☐ N ☒ 

a. If not, what is the basis for your fees? 
Time and material basis. Permits are also assessed a separate emission fee based on emission rate, but 
this is not specific to Title V facilities. 

b. What is your title V fee? 
Time and Material fees as specified in District Rule 40. 

c. Do you have sources that refuse to pay their title V fee? Y☐ N ☒ How do you approach these 
situations? 

6. How do you track title V expenses? 
Labor data are maintained in the BCMS permit system of actual time spent.  

7. How do you track title V fee revenue? 
Title V revenues are tracked as part of regular permit charges, for those facilities that are subject to Title V 
Operating Permits and can be identified as Title V through a report from the permits database (BCMS). 

8. How many title V permit writers does the agency have on staff (number of FTE’s, both budgeted and 
actual)? 
Engineering Division has 17 Permit Engineer positions. Two of these positions are currently vacant but in 
the process of being filled. All engineers can work on District and Title V permits. 

9. Do the permit writers work full time on title V?  Y☐ N ☒ 
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a. If not, describe their main activities and percentage of time on title V permits. 
Main activities are local permit review. 
Estimate 5-10% of time spent on Title V specific applications on average. Additionally, much of the 
local permit work at Title V facilities is utilized in preparing the Title V permits. 

b. How do you track the time allocated to Title V activities versus other non-title V activities? 
Labor data is kept in BCMS. 

10. Are you currently fully staffed? 
No, but are actively working to hire to fill the open positions. 

11. What is the ratio of permits to Title V permit writers? 
Approximately 4 permits per employee who currently works on Title V permitting. However, each employee 
is only spending a small percentage of his/her time on Title V applications.  

12. Describe staff turnover. 
In the last year, staff turnover has been approximately 50% in the permitting group. 

a. How does this impact permit issuance? 
This has a significant impact on permit issuance since due to required training on the Title V program 
and District rules. 

b. How does the permitting authority minimize turnover? 
The District offers flexible schedules, such as 4/10 schedules, teleworking schedules, opportunities for 
advancements, job shadowing program, and training opportunities. 

13. Do you have a career ladder for permit writers? Y☒ N ☐ If so, please describe. 
The District uses the following structure: Junior Engineer, Assistant Engineer, Associate Engineer, Senior 
Engineer, Chief. New hires are typically made at the assistant and junior levels. 

14. Do you have the flexibility to offer competitive salaries? Y☐ N ☐ 
SDAPCD employees are still County employees. The salary ranges are established by County through labor 
negotiations. When hiring new employees the District has some flexibility to offer a starting salary within 
the specified range based on previous experience and qualifications. 
The District has also offered a flex schedule that includes a 4/10 option and various start time, as well as 
integrated teleworking opportunities to offer additional benefits to its employees. 

15. Can you hire experienced people with commensurate salaries? Y☐ N ☐ 
When hiring new employees the District has some flexibility to offer a starting salary within the specified 
range based on previous experience and qualifications. 

16. Describe the type of training given to your new and existing permit writers.  
District staff primarily receive training in equipment types, pollutant types, and applicable rules from the 
state (CARB) or EPA and through WESTAR coordinated training sponsored by EPA. Additionally, the 
engineering division periodically conducts its own trainings for some or all staff. Staff also are expected to 
learn through experience and start working on less complex applications quickly after hiring with oversight 
from their supervisors and/or more experienced engineers. 

17. Does your training cover: 

23 



  

      
 

      
 

     
 

  
 

 
        

 

 
    

 
  

   
 

 
  

   
 

 
 

  
      

 
 

    

 
 

 
      
 

  
  

 
 

  
 
     

 
   

 
 

 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

a. How to develop periodic and/or sufficiency monitoring in permits? Y☒ N ☐ 

b. How to ensure that permit terms and conditions are enforceable as a practical matter? Y☒ N ☐ 

c. How to write a Statement of Basis? Y☒ N ☐ 

18. Please describe anything that EPA can do to assist/improve your training. 
Training opportunities are always beneficial 

19. How has the District organized itself to address title V permit issuance? 
The Engineering Division is responsible for reviewing permit applications and issuing permits. The District 
does not have a separate group for Title V permits. 

20. Overall, what is the biggest internal roadblock to permit issuance from the perspective of Resources and 
Internal Management Support? 
Policies and Procedures in the Engineering Division had not been revised for 5 years, resulting in a lack of 
guidance for staff.  Since last year the District has been actively revising and creating new procedures as 
well as providing training to staff to increase resources for Title V and other programs.  
Another challenge the division faced is related to the backlog associated with the Emission Inventory and 
AB2588 programs, which took resources away from the permitting program. 
Other barriers that have contributed to delays include new team members that have not been fully trained. 

Environmental Justice Resources 

21. Do you have Environmental Justice (EJ) legislation, policy or general guidance which helps to direct 
permitting efforts? Y☐ N ☒ If so, may EPA obtain copies of this information? 

While there’s currently no specific EJ guidance to direct permitting efforts, the APCD Board established an 
office of Environmental Justice in late 2020 with 0.5 FTE dedicated to oversee EJ activities and 1 FTE 
dedicated to public outreach (currently vacant). Since then, the Office of EJ has been mainly dedicated to 
manage the implementation of the State’s Community Air Protection Program (AB617). APCD’s Office of 
EJ is currently working on developing a framework to provide EJ training to APCD staff as well as define 
strategies to engage with EJ communities in the San Diego region.  

22. Do you have an in-house EJ office or coordinator, charged with oversight of EJ related activities? Y☒ N ☐ 

The APCD Board established an office of Environmental Justice in late 2020 with 0.5 FTE dedicated to 
oversee EJ activities and 1 FTE dedicated to public outreach (currently vacant). Since then, the Office of EJ 
has been mainly dedicated to manage the implementation of the State’s Community Air Protection Program 
(AB617). APCD’s Office of EJ is currently working on developing a framework to provide EJ training to 
APCD staff as well as define strategies to engage with EJ communities in the San Diego region. 

23. Have you provided EJ training / guidance to your permit writers? Y☐ N ☒ 
While there’s currently no specific EJ guidance to direct permitting efforts, the APCD Board established an 
office of Environmental Justice in late 2020 with 0.5 FTE dedicated to oversee EJ activities and 1 FTE 
dedicated to public outreach (currently vacant). Since then, the Office of EJ has been mainly dedicated to 
manage the implementation of the State’s Community Air Protection Program (AB617). APCD’s Office of 
EJ is currently working on developing a framework to provide EJ training to APCD staff as well as define 
strategies to engage with EJ communities in the San Diego region.  
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24. Do the permit writers have access to demographic information necessary for EJ assessments? (e.g., socio-
economic status, minority populations, etc.) Y☒ N ☐ 

Engineers have access to CalEnviroScreen, which is a science-based mapping tool available to staff that 
scores California communities by census tract based on environmental, health, and socioeconomic data. 
These scores help identify disadvantaged communities where environmental justice issues are prevalent. 
Census information on demographics is also available to help complement CalEnviroScreen data. 

25. When reviewing an initial or renewal application, is any screening for potential EJ issues performed? 
Y☐ N ☒ If so, please describe the process and/or attach guidance. 

Because SDAPCD’s rules do not have separate requirements based on whether or not a facility is located in 
an EJ area, we have not identified a need for such screening. 
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H. Title V Benefits 

1. Does your staff implementing the title V program generally have a better understanding of: 

a. NSPS requirements? Y☒ N ☐ 
b. The stationary source requirements in the SIP? Y☒ N ☐ 
c. The minor NSR program? Y☒ N ☐ 
d. The major NSR/PSD program? Y☒ N ☐ 
e. How to design monitoring terms to assure compliance? Y☒ N ☐ 
f. How to write enforceable permit terms? Y☒ N ☐ 

2. In issuing initial title V permits: 

a. Have you noted inconsistencies in how sources had previously been regulated (e.g., different emission 
limits or frequency of testing for similar units)? Y☐ N ☒ If yes, describe. 

b. Have you taken (or are you taking) steps to assure better regulatory consistency within source categories 
and/or between sources? Y☐ N ☒ If yes, describe. 

3. Based on your experience, estimate the frequency with which potential compliance problems are identified 
through the permit issuance process: 

Never   Occasionally  Frequently   Often 

a. Prior to submitting an application ❑ ☒ ❑ ❑ 

b. Prior to issuing a draft permit ❑ ☒ ❑ ❑ 

c. After issuing a final permit ❑ ☒ ❑ ❑ 

4. Based on your experience with sources addressing compliance problems identified through the title V 
permitting process, estimate the general rate of compliance with the following requirements prior to 
implementing title V: 
This information is not available prior to implementation of Title V. Currently, occasionally there are 
compliance issues identified related to NSPS applicability. 

Never  Occasionally  Frequently  Often 
a. NSPS requirements 

(including failure to identify an NSPS as applicable)❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 

b. SIP requirements ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 

c. Minor NSR requirements 
(including the requirement to obtain a permit) ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 

d. Major NSR/PSD requirements 
(including the requirement to obtain a permit) ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ 
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5. Do you see a difference in compliance behavior on the part of sources that have to comply with the title V 
program?  (Check all that apply.) 

☒  Increased use of self-audits? 
☒  Increased use of environmental management systems? 
☒  Increased staff devoted to environmental management? 
☒  Increased resources devoted to environmental control systems (e.g., maintenance of control 
equipment; installation of improved control devices; etc.)? 
☒  Increased resources devoted to compliance monitoring? 
☒  Better awareness of compliance obligations? 
☐  Other?  Describe. 

6. Does implementation of the title V program improve other areas of your program? (Check all that apply.) 

☐  Netting actions 
☒  Emission inventories 
☐  Past records management (e.g., lost permits) 
☒  Enforceability of PTE limits (e.g., consistent with guidance on enforceability of PTE limits such as 
the June 13, 1989 guidance) 
☐  Identifying source categories or types of emission units with pervasive or persistent compliance 
problems; etc. 
☐  Clarity and enforceability of NSR permit terms 
☒  Better documentation of the basis for applicable requirements (e.g., emission limit in NSR permit 
taken to ☐ avoid PSD; throughput limit taken to stay under MACT threshold) 
☐  Emissions trading programs 
☐  Emission caps 
☐  Other (describe) 

Because of the robustness of the District’s local permitting program, Title V has less of an impact than it 
would otherwise. 

7. If yes to any of the above, would you care to share how the title V program improves other aspects of your 
air program?  (e.g., increased training; outreach; targeted enforcement)? 
Increased recordkeeping and outreach opportunities 

8. Are there aspects of the title V program that you have extended to other program areas (e.g., require 
certification of accuracy and completeness for pre-construction permit applications and reports; increased 
records retention; inspection entry requirement language in NSR permits).  Y☐ N ☒ If yes, describe. 

While the local permit program does share many of the same concepts as Title V, current staff do not 
believe that these resulted from Title V specifically. 

9. Have you made changes in how NSR permits are written and documented as a result of lessons learned in 
title V (e.g., permit terms more clearly written; use of a statement of basis to document decision making)? 
If yes, describe. 
While the local permit program does share many of the same concepts as Title V, current staff do not 
believe that these resulted from Title V specifically. 
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10. Do you use information from title V to target inspections and/or enforcement? Y☒ N ☐ 

11. Is title V fee money helpful in running the program? That is, does it help you to provide: (Check all that 
apply.) 

☒  Better training? 
☒  More resources for your staff such as CFRs and computers? 
☒  Better funding for travel to sources? 
☐  Stable funding despite fluctuations in funding for other state programs? 
☒  Incentives to hire and retain good staff? 
☐  Are there other benefits of the fee program? Describe. 

12. Have you received positive feedback from citizens? Y☐ N ☒ 

13. Has industry expressed a benefit of title V? Y☐ N ☒ If so, describe. 

14. Do you perceive other benefits as a result of the title V program? Y☒ N ☐  If so, describe.  
Increased oversight 

15. Other comments on benefits of title V? Y☒ N ☐ 
Because of the nature of the District’s local permit program which implements a significant amount of the 
same requirements as Title V, the benefits of Title V are limited to those areas that are not reflected in the 
normal process (public comment, deviation reporting) 

Good Practices not addressed elsewhere in this questionnaire 

16. Are any practices employed that improve the quality of the permits or other aspects of the title V program 
that are not addressed elsewhere in this questionnaire? No 

EPA assistance not addressed elsewhere in this questionnaire 

17. Is there anything else EPA can do to help your title V program? 

EPA staff has been always available when needed for questions and general assistance, which is greatly 
appreciated. 

28 



  

 

    

 

  
  
Appendix C. U.S. EPA Statement of Basis Guidance 

Page 51 of 59 



 
 

 
    

 

 
 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

  
 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

   

Table of SOB guidance 

Elements 
Region 9’s Febuary 19, 

1999 letter to SLOC 
APCD 

NOD to Texas’ part 70 
Program (January 7, 

2002) 

Region 5 letter to state of 
Ohio (December 20, 2001) 

Los Medanos 
Petition Order 
(May 24, 2004) 

Bay Area Refinery 
Petition Orders 

(March 15, 2005) 

EPA’s August 1, 
2005 letter 

regarding Exxon 
Mobil proposed 

permit 

Petition No. V-2005-
1 (February 1, 2006) 

(Onyx Order) 

EPA’s April 30, 2014 
Memorandum: 

Implementation Guidance on 
ACC Reporting and SOB 
Requiremetns for Title V 

Operating Permits 

New Equipment 
Additions of permitted 

equipment which were not 
included in the application 

√ 

Insignificant 
Activities and 

portable equipment 

Identification of any applicable 
requirements for insignificant 
activities or State-registered 
portable equipment that have 

not previously been identified at 
the Title V facility 

√ 

Streamlining 
Multiple applicable 

requirements streamlining 
demonstrations 

Streamlining requirements Streamlining analysis √ 

Permit Shields Permit shields The basis for applying the 
permit shield √ 

Discussion of permit 
shields 

Basis for permit shield 
decisions √ 

Alternative 
Operating Scenarios 

and Operational 
Flexibility 

Alternative operating scenarios 
A discussion of any 

operational flexibility that 
will be utilized at the facility. 

√ √ 

Compliance 
Schedules 

Compliance Schedules 

Must discuss need for 
compliance schedule 
for multiple NOVs, 

particularly any 
unresolved/outstanding 

NOVs 

Must discuss need for 
compliance schedule for 
any outstanding NOVs 

CAM CAM requirements √ 

PALs 
Plant wide allowable emission 
limits (PAL) or other voluntary 

limits 
√ 

Previous Permits Any district permits to operate 
or authority to construct permits 

Explanation of any conditions 
from previously issued permits 
that are not being transferred to 

the title V permit 

A basis for the 
exclusion of certain 

NSR and PSD 
conditions contained in 
underlying ATC permits 

√ 

Periodic Monitoring 
Decisions 

Periodic monitoring decisions, 
where the decisions deviate 

from already agreed upon levels 
(eg. Monitoring decisions 

agreed upon by the district and 
EPA either through: the Title V 
periodic monitoring workgroup; 
or another Title V permit for a 

similar source).  These decisions 
could be part of the permit 

package or reside in a publicly 
available document. 

The rationale for the 
monitoring method selected 

A description of the monitoring 
and operational restrictions 

requirements 

1) recordkeeping and 
period monitoring that 
is required under 40 

CFR 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) or 
district regulation 

2) Ensure that the 
rationale for the 

selected monitoring 
method or lack of 

monitoring is clearly 
explained and 

documented in the 
permit record. 

The SOB must include 
a basis for its periodic 
monitoring decisions 
(adequacy of chosen 

monitoring or 
justification for not 
requiring periodic 

monitoring) 

The SOB must include a 
basis for its periodic 
monitoring decisions. 

Any emissions factors, 
exhaust characteristics, or 

other assumptions or 
inputs used to justify no 
periodic monitoring is 

required, should be 
included in SOB 

√ 

Facility Description A description of the facility √ √ 

Applicability 
Determinations and 

Exemptions 

Any federal regulatory 
applicability determinations Applicability and exemptions 

1) Applicability 
determinations for 

source specific 
applicable requirements 

2) Origin or factual 
basis for each permit 

condition or exemption 

SOB must discuss the 
Applicability of various 

NSPS, NESHAP and 
local SIP requirements 
and include the basis 

for all exemptions 

SOB must discuss the 
Applicability of various 

NSPS, NESHAP and 
local SIP requirements 

and include the basis for 
all exemptions 

√ 

General 
Requirements 

Certain factual information as 
necessary 

Generally the SOB 
should provide “a 

record of the 
applicability and 
technical issues 
surrounding the 

issuance of the permit.” 

√ √ √ 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105~3901 

February 19, 1999 

Mr. David Dixon 
Chairperson, Title V Subcommittee 
San Luis Obispo County 
Air Pollution Control District 

3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to provide a final version of our response to your July 2, 1998 letter in which 
you expressed concern about Region IX's understanding of the Subcommittee's tentative 
resolution to the 45-day EPA review period issue. I have also included a summary of the 
Subcommittee's agreement on two title V implementation issues originally raised by some 
Subcommittee members at our meeting on August 18, 1998. Our response reflects many 
comments and suggestions we have received during the past several months from members of the 
Title V Subcommittee and EPA' s Office of General Counsel. In particular, previous drafts of 
this letter and the enclosure have been discussed at Subcommittee meetings on October 1, 1998, 
November 5, 1998, January 14, 1999, and February 17, 1999. Today's final version incorporates 
suggested changes as discussed at these meetings and is separated into two parts: Part I is 
"guidance" on what constitutes a complete Title V permit submittal; and Part II is a five-point 
process on how to better coordinate information exchange during and after the 4 5-day EPA 
review period. 

We will address the letter to David Howekamp from Peter Venturini dated August 7, 
1998 regarding permits issued pursuant to NSR rules that will not be SIP approved in the near 
future. This issue was also discussed at the August 18 Title V Subcommittee meeting, 



I appreciate your raising the issues regarding the 45-day EPA review clock to my 
attention. Your efforts, along with the efforts of other Title V Subcommittee members, have 
been invaluable towards resolving this and other Title V implementation issues addressed in this 
letter. The information in the enclosure will clarify Title V permitting expectations between 
Region IX and the California Districts and will improve coordination of Title V permit 
information. It is important to implement this immediately, where necessary, so the benefits of 
this important program can be fully realized as soon as possible in the state of California as well 
as other states across the country. 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call me at (415) 744-1254. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Haber 
Chief, Permits Office 

Enclosure 

cc: California Title V Contacts 
California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Ray Menebroker, CARB 
Peter Venturini, CARB 



Enclosure 

Neither the guidance in Part I nor the process in Part II replace or alter any requirements 
contained in Title V of the Clean Air Act or 40 CFR Part 70. 

PARTI. Guidance on Information Necessary to Begin 45-day EPA Review 

A complete submittal to EPA for a proposed permit consists of the application (if one has not 
already been sent to EPA), the proposed permit, and a statement of basis. If applicable to the 
Title V facility (and not already included in the application or proposed permit) the statement of 
basis should include the following: 

additions of permitted equipment which were not included in the application; 
identification of any applicable requirements for insignificant activities or State-registered portable 
equipment that have not previously been identified at the Title V facility, 

• outdated SIP requirement streamlining demonstrations, 
• multiple applicable requirements streamlining demonstrations, 

permit shields, 
• alternative operating scenarios, 
• compliance schedules, 
• CAM requirements, 

plant wide allowable emission limits (PAL) or other voluntary limits, 
any district permits to operate or authority to construct permits; 
periodic monitoring decisions, where the decisions deviate from already agreed-upon levels ( e.g., 
monitoring decisions agreed upon by the district and EPA either through: the Title V periodic monitoring 
workgroup; or another Title V permit for a similar source). These decisions could be part of the permit 
package or could reside in a publicly available document. 



Part II - Title V Process 

The following five-point process serves to clarify expectations for reviewing Title V permits and 
coordinating information on Title V permits between EPA Region IX ("EPA") and Air Pollution 
Districts in California ("District"). Districts electing to follow this process can expect the 
following. Districts may, at their discretion, make separate arrangements with Region IX to 
implement their specific Title V permit reviews differently. 

Point 1: The 45-day clock will start one day after EPA receives all necessary information to 
adequately review the title V permit to allow for internal distribution of the documents. Districts 
may use return receipt mail, courier services, Lotus Notes, or any other means they wish to 
transmit a package and obtain third party assurance that EPA received it. If a District would like 
written notice from EPA of when EPA received the proposed title V permit, the District should 
notify EPA of this desire in writing. After receiving the request, Region IX will provide written 
response acknowledging receipt of permits as follows: 

(Date) 

Dear (APCO): 

We have received your proposed Title V permit for (Source Name) on (Date) 
If, after 45-days from the date indicated above, you or anyone in your office has not heard from 
us regarding this permit, you may assume our 45-day review period is over. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Haber 
Chief, Permits Office 

Point 2: After EPA receives the proposed permit, the permit application, and all necessary 
supporting information, the 45-day clock may not be stopped or paused by either a District or 
EPA, except when EPA approves or objects to the issuance of a permit. 

Point 3: The Districts recognize that EPA may need additional information to complete its title V 
permit review. If a specific question arises, the District involved will respond as best it can by 
providing additional background information, access to background records, or a copy of the 
specific document. 

The EPA will act expeditiously to identify, request and review additional information and the 
districts will act expeditiously to provide additional information. If EPA determines there is a 



basis for objection, including the absence of information necessary to review adequately the 
proposed permit, EPA may object to the issuance of the permit. IfEPA determines that it needs 
more information to reach a decision, it may allow the permit to issue and reopen the permit after 
the information has been received and reviewed. 

Point 4: When EPA objects to a permit, the Subcommittee requested that the objection letter 
identify why we objected to a permit, the legal basis for the objection, and a proposal suggesting 
how to correct the permit to resolve the objection. 

It has always been our intent to meet this request. In the future, when commenting on, or 
objecting to Title V permits, our letters will identify recommended improvements to correct the 
permit. For objection letters, EPA will identify why we objected to a permit, the legal basis for 
the objection, and details about how to correct the permit to resolve the objection. Part 70 states 
that "Any EPA objection ... shall include a statement of the Administrator's reasons for objection 
and a description of the terms and conditions that the permit must include to respond to the 
objections." 

Point 5: When EPA objects to a permit, and a District has provided information with the intent to 
correct the objection issues, the Subcommittee members requested a letter from EPA at the end 
of the 90-day period stating whether the information provided by the District has satisfied the 
objection. 

While we agree with the Districts' desire for clear, written communication from EPA, a written 
response will not always be possible by the 90th day because the regulations allow a District 90 
days to provide information. To allow EPA ample time to evaluate submitted information to 
determine whether the objection issues have been satisfied, we propose establishing a clear 
protocol. The following protocol was agreed to by members of the Subcommittee: 

1. within 60 days of an EPA objection, the District should revise and submit a 
proposed permit in response to the objection; 

2. within 30 days after receipt of revised permit, EPA should evaluate information 
and provide written response to the District stating whether the information 
provided by the District has satisfied the objection. 







































December 20, 2001 

(AR-18J) 

Robert F. Hodanbosi, Chief
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
122 South Front Street 
P. O. Box 1049 
Columbus, Ohio 43266-1049 

Dear Mr. Hodanbosi: 

I am writing this letter to provide guidelines on the content of an adequate
statement of basis (SB) as we committed to do in our November 21, 2001,
letter. The regulatory basis for a SB is found in 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5) and
Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-77-08(A)(2) which requires that each draft
permit must be accompanied by “a statement that sets forth the legal and
factual basis for the draft permit conditions.” The May 10, 1991, preamble
also suggests the importance of supplementary materials. 

“[United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)]...can object to
the issuance of a permit where the materials submitted by the State
permitting authority to EPA do not provide enough information to allow a
meaningful EPA review of whether the proposed permit is in compliance
with the requirements of the Act.” (56 FR 21750) 

The regulatory language is clear in that a SB must include a discussion of
decision-making that went into the development of the Title V permit and to
provide the permitting authority, the public, and the USEPA a record of the
applicability and technical issues surrounding issuance of the permit. The SB 
is part of the historical permitting record for the permittee. A SB generally
should include, but not be limited to, a description of the facility to be
permitted, a discussion of any operational flexibility that will be utilized,
the basis for applying a permit shield, any regulatory applicability
determinations, and the rationale for the monitoring methods selected. A SB 
should specifically reference all supporting materials relied upon, including
the applicable statutory or regulatory provision. 

While not an exhaustive list of what should be in a SB, below are several
important areas where the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency’s (OEPA) SB
could be improved to better meet the intent of Part 70. 
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Discussion of the Monitoring and Operational Requirements
OEPA’s SB must contain a discussion on the monitoring and operational
restriction provisions that are included for each emission unit. 40 C.F.R. 
§70.6(a) and OAC 3745-77-07(A) require that monitoring and operational
requirements and limitations be included in the permit to assure compliance
with all applicable requirements at the time of permit issuance. OEPA’s 
selection of the specific monitoring, including parametric monitoring and
recordkeeping, and operational requirements must be explained in the SB. For
example, if the permitted compliance method for a grain-loading standard is
maintaining the baghouse pressure drop within a specific range, the SB must
contain sufficient information to support the conclusion that maintaining the
pressure drop within the permitted range demonstrates compliance with the
grain-loading standard. 

The USEPA Administrator’s decision in response to the Fort James Camas Mill
Title V petition further supports this position. The decision is available on 
the web at 
http://www.epa.gov/region07/programs/artd/air/title5/petitiondb/petitions/fort
_james_decision1999.pdf. The Administrator stated that the rationale for the 
selected monitoring method must be clear and documented in the permit record. 

Discussion of Applicability and Exemptions
The SB should include a discussion of any complex applicability determinations
and address any non-applicability determinations. This discussion could 
include a reference to a determination letter that is relevant or pertains to
the source. If no separate determination letter was issued, the SB should
include a detailed analysis of the relevant statutory and regulatory
provisions and why the requirement may or may not be applicable. At a 
minimum, the SB should provide sufficient information for the reader to
understand OEPA’s conclusion about the applicability of the source to a
specific rule. Similarly, the SB should discuss the purpose of any limits on
potential to emit that are created in the Title V permit and the basis for
exemptions from requirements, such as exemptions from the opacity standard
granted to emissions units under OAC rule 3745-17-07(A). If the permit shield
is granted for such an exemption or non-applicability determination, the
permit shield must also provide the determination or summary of the
determination. See CAA Section 504(f)(2) and 70.6(f)(1)(ii). 

Explanation of any conditions from previously issued permits that are not
being transferred to the Title V permit
In the course of developing a Title V permit, OEPA may decide that an
applicable requirement no longer applies to a facility or otherwise not
federally enforceable and, therefore, not necessary in the Title V permit in
accordance with USEPA's "White Paper for Streamlined Development of the Part
70 Permit Applications" (July 10, 1995). The SB should include the rationale
for such a determination and reference any supporting materials relied upon in
the determination. 
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I will also note that for situations that not addressed in the July 10, 1995,
White Paper, applicable New Source Review requirements can not be dropped from
the Title V permit without first revising the permit to install. 

Discussion of Streamlining Requirements
The SB should include a discussion of streamlining determinations. When 
applicable requirements overlap or conflict, the permitting authority may
choose to include in the permit the requirement that is determined to be most
stringent or protective as detailed in USEPA's "White Paper Number 2 for
Improved Implementation of the Part 70 Operating Permits Program" (March 5,
1996). The SB should explain why OEPA concluded that compliance with the
streamlined permit condition assures compliance with all the overlapping
requirements. 

Other factual information 
The SB should also include factual information that is important for the
public to be aware of. Examples include:

1. A listing of any Title V permits issued to the same applicant at
the plant site, if any. In some cases it may be important to
include the rationale for determining that sources are support
facilities. 

2. Attainment status. 
3. Construction and permitting history of the source.
4. Compliance history including inspections, any violations noted, a

listing of consent decrees into which the permittee has entered
and corrective action(s) taken to address noncompliance. 

I do understand the burden that the increased attention to the SB will cause 
especially during this time when OEPA has been working so hard to complete the
first round of Title V permit issuance. I do hope that you will agree with me
that including the information listed above in OEPA’s SB will only improve the
Title V process. If you would like examples of other permitting authorities’
SB, please contact us. We would be happy to provide you with some. I would 
also mention here that this additional information should easily fit in the
format OEPA currently uses for its SB. We look forward to continued 
cooperation between our offices on this issue. If you have any questions,
please contact Genevieve Damico, of my staff, at (312) 353-4761. 

Sincerely yours, 

/s/ 

Stephen Rothblatt, Chief
Air Programs Branch 



BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY


IN THE MATTER OF )

LOS MEDANOS ENERGY ) PETITION NO.

CENTER ) ORDER RESPONDING TO 

) PETITIONERS REQUEST THAT THE 
MAJOR FACILITY REVIEW ) ADMINISTRATOR OBJECT TO 
PERMIT No. B1866, ) ISSUANCE OF A STATE OPERATING 
Issued by the Bay Area Air ) PERMIT 
Quality Management District ) 
____________________________________) 

ORDER DENYING IN PART AND GRANTING IN PART PETITION FOR OBJECTION 
TO PERMIT 

On September 6, 2001, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, (“BAAQMD” or 
“District”) issued a Major Facility Review Permit to Los Medanos Energy Center, Pittsburg, 
California (“Los Medanos Permit” or “Permit”), pursuant to title V of the Clean Air Act (“CAA” 
or “the Act”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 7661-7661f, CAA §§ 501-507. On October 12, 2001, the 
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) received a petition from Our Children’s Earth 
Foundation (“OCE”) and Californians for Renewable Energy, Inc., (“CARE”) (collectively, the 
“Petitioners”) requesting that the EPA Administrator object to the issuance of the Los Medanos 
Permit pursuant to Section 505(b)(2) of the Act, the federal implementing regulations found at 40 
CFR Part 70.8, and the District’s Regulation 2-6-411.3 (“Petition”). 

The Petitioners allege that the Los Medanos Permit (1) improperly includes an emergency 
breakdown exemption condition that incorporates a broader definition of “emergency” than 
allowed by 40 CFR § 70.6(g); (2) improperly includes a variance relief condition which is not 
federally enforceable; (3) fails to include a statement of basis as required by 40 CFR § 70.7(a)(5); 
(4) contains permit conditions that are inadequate under 40 CFR Part 70, namely that certain 
provisions are unenforceable; and (5) fails to incorporate certain changes OCE requested during 
the public comment period and agreed to by BAAQMD. 

EPA has now fully reviewed the Petitioners’ allegations. In considering the allegations, 
EPA performed an independent and in-depth review of the Los Medanos Permit; the supporting 
documentation for the Los Medanos Permit; information provided by the Petitioners in the 
Petition and in a letter dated November 21, 2001; information gathered from the Petitioners in a 
November 8, 2001 meeting; and information gathered from the District in meetings held on 
October 31, 2001, December 5, 2001, and February 7, 2002. Based on this review, I grant in part 
and deny in part the Petitioners’ request that I “object to the issuance of the Title V Operating 
Permit for the Los Medanos Energy Center,” and hereby order the District to reopen the Permit 



for the reasons described below. 

I. STATUTORY AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Section 502(d)(1) of the Act calls upon each State to develop and submit to EPA an 
operating permit program to meet the requirements of title V. In 1995, EPA granted interim 
approval to the title V operating permit program submitted by BAAQMD. 60 Fed. Reg. 32606 
(June 23, 1995); 40 CFR Part 70, Appendix A.  Effective November 30, 2001, EPA granted full 
approval to BAAQMD’s title V operating permit program. 66 Fed. Reg. 63503 (December 7, 
2001). 

Major stationary sources of air pollution and other sources covered by title V are required 
to apply for an operating permit that includes applicable emission limitations and such other 
conditions as are necessary to assure compliance with applicable requirements of the Act. See 
CAA §§ 502(a) and 504(a). The title V operating permit program does not generally impose new 
substantive air quality control requirements (which are referred to as “applicable requirements”), 
but does require permits to contain monitoring, recordkeeping, reporting, and other conditions to 
assure compliance by sources with existing applicable requirements. 57 Fed. Reg. 32250, 32251 
(July 21, 1992). One purpose of the title V program is to enable the source, EPA, permitting 
authorities, and the public to better understand the applicable requirements to which the source is 
subject and whether the source is meeting those requirements. Thus, the title V operating 
permits program is a vehicle for ensuring that existing air quality control requirements are 
appropriately applied to facility emission units and that compliance with these requirements is 
assured. 

Under § 505(a) of the Act and 40 CFR § 70.8(a), permitting authorities are required to 
submit all operating permits proposed pursuant to title V to EPA for review. If EPA determines 
that a permit is not in compliance with applicable requirements or the requirements of 40 CFR 
Part 70, EPA will object to the permit. If EPA does not object to a permit on its own initiative, 
section 505(b)(2) of the Act and 40 CFR § 70.8(d) provide that any person may petition the 
Administrator, within 60 days of the expiration of EPA’s 45-day review period, to object to the 
permit. To justify the exercise of an objection by EPA to a title V permit pursuant to section 
505(b)(2), a petitioner must demonstrate that the permit is not in compliance with the 
requirements of the Act, including the requirements of Part 70. Part 70 requires that a petition 
must be “based only on objections to the permit that were raised with reasonable specificity 
during the public comment period. . ., unless the petitioner demonstrates that it was impracticable 
to raise such objections within such period, or unless the grounds for such objection arose after 
such period.” 40 CFR § 70.8(d). A petition for administrative review does not stay the 
effectiveness of the permit or its requirements if the permit was issued after the expiration of 
EPA’s 45-day review period and before receipt of the objection. If EPA objects to a permit in 
response to a petition and the permit has been issued, the permitting authority or EPA will 
modify, terminate, or revoke and reissue such a permit using the procedures in 40 CFR §§ 
70.7(g)(4) or (5)(i) and (ii) for reopening a permit for cause. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

The Los Medanos Energy Center facility (“Facility”), formerly owned by Enron 
Corporation under the name Pittsburg District Energy Facility, is a natural gas-fired power plant 
presently owned and operated by Calpine Corporation. The plant, with a nominal electrical 
capacity of 555-megawatts (“MW”), is located in Pittsburg, California. The Facility received its 
final determination of compliance (“FDOC”)1 from the District in June, 1999, and its license to 
construct and operate from the California Energy Commission (“CEC”)2 on August 17, 1999. 
The Facility operates two large natural gas combustion turbines with associated heat recovery 
steam generators (“HRSG”), and one auxiliary boiler. The Facility obtained a revised authority 
to construct (“ATC”)3 permit from the District in March, 2001 to increase heat input ratings of 
the two HRSGs and the auxiliary boiler,4 and to add a fire pump diesel engine and a natural gas-
fired emergency generator. The Facility began commercial operation in July, 2001. The Facility 
emits nitrogen oxide (“NOx”), carbon monoxide (“CO”), and particulate matter (“PM”), all of 
which are regulated under the District’s federally approved or delegated nonattainment new 
source review (“NSR”) and prevention of significant deterioration (“PSD”) programs5 or other 
District Clean Air Act programs. 

On June 28, 2001, the District completed its evaluation of the title V application for the 
Facility and issued the draft title V Permit. Under the District’s rules, this action started a 
simultaneous 30-day public comment period and a 45-day EPA review period. On August 1, 
2001, Mr. Kenneth Kloc of the Environmental Law and Justice Clinic submitted comments to the 

1
An FDOC descr ibes how a proposed facil ity wil l comply with applicable  federal,  state,  and BAAQMD 

regulations, inc luding contr ol technolo gy and emiss ion offset requ irements of N ew Sourc e Review. P ermit 

conditions necessary to insure compliance with applicable regulations are also included. 

2
The FD OC serv ed as an ev aluation rep ort for both  the CEC ’s certificate and th e District’s autho rity to 

construct (“ATC”) permit. The initial ATC was issued by the District shortly after the FDOC under District 

application #18595. 

3
ATC permits are federally enforceable pre-construction permits that reflect the requirements of the 

attainment are a preventio n of significant de terioration an d nonattainm ent area new  source rev iew (“NSR ”) progra ms. 

The D istrict’s NSR re quiremen ts are describ ed in Regu lation 2, Rule  2. New p ower plan ts locating in Ca lifornia 

subject to the  CEC ce rtification requir ements mu st also comp ly with Regulatio n 2, Rule 3, titled  Power P lants. 

Regulation  2-3-405  requires the D istrict to issue an A TC for a  subject facility on ly after the CEC  issues its certificate 

for the facility. 

4
The incre ased heat inp ut allowed the  facility to increase its ele ctrical genera ting capacity fro m 520 M W to 

555 M W. 

5
The District was implementing the federal PSD program under a delegation agreement with EPA dated 

Octobe r 28, 199 7. The no n-attainment N SR pro gram was m ost recently SIP -approve d by EP A on Jan uary 26, 19 99. 

64 Fed. Reg. 3850. 
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District on the draft Los Medanos Permit on behalf of OCE (“OCE’s Comment Letter”).6  The 
District responded to OCE’s Comment Letter by a letter dated September 4, 2001, from William 
de Boisblanc (“Response to Comments”). EPA Region IX did not object to the proposed permit 
during its 45-day review period. The Petition to Object to the Permit, filed by OCE and CARE 
and dated October 9, 2001, was received by Region IX on October 12, 2001. EPA calculates the 
period for the public to petition the Administrator to object to a permit as if the 30-day public 
comment and 45-day EPA review periods run sequentially, accordingly petitioners have 135 days 
after the issuance of a draft permit to submit a petition.7  Given that the Petition was filed with 
EPA on October 12, 2001, I find that it was timely filed. I also find that the Petition is 
appropriately based on objections that were raised with reasonable specificity during the 
comment period or that arose after the public comment period expired.8 

III. ISSUES RAISED BY THE PETITIONERS 

A. District Breakdown Relief Under Permit Condition I.H.1 

Petitioners’ first allegation challenges the inclusion in the Los Medanos Permit of 
Condition I.H.1, a provision which incorporates SIP rules allowing a permitted facility to seek 
relief from enforcement by the District in the event of a breakdown. Petition at 3. Petitioners 
assert that the definition of “breakdown” at Regulation 1-208 would allow relief in situations 
beyond those allowed under the Clean Air Act. Specifically, Petitioners allege that the 
“definition of ‘breakdown’ in Regulation 1-208 is much broader than the federal definition of 
breakdown, which is provided in 40 CFR Part 70," or more precisely, at 40 CFR § 70.6(g). 

Condition I.H.1 incorporates District Regulations 1-208, 1-431, 1-432, and 1-433 
(collectively the “Breakdown Relief Regulations”) into the Permit. Regulation 1-208 defines 
breakdown, and Regulations 1-431 through 1-433 describe how an applicant is to notify the 
District of a breakdown, how the District is to determine whether the circumstances meet the 
definition of a breakdown, and what sort of relief to grant the permittee. To start our analysis, it 

6
We note that OCE submitted its comments to the District days after the close of the public comment period 

established pursuant to the District’s Regulation 2-6-412 and 40 CFR § 70.7(h)(4). Though we are responding to the 

Petition despite this possible procedural flaw, we reserve our right to raise this issue in any future proceeding. 

7
This 135-day period to petition the Administrator is based on a 30-day District public notice and comment 

period, a 45-day EPA review period and the 60-day period for a person to file a petition to object with EPA. 

8
In its Comment Letter, OCE generally raised concerns with the draft Major Facility Review Permit that are 

the basis for the Petition. In regard to whether all issues were raised with ‘reasonable specificity,’I find that claims 

one through four of the Petition were raised adequately in OCE’s Comment Letter. The fifth claim, that the District 

did not live up to its commitment to make changes to the Permit, can be raised in the Petition since the grounds for 

the claim aro se after the pub lic comme nt period e nded. See 40 CFR  § 70.8(d ). Finally, CAR E’s non-pa rticipation in 

the District’s notice-and-comment process does not prevent the organization from filing a title V petition because the 

regulations allow “any person” to file a petition based on earlier objections raised during the public comment period 

regardless o f who had filed  those earlier c ommen ts. See CAA § 505(b)(2); 40 CFR § 70.8(d) 
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is important to understand the impact of granting relief under the Breakdown Relief Regulations. 
Neither Condition I.H.1, nor the SIP provisions it incorporates into the Permit, would allow for 
an exemption from an applicable requirement for periods of excess emissions. An “exemption 
from an applicable requirement” would mean that the permittee would be deemed not to be in 
violation of the requirement during the period of excess emissions. Rather, these Breakdown 
Relief Regulations allow an applicant to enter into a proceeding in front of the District that could 
ultimately lead to the District employing its enforcement discretion not to seek penalties for 
violations of an applicable requirement that occurred during breakdown periods. 

Significantly, the Breakdown Relief Regulations have been approved by EPA as part of 
the District’s federally enforceable SIP. 64 Fed. Reg. 34558 (June 28, 1999) (this is the most 
recent approval of the District’s Regulation 1). Part 70 requires all SIP provisions that apply to a 
source to be included in title V permits as “applicable requirements.” See In re Pacificorp’s Jim 
Bridger and Naughton Electric Utility Steam Generating Plants, Petition No. VIII-00-1, at 23-24 
(“Pacificorp”). On this basis alone, the inclusion of the Breakdown Relief Regulations in the 
permit is not objectionable.9 

Moreover, Petitioners’ allegation that Condition 1.H.1 is inconsistent with 40 CFR § 
70.6(g) does not provide a basis for an objection. 40 CFR § 70.6(g) allows a permitting authority 
to incorporate into its title V permit program an affirmative defense provision for “emergency” 
situations as long as the provision is consistent with the 40 CFR § 70.6(g)(3) elements. Such an 
emergency defense then may be incorporated into permits issued pursuant to that program. As 
explained above, these regulations provide relief based on the District’s enforcement discretion 
and do not provide an affirmative defense to enforcement. Moreover, to the extent the 
emergency defense is incorporated into a permit, 40 CFR § 70.6(g)(5) makes clear that the Part 
70 affirmative defense type of relief for emergency situations “is in addition to any emergency or 
upset provision contained in any applicable requirement.” This language clarifies that the Part 70 
regulations do not bar the inclusion of applicable SIP requirements in title V permits, even if 
those applicable requirements contain “emergency” or “upset” provisions such as Condition 
1.H.1 that may overlap with the emergency defense provision authorized by 40 CFR § 70.6(g). 

Also, a review of the Breakdown Relief Regulations themselves demonstrates that they 
are not inconsistent with the Clean Air Act, and therefore, not contrary to the Act. A September 
28, 1982, EPA policy memorandum from Kathleen Bennet, titled Policy on Excess Emissions 
During Startup, Shutdown, Maintenance, and Malfunctions (“1982 Excess Emission Policy”), 
explains that “all periods of excess emissions [are] violations of the applicable standard.” 
Accordingly, the 1982 Excess Emission Policy provides that EPA will not approve automatic 
exemptions in operating permits or SIPs. However, the 1982 Excess Emission Policy also 

9
This holds true even if the Petitioner could support an allegation that EPA had erroneously incorporated 

the provisio ns into the SIP . See Pacificorp at 23 (“even  if the provision  were found  not to satisfy the Ac t, EPA co uld 

not properly object to a permit term that is derived from a provision of the federally approved SIP”).  However, as 

explained below, EPA believes that these provisions were appropriately approved as part of the District’s SIP. 
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explains that EPA can approve, as part of a SIP, provisions that codify an “enforcement 
discretion approach.” The Agency further refined its position on this topic in a September 20, 
1999 policy memorandum from Steven A. Herman and Robert Perciasepe, titled State 
Implementation Plans: Policy Regarding Excess Emissions During Malfunctions, Startup, and 
Shutdown (“1999 Excess Emission Policy”).10  The 1999 Excess Emission Policy explained that 
a permitting authority may express its enforcement discretion through appropriate affirmative 
defense provisions approved into the SIP as long as the affirmative defense applies only to civil 
penalties (and not injunctive relief) and meets certain criteria. As previously explained, the 
Breakdown Relief Regulations approved into the District’s SIP provide neither an affirmative 
defense to an enforcement action nor an automatic exemption from applicable requirements, but 
rather serve as a mechanism for the District to use its enforcement discretion. Therefore, I find 
that the provision is not inconsistent with the Act. 

Finally, Petitioners allege that the inclusion of Condition I.H.1 “creates unnecessary 
confusion and unwarranted potential defense to federal civil enforcement.” Inclusion of 
Condition I.H.3 in the Los Medanos Permit clarifies Condition I.H.1 by stating that “[t]he 
granting by the District of breakdown relief . . . will not provide relief from federal enforcement.” 
Contrary to Petitioners’ allegation, we find that addition of this language successfully dispels any 
ambiguity as to the impact of the provision, especially as it relates to federal enforceability, and 
therefore clears up “confusion” and limits “unwarranted defenses.” For the reasons stated above, 
I deny the Petition as it relates to Condition I.H.1 and the incorporation of the Breakdown Relief 
Regulations into the Permit. 

B. Hearing Board Variance Relief Under Permit Condition I.H.2 

The Petitioners’ second allegation challenges the inclusion in the Los Medanos Permit of 
Condition I.H.2, which states that a “permit holder may seek relief from enforcement action for a 
violation of any of the terms and conditions of this permit by applying to the District’s Hearing 
Board for a variance pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 42350. . . .” Petition at 3. 
Petitioners make a number of arguments in support of their claim that the reference to 
California’s Variance Law in the Los Medanos Permit serves as a basis for an objection; none of 
these allegations, however, serves as an adequate basis for EPA to object to the Permit. 

Health and Safety Code (“HSC”) sections 42350 et seq. (“California’s Variance Law”) 
allow a permittee to request an air district hearing board to issue a variance to allow the permittee 
to operate in violation of an applicable district rule, or State rule or regulation for a limited time. 
Section 42352(a) prohibits the issuance of a variance unless the hearing board makes specific 

10
 On De cember 5 , 2001, E PA issued  a brief clarificatio n of this policy. R e-Issuance o f Clarification –  State 

Implementation Plans (SIPs); Policy Regarding Excess Emissions During Malfunction, Startup, and Shutdown. 
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findings.11  Section 42352(a)(2) limits the availability of variances to situations involving non-
compliance with “any rule, regulation, or order of the district.” As part of the variance process, 
the hearing board may set a “schedule of increments of progress,” to establish milestones and 
final deadlines for achieving compliance. See, e.g., HSC § 42358. EPA has not approved 
California’s Variance Law into the SIP or Title V program of any air district. See, e.g., 59 Fed. 
Reg. 60939 (Nov. 29, 1994) (proposing to approve BAAQMD’s title V program without 
California’s Variance Law); 60 Fed. Reg. 32606 (June 23, 1995) (granting final interim approval 
to BAAQMD’s title V program). 

Petitioners argue that the “variance relief issued by BAAQMD under state law does not 
qualify as emergency breakdown relief authorized by the Title V provisions . . . .” Petition at 4. 
As with the Breakdown Relief Regulations, Petitioners’ true concern appears to be that Condition 
I.H.2 and California’s Variance Law are inconsistent with 40 CFR § 70.6(g), which allows for 
the incorporation of an affirmative defense provision into a federally approved title V program, 
and thus into title V permits. Condition I.H.2 and California’s Variance Law, however, do not 
need to be consistent with 40 CFR § 70.6(g) because these provisions merely express an aspect 
of the District’s discretionary enforcement authority under State law rather than incorporate a 
Part 70 affirmative defense provision into the Permit.12  As described above, the discretionary 

11
 HSC se ction 423 52(a) pr ovides as fo llows: 

No varia nce shall be g ranted unles s the hearing b oard ma kes all of the follow ing findings: 

(1) That the petitioner for a variance is, or will be, inviolation of Section 41701 or of any rule, 

regulation, o r order of the  district. 

(2) That, due to conditions beyond the reasonable control of the petitioner, requiring compliance 

would result in either (A) an arbitrary or unreasonable taking of property, or (B) the practical 

closing and elimination of a lawful business. In making tho se findings where the petitioner is a 

public agency, the hearing board shall consider whether or not requiring immediate compliance 

would imp ose an unre asonable  burden up on an essen tial public servic e. For purp oses of this 

paragraph, "essential public service" means a prison, detention facility, police or firefighting 

facility, school, health care facility, landfill gas control or processing facility, sewage treatment 

works, or wa ter delivery op eration, if owne d and op erated by a  public age ncy. 

(3) Tha t the closing or ta king would  be without a c orrespo nding ben efit in reducing a ir 

contamina nts. 

(4) That the applicant for the variance has given consideration to curtailing operations of the 

source in lieu of obtaining a variance. 

(5) During the period the variance is in effect, that the applicant will reduce excess emissions to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

(6) During  the period  the variance is in  effect, that the app licant will monito r or otherwise  quantify 

emission levels from the source, if requested  to do so by the district, and repo rt these 

emission leve ls to the district pur suant to a sche dule establish ed by the distr ict. 

12 
Government agencies have discretion to not seek penalties or injunctive relief against a noncomplying 

source. California’s Variance Law recognizes this inherent discretion by codifying the process by which a source 

may seek relie f through the issua nce of a varia nce. The  ultimate decisio n to grant a va riance, how ever, is still wholly 

discretiona ry, as evidenc ed by the find ings the hearing  board m ust make in o rder to issue a  variance. See HSC 

section 42352(a)(1)-(6). 
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nature of California’s Variance Law is evidenced by the findings set forth in HSC §42538(a) that 
a hearing board must make before it can issue a variance.13  Inherent within the process of 
making these findings is the hearing board’s ability to exercise its discretion to evaluate and 
consider the evidence and circumstances underlying the variance application and to reject or 
grant, as appropriate, that application. Moreover, the District clearly states in Condition I.H.3. 
that the granting by the District of a variance does not “provide relief from federal enforcement,” 
which includes enforcement by both EPA and citizens.14  As Condition I.H.2. refers to a 
discretionary authority under state law that does not affect the federal enforceability of any 
applicable requirement, I do not find its inclusion in the Los Medanos Permit objectionable. 

Petitioners also argue that the “variance program is a creature of state law,” and therefore 
should not be included in the Los Medanos Permit. Petitioners’ complaint is obviously without 
merit since Part 70 clearly allows for inclusion of state- and local-only requirements in title V 
permits as long as they are adequately identified as having only state- or local-only significance. 
40 CFR § 70.6(b)(2). For this reason, I find that Petitioners’ allegation does not provide a basis 
to object to the Los Medanos Permit. 

Petitioners further argue that California’s Variance Law allows a revision to the approved 
SIP in violation of the Act. Petitioners misunderstand the provision. The SIP is comprised of the 
State or district rules and regulations approved by EPA as meeting CAA requirements. SIP 
requirements cannot be modified by an action of the State or District granting a temporary 
variance. EPA has long held the view that a variance does not change the underlying SIP 
requirements unless and until it is submitted to and approved by EPA for incorporation into the 
SIP. For example, since 1976, EPA’s regulations have specifically stated: “In order for a 
variance to be considered for approval as a revision to the State implementation plan, the State 
must submit it in accordance with the requirements of this section.” 40 CFR §51.104(d); 41 Fed. 
Reg. 18510, 18511 (May 5, 1976). 

The fact that the California Variance Law does not allow a revision to the approved SIP is 
further evidenced by the law itself. By its very terms, California’s Variance Law is limited in 
application to “any rule, regulation, or order of the district,” HSC § 42352(a)(2) (emphasis 
supplied); therefore, the law clearly does not purport to modify the federally approved SIP.  In 
addition, California’s view of the law’s effect is consistent with EPA’s. For instance, guidance 

13
 Because of its discretionary nature, California’s Variance Law does not impose a legal impediment to the 

District’s ability to enforce its SIP or title V program. E PA cannot pro hibit the District’s use of the variance process 

as a means for sources to avoid enforcement of permit conditions by the District unless the misuse of the variance 

process re sults in the District’s failure  to adequ ately impleme nt or enforce  its title V progra m, or its other fed erally 

delegated  or appro ved CA A progra ms. Petitione rs have mad e no such alle gation. 

14
Other BAAQMD information resources on variances also clearly set forth the legal significance of 

variances. For example, the application for a variance on BAAQMD’s website states that EPA “does not recognize 

California’s variance process” and that “EPA can independently pursue legal action based on federal law against the 

facility continuing to  be in violation .” 
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issued in 1989 by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), the State agency responsible 
for preparation of California’s SIP, titled Variances and Other Hearing Board Orders as SIP 
Revisions or Delayed Compliance Orders Under Federal Law, demonstrates that the State’s 
position with respect to the federal enforceability and legal consequences of variances is 
consistent with EPA’s. For example, the guidance states: 

State law authorizes hearing boards of air pollution control districts to issue 
variances from district rules in appropriate instances. These variances insulate 
sources from the imposed state law. However, where the rule in question is part 
of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) as approved by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), the variance does not by itself insulate the source from 
penalties in actions brought by EPA to enforce the rule as part of the SIP. While 
EPA can use enforcement discretion to informally insulate sources from federal 
action, formal relief can only come through EPA approval of the local variance. 

In 1993, the California Attorney General affirmed this position in a formal legal opinion 
submitted to EPA as part of the title V program approval process, stating that “any variance 
obtained by the source does not effect [sic] or modify permit terms or conditions . . . nor does it 
preclude federal enforcement of permanent terms and conditions.” In sum, both the federal and 
State governments have long held the view that the issuance of a variance by a district hearing 
board does not modify the SIP in any way. For this reason, I find that Petitioners’ allegation does 
not provide a basis to object to the Los Medanos Permit. 

Finally, Petitioners raise concerns that the issuance of variances could “jeopardize 
attainment and maintenance of ambient air quality standards” and that inclusion of the variance 
provision in the Permit is highly confusing to the regulated community and public. As to the first 
concern, Petitioners’ allegation is too speculative to provide a basis for an objection to a title V 
permit. Moreover, as previously stated, permittees that receive a variance remain subject to all 
SIP and federal requirements, as well as federal enforcement for violation of those requirements. 
As to Petitioners’ final point, I find that including California’s Variance Law in title V permits 
may actually help clarify the regulatory scheme to the regulated community and the public. 
California’s Variance Law can be utilized by permittees seeking relief from District or State rules 
regardless of whether the Variance Law is referenced in title V permits; therefore, reference to 
the Variance Law with appropriate explanatory language as to its limited impact on federal 
enforceability helps clarify the actual nature of the law to the regulated community. In short, 
since title V permits are meant to contain all applicable federal, State, and local requirements, 
with appropriate clarifying language explaining the function and applicability of each 
requirement, the District may incorporate California’s Variance Law into the Los Medanos 
Permit and other title V permits. For reasons stated in this Section, I do not find grounds to 
object to the Los Medanos Permit on this issue. 

C. Statement of Basis 
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Petitioners’ third claim is that the Los Medanos Permit lacks a statement of basis, as 
required by 40 CFR § 70.7(a)(5). Petition at 5. Petitioners assert that without a statement of 
basis it is virtually impossible for the public to evaluate the periodic monitoring requirements (or 
lack thereof). Id. They specifically identify the District’s failure to include an explanation for its 
decision not to require certain monitoring, including the lack of any monitoring for opacity, 
filterable particulate, or PM limits. Petition at 6-7, n.2. Additionally, Petitioners contend that 
BAAQMD fails to include any SO2 monitoring for source S-2 (Heat Recovery Steam Generator). 
Id. 

Section 70.7(a)(5) of EPA’s permit regulations states that “the permitting authority shall 
provide a statement that sets forth the legal and factual basis for the draft permit conditions 
(including references to the applicable statutory or regulatory provisions).” The statement of 
basis is not part of the permit itself. It is a separate document which is to be sent to EPA and to 
interested persons upon request.15 Id. 

A statement of basis ought to contain a brief description of the origin or basis for each 
permit condition or exemption. However, it is more than just a short form of the permit. It should 
highlight elements that EPA and the public would find important to review. Rather than restating 
the permit, it should list anything that deviates from a straight recitation of requirements. The 
statement of basis should highlight items such as the permit shield, streamlined conditions, or 
any monitoring that is required under 40 C.F.R. 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) or District Regulation 2-6-503. 
Thus, it should include a discussion of the decision-making that went into the development of the 
title V permit and provide the permitting authority, the public, and EPA a record of the 
applicability and technical issues surrounding the issuance of the permit.16 See e.g., In Re Port 

15
Unlike pe rmits, statements o f basis are not e nforceab le, do not set lim its and do no t create oblig ations. 

16
EPA has provided guidance on the content of an adequate statement of basis in a letter dated December 

20, 200 1, from Re gion V to th e State of O hio and in a N otice of De ficiency (“NO D”) issued  to the State of T exas. 

<http://www.epa.gov/rgytgrnj/programs/artd/air/title5/t5memos/sbguide.pdf> (Region V letter to Ohio); 67 Fed. 

Reg. 732 (Jan uary 7, 200 2) (EPA  NOD  issued to T exas). The se docum ents describ e the following  five key elemen ts 

of a statement of basis:  (1) a description of the facility; (2) a discussion of any operational flexibility that will be 

utilized at the facility; (3 ) the basis for ap plying the per mit shield; (4) a ny federal reg ulatory app licability 

determina tions; and (5 ) the rationale fo r the monitor ing method s selected. Id. at 735. In addition, the Region V 

letter further recommends the inclusion of the following topical discussions in a statement of basis: (1) monitoring 

and operational restrictions requirements; (2) applicability and exemptions; (3) explanation of any conditions from 

previously issued permits that are not being transferred to the title V permit; (4) streamlining requirements; and (5) 

certain other factual information as necessary. In a letter dated February 19, 1999 to Mr. David D ixon, Chair of the 

CAPCO A Title V Subcommittee, the EPA Region IX A ir Division provided guidance to California permitting 

authorities that sho uld be co nsidered w hen deve loping a statem ent of basis for p urposes o f EPA R egion IX 's review. 

This guidance is consistent with the other guidance cited above. Each of the various guidance documents, including 

the Texa s NOD  and the Re gion V an d IX letters, p rovide gen eralized rec ommen dations for d eveloping  an adequ ate 

statement of basis rather than “hard and  fast” rules on what to include in any given statement of ba sis. Taken as a 

whole, these r ecomm endations p rovide a go od road map as to w hat should b e included  in a statement o f basis 

considering, for examp le, the technical complexity of the permit, the history of the facility, and any new prov isions, 

such as perio dic monito ring conditio ns, that the perm itting authority has d rafted in con junction with issu ing the title 
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Hudson Operation Georgia Pacific, Petition No. 6-03-01, at pages 37-40 (May 9, 2003) 
(“Georgia Pacific”); In Re Doe Run Company Buick Mill and Mine, Petition No. VII-1999-001, 
at pages 24-25 (July 31, 2002) (“Doe Run”). Finally, in responding to a petition filed in regard to 
the Fort James Camas Mill title V permit, EPA interpreted 40 CFR § 70.7(a)(5) to require that 
the rationale for selected monitoring method be documented in the permit record. See In Re 
Fort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-1999-1, at page 8 (December 22, 2000) (“Ft. James”). 

EPA’s regulations state that the permitting authority must provide EPA with a statement 
of basis. 40 CFR § 70.7(a)(5). The failure of a permitting authority to meet this procedural 
requirement, however, does not necessarily demonstrate that the title V permit is substantively 
flawed. In reviewing a petition to object to a title V permit because of an alleged failure of the 
permitting authority to meet all procedural requirements in issuing the permit, EPA considers 
whether the petitioner has demonstrated that the permitting authority’s failure resulted in, or may 
have resulted in, a deficiency in the content of the permit. See CAA § 505(b)(2) (objection 
required “if the petitioner demonstrates . . . that the permit is not in compliance with the 
requirements of this Act, including the requirements of the applicable [SIP]”); see also, 40 CFR § 
70.8(c)(1). Thus, where the record as a whole supports the terms and conditions of the permit, 
flaws in the statement of basis generally will not result in an objection. See e.g., Doe Run at 24-
25. In contrast, where flaws in the statement of basis resulted in, or may have resulted in, 
deficiencies in the title V permit, EPA will object to the issuance of the permit. See e.g., Ft. 
James at 8; Georgia Pacific at 37-40. 

In this case, as discussed below, the permitting authority’s failure to adequately explain 
its permitting decisions either in the statement of basis or elsewhere in the permit record is such a 
serious flaw that the adequacy of the permit itself is in question. By reopening the permit, the 
permitting authority is ensuring compliance with the fundamental title V procedural requirements 
of adequate public notice and comment required by sections 502(b)(6) and 503(e) of the Clean 
Air Act and 40 CFR § 70.7(h), as well as ensuring that the rationale for the selected monitoring 
method, or lack of monitoring, is clearly explained and documented in the permit record. See 40 
CFR §§ 70.7(a)(5) and 70.8(c); Ft. James at 8. 

For the proposed Los Medanos Permit, the District did not provide EPA with a separate 
statement of basis document. In a meeting with EPA representatives held on October 31, 2001, 
at the Region 9 offices, the District claimed that it complied with the statement of basis 
requirements for the Los Medanos Permit because it incorporated all of the necessary explanatory 
information either directly into the Permit or it included such information in other supporting 
documentation.17  As such, the District argues, at a minimum, it complied with the substantive 
requirements of a statement of basis. 

V perm it. 

17
 This meeting along with the others held with the District were for fact-gathering purposes only. In a 

November 8, 2001  meeting at the Region 9 offices, the Petitioners were likewise provided the opportunity to present 

facts pertaining to the Petition to EPA  representatives. 
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In responding to the Petition, we reviewed the final Los Medanos Permit and all 
supporting documentation, which included the proposed Permit, the FDOC drafted by the 
District for purposes of licensing the power plant with the CEC, and the “Permit Evaluation and 
Emission Calculations” (“Permit Evaluation”) which was developed in March 2001 as part of the 
modification to the previously issued ATC permit. Although the District provided some 
explanation in this supporting documentation as to the factual and legal basis for certain terms 
and conditions of the Permit, this documentation did not sufficiently set forth the basis or 
rationale for many other terms and conditions. Generally speaking, the District’s record for the 
Permit does not adequately support: (1) the factual basis for certain standard title V conditions; 
(2) applicability determinations for source-specific applicable requirements, such as the Acid 
Rain requirements and New Source Performance Standards (“NSPS”); (3) exclusion of certain 
NSR and PSD conditions contained in underlying ATC permits; (4) recordkeeping decisions and 
periodic monitoring decisions under 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) and District Regulation 2-6-503; and (5) 
streamlining analyses, including a discussion of permit shields. 

EPA Region 9 identified numerous specific deficiencies falling under each of these broad 
categories.18  For example, the District’s permit record does not adequately support the basis for 
certain source-specific applicable requirements identified in Section IV of the Permit, especially 
those regarding the applicability or non-applicability of subsections rules that apply to particular 
types of units such the as NSPS for combustion turbines or SIP-approved District Regulations. 
For instance, in table IV-B and D of the Permit, the District indicates that subsection 303 of 
District Regulation 9-3, which sets forth NOx emission limitations, applies to certain emission 
units. However, the permit record fails to describe why subsection 601 of the same District 
Regulation, an otherwise seemingly applicable provision, is not included in the tables as an 
applicable requirement. Subsection 601 establishes how exhaust gases should be sampled and 
analyzed to determine NOx concentrations for purposes of compliance with subsection 303. 
Similarly, in the same tables, the District lists certain applicable NSPS subsections, such as those 
in 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts Da and GG, but does not explain why these subsections apply to 
those specific emission units nor why other seemingly applicable subsections of the same NSPS 
regulations do not apply to those units.19 

The permit record also fails to explain the District’s streamlining decisions of certain 

18
 EPA Region 9 Permits Office described these areas of concern in greater detail in a memorandum dated 

March  29, 200 2, “Region  9 Review  of Statemen t of Basis for L os Med anos title V P ermit in Resp onse to P etition to 

Objec t.” This mem orandum  is part of the ad ministrative reco rd for this Ord er and was r eviewed in re sponding  to 

this Petition. 

19 
The tables in Section IV pertaining to certain gas turbines located at the Facility cite to 40 CFR 

60.332(a)(1) as an applicable requirement.  However, these same tables fail to cite to subsections 40 CFR 

60.332 (a)(2) throu gh 60.33 2(l) of the sam e NSP S progra m even tho ugh these pr ovisions also  apply to gas tu rbines. 

The District’s failure to provide any sort of discussion or explanation as to the applicability or non-applicability of 

the subsectio ns of 40 C FR 60.3 32 make s it impossible to  review the D istrict’s applicab ility determination s for this 

NSPS. 
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underlying ATC permit conditions as set forth in Section VI of the Permit. The District 
apparently modified or streamlined the ATC conditions in the context of the title V permitting 
process but failed to provide an explanation in the permit record as to the basis for the change to 
the conditions. For instance, Condition 53 of Section VI states that the condition was “[d]eleted 
[on] August, 2001,” but the District fails to discuss or explain anywhere in the permit record the 
basis for this deletion or the nature of the original condition that was deleted. 

As a final example of the District’s failure to provide a basis or rationale for permit terms, 
in accordance with Petitioner’s claim, the permit record is devoid of discussion pertaining to how 
or why the selected monitoring is sufficient to assure compliance with the applicable 
requirements. See 69 Fed. Reg. 3202, 3207 (Jan. 22, 2004).  Most importantly, for those 
applicable requirements which do not otherwise have monitoring requirements, the Permit fails 
to require monitoring pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B), and the permit record fails to 
discuss or explain why no monitoring should be required under this provision. As evidenced by 
these specific examples, I find the District did not provide an adequate analysis or discussion of 
the terms and conditions of the proposed Los Medanos Permit. 

To conclude, by failing to draft a separate statement of basis document and by failing to 
include appropriate discussion in the Permit or other supporting documentation, the District has 
failed to provide an adequate explanation or rationale for many significant elements of the 
Permit. As such, I find that the Petitioners’ claim in regard to this issue is well founded, and by 
this Order, I am requiring the District to reopen the Los Medanos Permit, and make available to 
the public an adequate statement of basis that provides the public and EPA an opportunity to 
comment on the title V permit and its terms and conditions as to the issues identified above. 

D. Inadequate Permit Conditions 

Petitioners’ fourth claim is that Condition 22 in the Los Medanos Permit is 
unenforceable. The Petitioners claim that this condition “appears to defer the development of a 
number of permit conditions related to transient, non-steady state conditions to a time after 
approval of the Title V permit.” Petition at 7. The Petitioners recommend that “a reasonable set 
of conditions should be defined” and amended through the permit modification process to 
conform to new data in the future. I disagree with the Petitioners on this issue. 

As Petitioners correctly note, Part 70 and the Act require that “conditions in a Title V 
permit. . . be enforceable.” However, they argue that “Condition 22 is presently unenforceable 
and must be deleted from the permit.”  I find that the condition challenged by the Petitioners is 
enforceable. 

Conditions 21 and 22 establish NOx emissions levels for units P-1 and P-2, including 
limits for transient, non-steady state conditions. Condition 22(f) requires the permittee to gather 
data and draft and submit an operation and maintenance plan to control transient, non-steady 
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state emissions for units P-1 and P-220 within 15 months of issuance of the permit. Condition 
22(g) creates a process for the District, after consideration of continuous monitoring and source 
test data, to fine-tune on a semi-annual basis the NOx emission limit for units P-1 and P-2 during 
transient, non-steady state conditions and to modify data collection and recordkeeping 
requirements for the permittee. 

These requirements are enforceable. EPA and the District can enforce both Condition 
22(f)’s requirement to draft and submit an operation and maintenance plan for agency approval 
and the control measures adopted under the plan after approval. For Condition 22(g), the process 
for the District to modify emission limits and/or data collection and recordkeeping requirements 
is clearly set forth in the Permit and the modified terms will be federally enforceable. Moreover, 
the circumstances that trigger application of Condition 22 are specifically defined since 
Condition 22(c) precisely defines “transient, non-steady state condition” as when “one or more 
equipment design features is unable to support rapid changes in operation and respond to and 
adjust all operating parameters required to maintain the steady-state NOx emission limit 
specified in Condition 21(b).” As such, I find that Condition 22 is federally and practically 
enforceable. Therefore, Petitioners’ claim on this count is not supported by the plain language of 
the Permit itself. 

Moreover, to the extent that Petitioners are concerned that Lowest Achievable Emission 
Rate (“LAER”)21 emission standards are being set through a process that does not incorporate 
appropriate NSR, PSD, and title V public notice and comment processes, such concerns are not 
well-founded. By its very terms, the Permit prohibits relaxation of the LAER emissions 
standards set in the permitting process. Condition 21(b) of the Permit sets a LAER-level 
emission standard of 2.5 ppmv NOx, averaged over any 1-hour period, for units P-1 and P-2 for 
all operational conditions other than transient, non-steady state conditions. Condition 22(a) sets 
the limit for transient, non-steady state conditions of 2.5 ppmv NOx, averaged over any rolling 3-
hour period.22  Implementation of Condition 22 cannot relax the LAER-level emission limits. 
Condition 22(f) merely requires further data-collecting, planning, and implementation of control 

20
Unit P-1 is defined as “the combined exhaust point for the S-1 Gas Turbine and the S-2 HRSG after 

control by the  A-1 SCR  System and  A-2 Oxid ation Catalyst”  and unit P-2  is defined as “the combined exhaust point 

for the S-3 Gas Turbine and the S-4 HRSG after control by the A-3 SCR System and A-4 Oxidation Catalyst.” 

Permit, Co ndition 21 (a). 

21
LAER is the level of emission control required for all new and modified major sources subject to the NSR 

requirements of Section 173, Part D, of the CAA for non-attainment areas.  42 U.S.C. § 7501-15. Since the Bay 

Area is non-attainment for ozone, the Facility must meet LAER-level emission controls for NOx emission since NOx 

is a pre-cursor of ozone. California uses different terminology than the CAA when applying LAER, however. In 

California, best available control technology (“BACT”) is consistent with LAER-level controls, and California and 

its local permitting authorities use this terminology when issuing permits. 

22
The District determined this limit to be LAER for transient, non-steady state conditions because, as the 

District stated in its Response to Comments, “the NOx emission limit (2.5 ppmv averaged over one hour) during load 

changes . . . . ha[s] n ot yet been a chieved in p ractice by any u tility-scale power p lant.” 
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measures for transient, non-steady state emissions that go beyond those already established to 
comply with LAER requirements. While Condition 22(g) does allow the District to modify the 
emission limit during transient, non-steady state conditions,23 this new limit cannot exceed the 
“backstop” LAER-level limit set by Condition 22(a). As such, Condition 22(g) serves to only 
make overall emission limits more stringent. The District itself recognized the “no backsliding” 
nature of Conditions 22(f) and (g) on page 3 of its Response to Comments where it stated that the 
Facility “must comply with ‘backstop’ NOx emission limit of 2.5 ppmv, averaged over 3 hours, 
under all circumstances and comply with all hourly, daily and annual mass NOx emission 
limits.”24 

Finally, for any control measures; further data collection, recordkeeping or monitoring 
requirements; new definitions; or emission limits established pursuant to Conditions 22(f) or (g) 
that are to be incorporated into the permit, the District must utilize the appropriate title V permit 
modification procedures set forth in 40 CFR § 70.7(d) and the District’s Regulation 2-6-415 to 
modify the Permit. The District itself recognizes this in Condition 22(g) by stating that “the Title 
V operating permit shall be amended as necessary to reflect the data collection and recordkeeping 
requirements established under 22(g)(ii).” For the reasons described above, we do not find 
Conditions 22(f) and (g) unenforceable or otherwise objectionable for inclusion in the Los 
Medanos Permit. 

E. Failure to Incorporate Agreed-to Changes 

The final claim by the Petitioners is that the District agreed to incorporate certain changes 
into the final Los Medanos Permit but failed to do so. Namely, Petitioners claim that the District 
failed to keep its commitments to OCE to add language requiring recordkeeping for stipulated 
abatement strategies under SIP-approved Regulation 4 and to add clarifying language about NOx 
monitoring requirements. The District appeared to make these commitments in its Response to 
Comment Letter. These allegations do not provide a basis for objecting to the Permit because 
neither change is necessary to ensure that the District is properly including all applicable 
requirements in the permit nor are they necessary to assure compliance with the underlying 
applicable requirements. CAA § 504(a); 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3). 

The first change sought by OCE during the comment period was a requirement that the 

23
The District may modify the emission limit during transient, non-steady state conditions every 6 months 

for the first 24 months after the start of the Commissioning period. The Commissioning period commences “when 

all mechanical, electrical, and control systems are installed and individual system start-up has been completed, or 

when a gas turbine is first fired, whichever comes first. . . .” The Commissioning period terminates “when the plant 

has completed performance testing, is available for commercial operation, and has initiated sales to the power 

exchange.” Permit, at page 34. 

24
The purpose of Condition 22, as stated by the District, is to allow for limited “excursions above the 

emission limit tha t could po tentially occur un der unfore seen circum stances beyo nd [the Fac ility’s] control.” T his is 

the rationale for the three hour averaging period for transient, non-steady state conditions rather than the one hour 

averaging period o f Condition 21(b) for a ll other periods. 
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Facility document response actions taken during periods of heightened air pollution. The 
District’s Regulation 4 establishes control and advisory procedures for large air emission sources 
when specified levels of ambient air contamination have been reached and prescribes certain 
abatement actions to be implemented by each air source when action alert levels of air pollution 
are reached.  OCE recommended that the District require recordkeeping in the title V permit to 
“insure that the stipulated abatement strategies [of Regulation 4] are implemented during air 
pollution events,” and the District appeared to agree to such a recommendation in its Response to 
Comments. Although the recordkeeping suggested by Petitioners would be helpful, Petitioners 
have not shown that it is required by title V, the SIP, or any federal regulation, and therefore, this 
failure to include it is not a basis for objecting to the permit. 

The Part 70 regulations set the minimum standard for inclusion of monitoring and 
recordkeeping requirements in title V permits. See 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3). These provisions 
require that each permit contain “periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the 
relevant time period that are representative of the source’s compliance with the permit” where 
the applicable requirement does not require periodic testing or instrumental or noninstrumental 
monitoring (which may consist of recordkeeping designed to serve as monitoring). 40 CFR § 
70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). There may be limited cases in which the establishment of a regular program of 
monitoring and/or recordkeeping would not significantly enhance the ability of the permit to 
reasonably assure compliance with the applicable requirement and where the status quo (i.e., no 
monitoring or recordkeeping) could meet the requirements of 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3). Such is the 
case here. 

Air pollution alert events occur infrequently, and therefore, compliance with Regulation 4 
is a minimal part of the source’s overall compliance with SIP requirements.  More importantly, 
Regulation 4-303 abatement requirements mostly impose a ban on direct burning or incineration 
during air pollution alert events, activities which are unlikely to occur at a gas-fired power plant 
such as the Facility and in any case are easy to monitor by District inspectors. The other 
Regulation 4-303 requirements are mostly voluntary actions to be taken by the sources, such as 
reduction in use of motor vehicles, and therefore do not require compliance monitoring or 
recordkeeping to assure compliance. Since the activities regulated by Regulation 4 are unlikely 
to occur at the Facility, and compliance is easily verified by District inspectors, recordkeeping is 
not necessary to assure compliance with Regulation 4. Therefore, further recordkeeping 
requirements sought by the Petitioners are not required by 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3). 

The second change sought by the Petitioners is to add language to Condition 36 
clarifying why certain pollutants, such as NOx emissions, are exempt from mass emission 
calculations. On page 3 of the District’s Response to Comments, the District explained that the 
NOx emissions are exempt from the mass emission calculations because they are measured 
directly through CEMS monitoring, whereas the other pollutant emissions subject to the 
calculations do not have equivalent CEMS monitoring. Though this clarification is helpful, it 
does not need to be incorporated into the title V permit itself. Therefore, its non-inclusion in the 
Permit does not provide a basis for an EPA objection to the Permit. To the extent that such 
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clarifying language is important, it should be included in the statement of basis, however. Since 
the District will be drafting a statement of basis for the Los Medanos Permit due to the partial 
granting of the Petition, we recommend that the clarifying language for Condition 36 be included 
in the newly drafted statement of basis. 

Though we hope that permitting authorities would generally fulfill commitments made to 
the public, we find that the Petitioners’ fifth claim does not provide a basis for an objection to the 
Los Medanos Permit for the reasons described above. The mere fact that the District committed 
to make certain changes, yet did not follow through on those commitments, does not provide a 
basis for an objection to a title V permit. Petitioners have provided no other reason why the 
agreed upon changes must be made to the permit beyond the District’s commitments. I 
accordingly deny Petitioners’ request to veto the permit on these grounds. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above and pursuant to Section 505(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act, I 
am granting the Petitioners’ request that the Administrator object to the issuance of the Los 
Medanos Permit with respect to the statement of basis issue and am denying the Petition with 
respect to the other allegations. 

May 24, 2004  _________/S/___________ 
Date Michael O. Leavitt 

Administrator 
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BEFORE THE ADMOOSTRATOR 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

In the Matter of Valero Refin1ng Co 
Benicia, California Facility 

Major Facility Review Pennit 
Facility No. B2626 
Issued by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District 

Petition No_ IX-2004w07 

ORDER RESPONDING TO 
PETIT[ONER'S REQUEST THAT THE 
ADMrN(STRATOR OBJECT TO 
[SSUANCE OF A STATE OPERATTNG 
PERMIT 

ORDER DENYING IN PART AND GRANTING IN PART 
A,.eETITION FOR OBJECTION TO PERMIT 

On December 7, 2004. the Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") received a petition 
('"Petition") from Our Children's Earth Foundation (''OCE" or "Petitioner") requesting that the 
EPA Adm inisuator object to lhe issuance ofa state operating permit from the Bay Aiea Air 
Quality Management District ("BAAQMD" or "District"} to Va1ero Refining Co. to operate its 
petroleum refinecy located in Benicia, California (''Pemlit"), pursuant to title V of the Clean Air 
Act ("CAA'' or "the Act"'), 42 u_s_c_ §§ 7661-7661 f. CA-1\ §§ 501 •507. EPA's implemenl(ng 
regulations in 40 CFR. Part 70 (0 Part 70"), and lhc District's approved Pan 70 program_ See 6G 
Fed. Reg. 63503 {Dec. 7, 1001)_ 

Petitioner requested EPA object to the Permit on sevcra1 grounds. In pw1icular, 
Petitioner allege<l that the Pcm1it failed to properly require compliance with applicahtc 
tequiremcnts pertaining to, inter alia.. narcs, cooling towers, process units, electrostatic 
precipitators:; and ether waste streams and units- Petitionl:r identified several aHeged naws in the 
Permit application and issuance, including a deficient Statemcrit of Ba.sis- Finally. Petitiont:rs 
a1leged that the pcm,it impem1issibly lacked a compliance schedule and failed to include 
monitoring for several applicable requirements. 

EPA has now fully revtewed the Petitioner's allegations pursuant to the standard ~I forth 
in section 505(b )(2) of the Act, which places the burden on the petitioner to "demonstrate[] lo the 
Administrator that the permit is not in compliance·• wilh the applicable requirements of the Act 
or the req u ircme nts of part 70, see also 4 0 C. F.R. § 7O_ 8(c){ 1), and I hereby respond to them by 
this Order- In considering the allegations, EPA reviewed the Yermit .ind related materials arid 
information provided by the Petition.er in the Petition- 1 Based on this review, I partially deny anti 

ton M,u~h 7, 200:'.i EPA received a lengthy (ovc-r 250 pages, i1tcluding appendices), detailed ~ubmission 
from Valero Refining Comp:my regarding this Petitio11- Due 10 the facl lhal Valero Refining Company mad-c ils 
submission very 1;hortly before EPA's scUlcrnt11t agreement deadline for rc~pon<l,ng ro the Pelitton and lr.c siz.c of the 



 

partially grant the Petitioner's request that I object to tssuance of the Permit for the. rca.-:ons 
described below. 

I. STATUTORY ANO REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

Section 502(d)( l) of the Act calls upon each State lo deve]op and submit lo EPA an 
operating perm.it program to meet the requirements of title V. [n 1995. EPA granted interim 
approval to the title V operating permit program submitted by BAAQMD. 60 Fed. Reg. 32606 
(June 23, !995); 40 C.F.R. Part 70, Appendix A. Effective November 30. 2001, EPA granted 
ful] approval to BAAQMD's ti!le V operating permit program. 66 Fed. Reg. 63503 (Dec. 7. 
2001.). 

Major stationary sources ofair pol1ution and other :sources covered by title V arc required 
to apply for an operating peTmit !hat includes applicab?e emission limitations and such other 
conditions as are necessary to assure compliance with applicable requirements of the Act. Set, 
CAA§§ 502(a) and 504(a). The title V operating permit program does not generally impose new 
substantive air quahty control requirements (which are referred to as •~app1icable requirements"). 
hut does require permits to contain monitoring, recordkceping, reporting~ and other compliance 
requirements when not adequately required by existing applicable requirements to assure 
comphance by sources with existing applicable emission control re.ci,uircments. 57 Fed. Reg. 
32250.32251 (July 21. 1992). One purpose of the title V prograrn is lo enabJe the source, EPA. 
perrnittjng authorities. and the public lo better undcnitand the applicable req_uirements to which 
the source is subject and whether the source is meeting those requirements. Thus ► the tit]c V 
operating pennits program is a vehicle for ensuring that existing air quality control n.--quin:ments 
are appropriately applied to foci hty emission units and that compliance with these requirements 
is assured. 

Undct section 505(a) of the Act and 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(a). permitting authorities are 
required to submit all operating perrnils proposed pursuant to title V !o EPA for review. JfEPA 
f.Jetermines thal a permit is not in compliance with app]icable requirements or the requirements of 
40 C.F.R. Pan 70, EPA wiU object to the permit. If EPA does nol object to a pcrmil on its own 
jnitiative. section 505(b)(2) of the Act and 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(tl) provide that any person may 
petition the Administrator, within 60 <lays of the expiration of EPA 's 45-tlay review period, lo 
object to the permit. Stttion 505(b)(2) of the Act requires the Atlministrntor to issue a pennit 
objection if a petitioner demonstrates that a pennit is not in compliance with the requirements of 
the Act~ indutling: the requirements of Part 70 and the appJicable implementation plan. See, 40 
C.F.R. § 70.8(c)(l); Neit-' York Public Interest Research Group, Inc. v. Whitman, 32l F.Jd 316, 
333 n. l I (2d Cir. 2003 ). Part 70 requires that a pelition must be "based oniy on objections to the 

submis~ion, EPA ,...'3s not able to ,cview the submissjon itself, nor was it able: to provide !he: Pe1itioner 11n opportunity 
lo re~pon.d to the submission. Although the Agency pre\/il1udy h.is consid~rcd subm..issions from pcm1ittecs in some 
instances wht'.re EPA was .iblc (o fully review the submission and provide lhe pcti(ioners with a du.nee 10 m·icw and 
tespond lo the submissions, hme did not allow for eiiher condition here. '!1.crefo~, EPA dtd not consider VJlcro 
Rt:l'ining Company's submission when responding lo the Petition \'ia this Or<lcr_ 
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pcnnit that wt:n: raised with reasonable specificity during the pubJic comment period__ -,unless 
the petitioner demonstrates that it was impracticable to raise such objections withjn such period. 
or unless the grounds for such objection arose after such period." 40 C.F.R. § 70_8(d)_ A 
petition for objection does not stay the effectiveness oflhe pennit or its requirements if1he 
permit was issua:l after the expiration of EPA·s 45-day review period and before receipt ofan 
objection. If EPA objecls to a permit jn response to a petjtion and the pennit has been issued, the 
permitting authority or EPA win modify. terminate, or revoke and reissue soch a permit using the 
procedures in 40 C-F.R- §§ 70.7(g)(4) or (5)0) and (ii) for reopening a permit for cause_ 

U. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

A Permitting Chronology 

BAAQMD held its first public comment period for the Valero permit, as well as 
BAAQMD's other title V refinery pennits from June through September 2002.i BAAQMD held 
a pubhc hearing regarding lhe refinery pem1itson Ju]y 29, 2002_ from August 5 to September 
22~ 20031 BAAQMD heJd a second public comment period for the permits_ EPA•s 45-day 
review ofBAAQMD's initial proposed permits. ran concurrently with this second pub~ic 
comment period, from August 13 to September 26, 2003_ EPA did not object to any of the 
proposed permits under CAA section 505(b)(l)- The deadline for submitting CAA section 
505(6)(2) petitions was November 25, 2003. EPA rccei vt:d pelttions regarding the Valero Pem1it 
from Valero Refining Company and from Our Childre11's Earth Foundatjon. EPA aJso recejvcd 
section 505(b)(2) petitions regarding thcee of DAAQMD's other refinery permits. 

On December l, 2003, BA.AQMD issued its initial title V permits for the Bay Area 
refineries, including the Valero facility. On December !2. 2003, EPA informed the District of 
EPA'5 finding that cause ex.isled lo reopen the refinery permits because the District had 11ot 

submitted proposed permits to EPA as re.quired by title V, Part 70 and BAAQMD's approved 
title V program_ See Letter from Deborah Jordan, Din.-ctor, Air Division. EPA Region 9 to Jack 
Broadbent, Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Alea Air Quality Management District, dated 
December I 2. 2003. EPA's finding was based on Che fact that the District had substantially 
revised the permits in response to public comments without re-submitting proposed pem1its to 
EPA for another 45-day review. As a result ofthe reopening, EPA required BAAQMD to submit 
to EPA new proposed permits allowing EPA an additional 45-day review period and an 
opportunity to object to a permit if it failed to meet the standards set forth in section 505(b}(l ). 

On December 19, 2003, EPA dismissed aU of the section 50:5(b)(2) pecitions seeking 
objections to the refinery permits as unripe because oflhe just-initiated reopening process_ See 
e_g_, Le1.ters from Deborah Jordan, Director, Air Division. EPA Region 9, to John T. f~anscn, 

"Tht:re arc a totat or live petroleum rcfiru:ri~s in lbc Bay Arca: o.~vron. Pmducl:s. Company's Richmond 
refinery, ConocoPhillips Company's San Francisco Refinery in Rodeo, Shell Oil Company's Martinez Refim:ry, 
TesorQ Refining and Marketing Cotnr,iny's Martil\eZ refinery, and Valero Rdining Company·s Ucnicia f.acili1y. 
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Pillsbury Winthrop) LLP (representing Valero) and to Marcelin E. Keever. Environmental Law 
and Justice Clinic. Golden Gate University School of Law (representing Our Children's Earth 
Foundation and other groups) dated December l9, 2003. EPA also stated that the reopening · 
process would allow the public an opportunity lo submit new section 505(b)(2) pelitions after the 
reopening was completed. In February 2004. three groups filed challenges in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit regarding EPA's dismissal of their section 505(b )(2) 
petitions. The parties resolved this litigation by a settlement agreement under which EPA agreed 
to respond to new petitions (i.e.• those .submitted after EPA's receipt of BAAQMD• s reMproposcd 
permits. such as this Petition) from the litigants by March l 5, 2005. See 69 Fed. Reg. 46536 
(Aug. 31 2004). 

BAAQMD submitted a new proposed permit for Valero to EPA on August 26, 2004; 
EPA·s 4:5-day review period ended on October 10, 2004. fiPA objected to the Valero Permit 
under CAA section 505(b)( 1) on one issue: the District•s failure to require adequate monitoring. 
or a design review. of thennal oxidizers subject to EPA's New Source Perfonnance Standards 
and National Emiss;ion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. 

B. Timeliness of Petition 

The deadline for filing section S0S(b )(2) petitions expired on December 9, 2004. F.PA 
finds that the Petition was submitted on December 7. 2004, which is within the 60•day time 
frame established by the Act and Part 70. EPA therefore finds that the Petition is timely. 

ill. ISSUES RAISED BY PETfflONER 

A Compliance with Applicable Requirements 

Petitioner alleges thal EPA must object to the Permit on lhe basis of aUeged deficicnclC.'i
Petitioner claims EPA idenli lied in COJTespondence wilh the District dated July 28. August 2. and 
October 8, 2004. Petitioner alleges that EPA and BAAQMD engaged in a procedure that 
aUowed issuance of a deficient Permit. Petition at 6-lO. EPA disagrees with Petitioner that it 
was required to object to the Permit under section 505(b)(l) or that it followed an inappropr[atc 

procedure during its 45-day review period. 

As a threshold matter. EPA notes that Petitioner's claims addressed in this section are 
limited to a mere paraphrasing ofcomments EPA provided to the District in the above-referenced 
correspondence. Petitioner did not include in the Petition any additional facts or legal analysis to 
support. its claims that EPA should object lo the Permit. Section 505(b)(2) of the Act places lhe 
burden on the petitioner to "demonstrate[] to lhc Administrator that the permit is not in 
compliance.. with the applicable requirements of the Act or the requirements of part 70. See a/so 
40C.F.R. § 70.8(c){[); NYPJRG. 321 F.3d al 333 n.1 L Furthennore, in reviewing a petitioo lo 

object to a title V pennit because of an alleged failure ofthe pennilting aulhority to meet all 
procedural requirements in issuing the pcnnit, EPA considers whether the petitioner has 
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demonstrated that the permitting authority's failure resulted in, or may have resulted in, a 
deficiency in the content of the permit. See CAA § 505{b)(2); see also 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(c)(l); !11 

the Maller ofLos Medanos Energy Center, at 11 (May 24, 2004) ("Los Medanos"); [11 the Mal/er 
ofDoe Run Company Buic/c Mill and Mme, Petition No. VU-1999·001, at 24-25 (July 31, 2002) 
("Doe Run")_ Petitioner bears the burden ofdemonstrating a deficiency in the permit whclher the 
alleged flaw was first identified by Petitioner or by EPA. See 42 U.S.C. § 7661d(b)(2). Because 
!hi~ s....-tion nfthe Pe1ilion is little more than a summary ofEPA's comments on the Permit, u,ith 
no additional information or analysis, it does not demonstrate that there is a deficiency in the 
Permit. 

I. EPA's July 28 and August L, LUIJII Correspondence 

Petitioner overstates the legal significance ofEPA's correspondence to the Districl dated 
July 28 and August 2, 2004. This correspondence, which took place between EPA and.the 
District during the permitting process but before BAAQMD submitted the proposed Permit to 
EPA for review, was clearly identified a.s "issues for discussion" and did nol have any formal or 
legal effect Nonetheless, EPA is addressing the substantive aspects of Petitioner's allegation 
regarding the applicability and enforceabilily ofprovisions relating to 40 C.F.R. § 60.104{a){ l } in 
Sectionill.G.!. 

2 Attachment 2 of EPA's October 8, 2004 Letter 

EPA's letter to the District <lated October 8, 2004 contained the Agency's fonnal position 
with respect to the proposed Pem1it See Letter from Deborah Jordan, Director, Air Division, 
EPA Region 9 to Jack Broadbent, Air Pollution Control omcer, BAAQMD, dated October 8, 
2004 CEPA October 8, 2004 Letter"). Attachment 2 of the lcller requested the District to review 
whether the following regulations an<l requircmenls were appropriately handled in the Pem1it: 

Applicability of 40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpan CC lo Dares 
Applicability of Regulation 8-2 to cooling towers 

• Applicability ofNSPS Subpart QQQ to new process units 
ApplicabilityofNESHAP Subpart FF to benzene waste streams according to annual 
average water content 
Compliance with NESHAP Subpart FF fur ben,:ene was le st.cams 

• Parametric monitoring for electrostatic precipilators 

EPA and the District agreed that this review would be completed by February 15, 2005 
and that the District would solicit public comment for any necessary changes by April 15, 2005. 
Contrary to Petitioner's a!legation, EPA 's approach to addressing these unccnmntics was 
appropriate. The Agency pressed the District lo rc-analy£e these issues and obtained the 
District's agreement to follow a schedule lo bring these issues to closure. EPA noles again that 
the Petition itsdf provides no additional factual or legal analysis that would resolve these 
applicability issues and demonstrate thal the Penml is indeed lacking an applicable requirement 



Progress in resotving these issues is attributable solely to the mechanism set in piace by EPA and 
the District. 

EPA has receive.cl the results of BAAQMD's review, see, Letter from Jack Broadbent, Ajr 
PoHutton Control Officer, BAAQMD, to Deborah Jordan, Director. Ai.- Division, EPA Region 9, 
dated February 15, 2005 CBAAQMD February 15, 2005 Letter"), and is making the following 
findings_ 

a. Applicability of40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpan CC to Flares 

This issue is addressed in Section m.H 

b Cooling Tower Monitoring 

This issue is addressed at Section IIl.G.J 

App licabihty of NS PS Subpart QQQ to New Process Units 

Petitioner claims EPA determined that the Statement of Ba.sis failed to discuss the
applicability of NSPS Subpart QQQ for two new process units at Lhe facility. 

ln an app Iicabi Ii ty determination for Va lcro 's sewer coHe.cLion system (S- 161 ). the 
District made a general reference to two new process units that had been construccctl since 1987, 
the date after which constructed, rnodifie.d, or reconstructed sources became subject to New 
Source Performance Standard CNSPS") Subpart QQQ. The District further indicated that 
process wastewater from these units is hanl-pipetl to an enclose.cl system. However, the District 
did not di5cuss the applicability ofSubpart QQQ for these units or Lhe associated piping. As a 
result. it was not dear whether applicable requirements were omitted from the proposed Penn it. 

In response to EPA 's request for more information on this matter, the Dislrict stated in a 
letter dated f cbruary 15, 200S l lhat the process uni ls are each served by separate stom1 waler an<l 
sewer s)"!,tems. The District ha.s conclude<l that the storm water S)'Slem is exempt from Subpart 
QQQ pursuant to 40 C_F_R_ 60_692- l ( d)(l )- However, 1,vj(h regard to 1hc sewer syscem, the 
District stated the following: 

The second sewer S)'5tern i5 the process drain S)'!item that contains oily water wa~te 
streams. This system is "h.a.rd•piped" to the slop oil system where the wastewater is 
separated and sent to lhe sour water stripper. Frum the .sour water stripper, the 
wastewater {is] sent directly to secondary treatment in the WWTP where it is processed in 
the Biox unils. 

1See L,;;tter from Jack Dro.idbem, E11.ecutive: Oflii;;e/APCO, B.iy Area Air Quality Man;i.gement Districl to 
Deborah Jordan. Director, Air Division, EPA Region 9. 
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The OiMrict wii! review lhe details of the new pwi,;cs5 drain $)'Sleffl wd dctcnninc the 
applkabl,; nhimfanls A prelimir.acy review indicates thal, sin«: this s)$1eF.i m halli•piped 
with oo emissions. then.cw pmcess drain system may hwe been iuclllikd in the slop oil 
cSystem., S!)f!Ctf.<.:al!y S-Sl an,J/or SHH. Iftlus is 1~ ease, Ta&le Pl-HJ wilt be reviewed 
11nd updated, !Ill noeu~ary, to ioolude the mquirumcnb oftbe new prnccts dram ~y;km. 

The Distri~1•, respoo~ imli.c&es that the Permit maybe deficieJlt b,;r;ause ii may b:J: 
apµllc.ablc rcq<.1iNment1. Thtx:efo.."<l, EPA is granting PL'litiooer's r«1utst to obje(:t to ihc remtlt 
The D,s1rio;t mu~t detemiine ,,.-hat ~uirements apply to the new p,-ocess<lrain system ar.d add 
any app;icat,lc requirements !(I th" Permit :,i; appropriate. 

d. Managcm.-::nt ofNon-aqu-eous Benzene Wa-;te Streams Pur5U3flt to 
40 C F.R. Put 61, Snbput FF 

Pelifamer claims 1hat EPA identified an inoorrccl applicl!bih1:, Qe\ermir.fition regarding 
beru-.ene wa:ilc sti,;Mll& w-,d NESHAP Subpart FF, Rete«nwingprevim:s EP"A oommcrilS, 
Petilioner notes !ha! the restrictk,n cont,1ined in 40 C.f'.R. § 6-L342(c)f1) was ignored by lhe 
Di~trici in the applicability d":erm\n11\(on it ,;,onducte,! roe the facility. 

The Stats'ment of Basis for the: propos;ad Penr,;;I included an apphcah,lity deten:iina'.ioo 
foe Valcro's Sewer Pipeh1ic arai Process Drains, .,,,_hid, stated the following: 

Valcro compiir:s with FF thro11gh61.342(e)(1)(1). which allows the fai:ility6 
Mg/yr of m1conlrollcd ber.zeoo wil:!!t', Thus, facilities arc ullowe<l to ch.:x.w.• 
whe:ber :he he1u.clY.' wa:.te streams arc <Ont rolled or micontrollnd as long a$ the 
urn:x,ntro!led stream: qttanlities total 1,-,.;;s lhau 6 Mg/yt.. ,kc;illie the s,,wer ""_d 

pr=.>l' drains ~,e uncQJ>\(,J!le<l, they at:i:: not suhjtct !G 61,346, the rnm.:lal'll& for 
md:vidmil drnin systems 

[nits Oc!obcr 8, 200.4 !ctter. F..Jl A rn.iSOO ooru:cms over lhi~ applk-.abihcy ;kt¢mi;_nAfloo 
du" to the District'~ failur" to disc= the cm11ml requiremrots in 40 C.F.R, { 6LJ42{cXt} 
Undertlte chosen oompliaooooplion, oolyw,utes that have an aven1ge waler co-nwrJ: of Ht% or 
grc;;!cr may go uncontrolled !Sec 4C CF.R. § GI J42(e)(2)) and it wa~ not dear fmm the 
app-licahility dctermmalit::n lhat the emissioo tOurt;M met this r"'lmn,::-nenl In fl:'fponse to EPA's 
request for more iufu!lll./1\fon on this 1naU◊r. the BAAQMO 17....tcd in its February l:'i, 2005 kiter, 
"In !he Rcvis:cn 2 proo.:ss. !he District will rle,ennine "'bid:; "'"a~rc strea!Hs m the refineri~ are 
non~neQ"'~ brnzene was!c stTcams, Scchon 61 ]42(e)( l} v..ill be added to (1e oource-~i;«ific 
ta!>les fo~ any wuroo h11Hdk1g ~ud1 Wi!Stt. The District Ms sml kttsn tn th:; refineries 
ref!lk:sling the ncce;;s:aiy infon.--...lion -

The D~trict's resp:;l!1se ir.tlirat~s tl¼II the Pe=it may be defwie::it '.li:c?.~m>; it may lack an 
applknble rcquirct:1C11(, s;ievif,caFy 5c<'h:m 6L}'>2(e){I ), T'.wrefore, Fl'A is granting 
Pc1itk>11er's mque.,1 tu object to tl:c l'eomt The Dift:"icL nuist rCQp11:1 !ITT: f'crmit to add $(0:;tio-:c, 
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6 l .342(e)(l) to the source-specific tables for aH sources that handle non-aqueous benzene waste 
streams or explain in the S1.a.tcrncnt of Ba.sis why Section 61.342(e)(l) does net apply. 

e. 40 CF.R. Part 6!, Subpart FF - 6BQ Compliance Option 

Referencing EPA's October 8. 2004 letter. Petitioner claims that EPA identified an 

incorrect applicability determination regarding the 6BQ c.omphanc.c option for berv;ene waste 
streams under 40 C.F.R. § 61.J42(e). Petitioner claims that this should have resulted in an 
objection by EPA. 

The BP A comment referenced by Petitioner is issue #12 in Attac hm{:nt 2 of the Agency's 
October 8, 2004 letter to the BMQMlJ. [n that portion of its letter, EPA identified i □ corred 

statements regarding the wastes that are subject to the 6 Mg/yr Ii mit under 40 C.F.R. § 
6l.J42(e)(2)(i). Specifically, the District slated that facilities are allowed to choose whether the 
benzene wa.stc streams are contra I led or uncontro!led a.s long as the un.co ntrol led stream 
quantities total less than 6 Mg/yr. rn actuality, lhe 6 Mg/yr limit applies to all aqueous benzene 
wastes (both cont ro I led and uncontro1led). 

The fundamental issues raised by the EPA October 8, 2004 Letter were l) whelher or not 
the refineries are in compliance \..,·ith the requirements of lhe benzene waste operations NESHAP, 
and 2) the need to remove the incorrect langllage from the Statcmcm of Basis. The first issue is a 
matter of enforcement and does not necessarily re !1ec l a n.aw in the Penni (. Absent in formation 
indicating that the re ti nery is actual I y out ofco mp Iia.nee with the N ES HAP, there is no basis for 
an objection by EPA. The second i5sue ho1.S a!rea<ly been correcle<l by Lhe Dislri ct. l n response to 
EPA' s comment, the District revised the Statement ofBas is to state lhat 1 he 6 Mg/)'T Ii mi t app Ii cs 
to the benzene quantity in the tota 1 :i.qUCD us waste stream. See Dec em bcr 16, 2004 Statement of 
Basis at 26. Therefore, EPA is <lenyi.ng Petitioner's request lo obj~t 10 the Permit_ However, in 
responding to this Petition. EPA identified additional incorre.c! language in the Pennit. 
Spcci fically, Table VU-Refinery st<ites, "Uncontrolled benzene o:-;6 meg%'Tams/yeat." See Pennit 
al 476. As discussed above, this is clearly inconsistent with 40 C. F.R. § 6 l .342(e)(2}. In 
addition, Table l V -Refinery contains a simi tar entry th at states, "St an<lards: Genera!; 
[Uncontrolled] 61 . 3 42 ( e )(2) Waste sha l 1 not conl.ain more than 6.0 Mg/yr benzene.'' See Pem1it 
at 5 I _ As a tesul t, under a separare process~ EPA is reopening the Permit pur,;u ant to its authori.ty 
under 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(g) to require that the District lix this incorrect language. 

f. Parametric Monitoring for Electrostatic Precipitators 

· Petilioner claims EPA found that the Pennil contains deficient particulate monitoring for 
sources that are abated by electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) and that are subject to limits under 
SIP-approved District Regulations 6-3 lO and 6-3 l l. Petitioner requests that EPA object to the 
Pcnnit to require appropriate monitoring. 

BAAQMD Regulation 6·310 limits parttculate maller emissions to 0.15 grains per dry 
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standard cubic foot, and Regulation 6-311 contains a variable limit based 011 a source's process 
weight rate. Because Regulation 6 does not contain monitoring provisions, the District relied 011 
its periodic monitoring authority to impose monitoring requirements on sources S-5, S-6, antl S-
10 to en.sure compliance with these standards. See 40 C.F.R_ § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B); BAAQMD Reg. 
6-503; BAAQMD Manual of Procedures, Vol. ill, Section 4.6. For oourccs S-5 and S-6, lhe 
Permit requires annual oource tesl5 for hoth emission limil5. For S-10, the Permit requires an 
annual source test to dL~Onstrate complialjce with Regulation 6-310 but no monitoring is 
rcquirotl for Regulation 6-311. 

With regard to monitoring for Regulation 6-311 for source S-10, the Permit is 
inconsistent with the Statement of Basis. The final Statement ofBa.sis indicates that Condition 
19466, Pan 9 should read, '"fhe Permit Holder shall perform art annual source test on Sources 
S-5, S-6, S-8, S-IO. S-11, S-12, S-176, S-232, S-233 and S-237 to demonstrate compliance with 
Regulation 6-311 (PM mass emissions rate not to exceed 4.lOP0.67 lb/hr)." See December 16, 
2004 Statement of Basis at 84. However, Part 9 ofCondition 19466 in the Permit states that the 
monitoring requirement only applies to S-5 and S-6. December 16, 2004 Permit at 464. In 
addition, Table Vll-B I states that monitoring is not required. Therefore, EPA is granting 
Petitioner's request to object to the Permit as it pertains lo monitoring S-10 for compliance wi!h 
Regulation 6-311. The District must reopen the Permit to add monitoring requirements adequate 
to assure compliance wilh the emission limit or explain in the Statement of Basis why it is not 
needed. 

Regarding the annual source tests for sources S-5, S-6, and S-10, EPA believes that an 
annual testing requirement is inadequate in the absence of additional parametric monitoring 
because proper operation and maintCT1ancc of the ESPs is necessary in order to achieve 
compliance with the emission limits. In the BAAQMD February 15, 2005 Leiter, the Dislrict 
stated that it intends to "propose a permit condition requiring the operator to conduct an initial 
compliance demonstration that will establish a correlation between opacity and particulate 
emissions." Thus, EPA concludes the Permit docs not meet the Part 70 standard that it contain 
periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are 
representative of the source's compliance. Sec 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(aX3XiXD). Therefore, EPA is 
granting Petitioner's request to object to the Permit. At a minimum, the Pennit must contain 
monitoring which yields data that are representative of the .source's compliance with its permit 
tenns antl condiiions. 

3. Attachment 3 ofEPA's October 8, 2004 Le!ler 

Attachment 3 ofEPA's October 8, 2004 Letter memorializeOJ the District's agreemrnt to 
address two issues related to the Valero Permit. One issue pertains to applicability 
determinations for support facilities. EPA does not have adequate infonnation demonstr.iting 
that the Valero facility has support facilities, nor has Petitioner provided any such information. 
EPA therefore finds no basis lo object to the Permit and denies the Petition as to this issue. 
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The seoond issue pertains to :he =non] ofa pcrmit:shidd irQJIJ BAAQMD Reg1daion 
8-2. EPA has re,·iewed the most recent veffilon of the Permit and dc!cm,med that t!re shield was 
cemoved. 11:erefure, EPA is denying Pctifior.er';i req,;est lo object lo the pe.rrnit as this issue is 
moot. 

B Permit Applicalion 

Applicable Requirements 

Petitioner alleges that EPA must object to the Permit because it contains onrcsolverl 
applicability determinations due to "deficiencies in the application and permit pm=s.s" as 
identified in Attachment 2 to EPA's October 8, 2004 letter lo the District. 

During EPA 's review oflhe l'ermil, BAAQMD asserted tha!, notwithstanding any olleged 
deliciencie~ in the applica(ionacd pennit process, the Pecmit sufficien!ly addressed 11:ese i«:ms 
oc the requirements were l'l<ll applicable. EPA requesled that the Di~1rict r=iew some oft.\e 
determinations ofadequacy and non-appJi,;ab:h1y thal it had already made. EPA bel:e-ves 1bit 
lhis p<'oce:ss has resulted in improved appEcab;fi;y determ,ruuions. Petition...--.-~ have fuiled '.ii 
demons!rn1e thal such a groe:ralized allegalion of"defi:ieocics m tlieappfo:afam and pernr~ 
proc.css" adwdly resuhed i11 oc may ha.,.-e resulted in a £law i'."I the Pen:iir. Therefore, EPA denies 
the Pet ii ion on this ha.sis. 

2 J,Jentific.a.ion of [nsignif;cant Si111rcPs. 

Pctilioner comern:ls !hat the p,:-nml app!icalioo fa1!ed lo li,t m~ignifican! sources, resu~ling 
in a "hck Qfinformafom {!hat] ,:ihibit:: mcaningf<1! public review oft'.le Tille V pemiit." 
Petition« further contends !hat, ro:i'.rary !~, District permit rcgulalions, tle appi!-;.ca!ion failed to 
inclm!c a !isl of all e,-,-j,,;mn uni ls, ::,eluding exempt and in;,igr,ificalll sources and activities, and 
failed 10 include emissions ,c.ilcolalicm; for each sii;nificant source <«- ac.ivi.ty. Pctitioncr lastly 
allegES Jhal lhc application bckeG an emissions icvenloiy for som.:es no: jn operation d,.,ring 
1993. 

Under Part 70, applicalions may not omit infonnalion needed to detemiine the 
applicability of, or to impose, any applicable requirement, or to evaluate a requi1ed fre amount. 
40 C.F.R. § 70.S(c). Emission calculations in support or the above inforniation are require<l. 40 
C.F.R. § 70.5(c )(3 )(viii). An application musl also include a list of insignificant activities that 
are exempted because ofsizc or production rate. 40 C.F.R. § 70.S(c). 

District Regulation 2-6-405 .4 requires applications for title V pcm1its to idcnti fy and describe 
"each permiltcd source al the fac,lit)"' and "each source or o1her >1chv·11y 1hat is exempt fmm the 
requirement to obtain a pem1it .. _" EPA•~ Part 70 regulations, which prescribe the minimum 
elements for apprnvahle state title V programs, require that applications include~ list of 
insignificant sources that arc exempted on the basis ofsize or production rate. 40 C.F.R. 
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§ 70.S(c). EPA's regulations have no specific requirement for the submission of emission 
calculations to demonstrate why an insignificant source was included in the Jist_ 

Petitioller makes no cJaim that the Permit inappropriately exempts insignificant sources 
from any applicable requirements or that the Permit omits any applicable requirements. 
Similarly, Petitioner makes no claim that the iaclusJon of emission calculations in 1hc application 
would have resuhed in a different permit. Because Petitioner failed to demonstrate that the 
alleged flaw in the pennitting process resu]ted in, or may have resulted in. a deficiency in lhe 
permit. EPA is denying the Petition on this ground. 

EPA also denies Petitioner's cJaim because Petitioner faiJs to substantiate its generalized 
contention that the Permit is flawed. The Statement of Basis unambiguously explains that 
Section m of the Permit, Generally Applicable Requirements. applies to all sources at the 
faci]ily, including insignificant sources: 

This s-cction of the permit lists requiremcn1s that generally apply to an sources at .a. facility 
inc!u<l[ng insignificant sources and portable equipment th~t may not require a District 
permit. ...[SJtandards that appIy to insignificant or unperrnitted sources at a facility ( e.g. J 

refrigeration urrits that use more than 50 pounds of an ozone•dep]eting compound), are 
placed in th.is section. 

Thus, all insignificant sources subject to applicable requirements are properly covered by lhe 
Permit_ 

Petitioner also fails to explain how meaningful public review of the Permit was 
.. inhibited" by the alleged lack of a list of insignificant sources from the permit application_"' We 
find no permit deficiency otherwise related to missing insignificant source information in the 
Permit application. 

In addition, Petitioner fails to point to any deft..·,d tn lhe Permit as a consequence ofany 
missing significant emissions calcu]ations in the pennit application. The Statement of Basis for 
Section IV of the Pem1it states, "This section of the Pennit Jisls the applicable requiremems lhat 
apply to pcnnitted or significant sources." Therefore, all significant sources and activities are 
properly covered by the Permit. 

With respect lo a missing emissions inventory for sources not in operalion during 1993. 
Petitioner again fajls to point to any resultant flaw in the Permit. These sources are appropriately 
addressed in the Pennit. 

For the foregoing reasons. EPA is denying the Petition on these issues 

4 [n another palt oflh.e Petiriofl, addressed below, Petitioner argues that the District's delay in providing 

requested infomution. violated 1he Dislrict's public participation pruct:durc:s approved lo meet 40 C.F_R_ § 70_7, 



3. Identification ofNon-Compliance 

Petitioner argues that the District should have compelled the refinei;y to identify non
compliance in the application and provide supplemental information regarding non-compliance 
during the application process prior to issuance of lhe final permit on December 1 > 2003. rn 
support, Petitioner cites 1he section of its Petition (IH.D.) alleging that the refinei;y failed to 
properly update its compliance certification. 

Title V regulations do not require an applicant to supplement its app]ication with 
infonTiation regarding non•compliance/ unless the applicant has knowledge ofan incorrect 
application or of information missing from an application. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 70-5(cX8}(i) 
and (jii)(C), a standard application form for a title V permjt must conlain, inter a/ia, a 
compliance plan that de.scribes the compliance stah.15 ofeach source with respect to all applicable 
requirements and a schedule ofcompliance for sources that are not in compliance with alJ 
applicable requirements at the time the permit tssucs. Section 70.5(b), Duey Jo.supplement or 
correct application. provides that any applicant who fails to submit any reJevant facts, or who 
has submitted incorrect information. in a permtl application, shall, upon becoming aware or such 
failure or incorrect submission, promptly submit such supplementa] or corrected infonnalion. In 
addition. Section 70. S(c){S) requires the application to include"[o ]ther spedfic information that 
may be necessary to implement and enforce other app1icab]e requirements ... or to determine the 
applicability of such requirements.·• 

Petitioner docs not show that the refinery had failed to submit any relevant facts, or had 
submitted incorrect infonnationi in its 1996 initial p~nnit application. Consequently, the duty to 
supplement or correct the permit application described at 40 C.F.R. § 70.5(b) has not been 
triggered in th is case. 

Moreover, EPA disagrees that the requirement of 40 C.F.R. § 70.5(c)(5) requires the 
refinery to update cornpliancc information in this case. The District is apprised of all new 
information arising after submittal of the initial application - such as NOVs. episodes and 
comp1aints - that may bear on the implementation. enforcement and/or applicability ofapplicable 
requirements. In fact, the District has an inspector as.signed to the plant to assess comp]iance at 
le35t on a weekly basis. Therefore, it is not necessary to update the application with such 
infonnation, as it ~s alre.li.-'ly in 1he possession of the District. Petitioner has failed to demonslrale 
that the alleged faiture to update compliance information in the application resulted in, or may 
have resulted in, a deficiency in the Pennit. For the foregoing reasons. EPA denies lhe Petition 
on th is issue. 

C. Assurance of Compliance with All Apphcable Requirements Pursuant to the Act, 
Part 70 and BA.AQMD Regu1ations 

~ As di;;c:u~~ed infra, title V reglllations atso do nol requite pem'lit appli~anis to upd.!.le rhcir compliance 

ccrti fie ations pending pc rmi t i~suJ nee. 
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I Compliance S,;,hcdulc 

In essence, Pelifamer claiir.s that the Disintf's consideration oflhe fa~ility·s comFllanrn 
hislory during the lille V permitting pmcess wa, flawed because the Districi dtttdm 1tot t<.> 

-includeacompliance:";Cheilule in 1be Pcrn:it despite a number ofNOVs and other indicatioo,;, in 
Petitioner's view, ofcomp,!ianccprol;,kms, ar,d !he District did not etp!ain why a compliar.,xc 
scheilule is no( nec,essary Specifically, Petitioner alleges that EPA must ol;,je;:t k> the Pecmit 
because the "Dismct ignured evidenre ofrecurrinjj; ocongoing C(<mpltance problems at !he 
facirity, inslead relying on limited review ofou!da!ed records. ro couciude that a compliance 
schedule is unnecessruy." Petition at 1!-!9. Pet:ihooe. further a-!~ 1hat a rompliance r,,;hedule 
is necessary to.address NOVs issued to the plan! (including rrniny !bat are still pendingJ6, oire
lime episodes' repo.1o1 by lhe plan(, 1ec11rring violations and cpiscdes at certain emission uni1s, 
comptaints filal with the District, and t.'le lack of.:vida-.ce tha! the VXllations have hem n:wlve,l 
The ,e-hefsought by ?etitioocr is for the Districl to- mdude "aoom;,liance schedule in thePmnit, 
or explain why or.e w15 not necess-:ey.n Id. P-ctitiot±r additic111allychargcs that. due to the 
facili1y'spoor con;pliar.re history, additional mmritormg, rewrdke,:ping and reporting 
requirements are warnntcd to assure compliance wilh all applicahle requirernenls. Id. 

Section 70.6(ej(3) requires hllc V perm;!$ 1.0 include a ,cltedule r,fcomphru---,re 00!)),t.lerll 

with Sec!!Oll. 7JJ.5(t.}(ll). Stktion 7fl.5{c)(8) pre&-riOOS the n",;.:p.riu.;mtmts foc cornpliirncc sd:edule;; 
to bt: submitted as pan: of a peri:-iit application. Fo.-oo-urces ti-.atare not in complia.-.c~ wi(h 
appUC-i!t>lc rcquir1<menl!i at the time ,:,f iw.nnit lssuarn;to, wm;,liance schedul'!s mu.st indu,k ";,. 
\ehed11.le (lf r<:!ru!;\11a! me:,,;.1,11~-~, indOOing an enfon;,:;ib[e seqm:oce \I(M"tlon,;. with milef.tOtW';, 
leading iO ::.omp!iar..ce-:· 40 C F.R § J0.5(cJ(8J(inj(C}. Thec,m,µlmnee sdkdulc ShouW 
"resernhle -1r;<l be al k'A~I as stringent as th.al contamed in any judichil consen1 WX'.ree or 
admmistra~ l'C order 10 ¼bell ttw rourt:e is ~..bject:· Id. 

In de;crmining whet!ler an objedion is wru-ranled for alkged !laws b lhe procedure,; 
leading '-'P to permit issaioce, such: as Petitioner's daims that the Dist.-ict imp,oper!y considered 
lhe fucitity•s compliance hiw,ry, EPA cor;siders whether a Perilirncrhas dcir.o:r;trated th& r:ie 
alleged flaws rcsu'.led in. or may have rcre.ltcd in,. a deficiency in the i=rnlt's t:<.:lnteul. See CAA 
§ 505(b}(2) (requiri:ig an objectio:i "'if the petitioner demonstrates ... t!lat the pe.rrni: is no! in 
compl"1nCC wit!: !he reqJirnmen!s oflhi,; Act.. .."}. !n Pctitionff's view, the deficiency that 
resu'.1ed here is the- lad:: of a comphance schedule. For lhe reasons exp:aincd below, EPA g:ran{:, 

6BAAQMD Rtgul~ffil, ! :40l pr<><•;J,s fo: (he is,•aru:,, of NOVs: ➔ violalic-,, No!icc· A nrn,ce ofv,oh:ooo 
or c11a1ma ,bl! be isso.cd by tbc O.stri<l for all vdaliom ufDi,,!r.<-1 regula!ron. a..d shall b.e ,;t,1,..,,,-,ed !Q pers,;,es 
allege,;! tc, te m v,olamn <>! D•"'1<' reg,.lati<ms. ·:,, none" s"-'il i:!ffllify L'1• - of tl-.e ,,.o!.,fun. th< tt1lc or 
,.,gula!>'Rl ,-iolated, aM. !he Jai,, or<lates oo whkh saod >10!:l!i<m ,,;-c,_,rred.~ 

'Accor<ling to BAAQMD, "cpi>Odcs" arc "reportable events, bul are not necessarily violations." Ultcr 
from Adan Schwanz. Senior Asmbnt Counsel. llAAQMO lo Gerardo Rios, EPA Region lX. dated January 31, 
200), 
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the Petition to require the District to address in the Pem1it's Statement of Ba.sis the NOVs that 
the District has issued to the facility and, in panicu]ar, NO Vs that have not been resolved 
because they rnay evidence noncomp]iance at the time of permit issuance. EPA denies the 
Petition as to Petitioner's other comp]iancc schedule issues. 

a. Notices of Violation 

In connectton with ils claim that the Pcrrnit is deficient b~ause it lacks a compliance 
sche.dule, Petitioner states that the Dis1r:ict issued 85 NOVs to Valero between 2001 and 2004 
and 51 NOVs in 2003 and 2004. Petitioner highlights th.at,~ of October 22, 2004, all 5 l NOVs 
issue.d in 2003 and 2004 were unresolved an<l still upending." Peti !ion at 14- 15. To support its 
claims, Petitioner attached to the Petition various District compliance repon.s and summaries, 
indu<li ng a list of NOVs issued between January 1. 2003 and Octobcr I , 2004. Thus, Pct itioner 
essentiallyc1aims that the District's consideration of these NOVs during the title V pennitting 
process was nawed, because the District did not include a compliance schedule in the Permit am.I 
did not explain why a comphance :schedule is not necessary. 

As noted above, EPA's Part 70 regulations require a compliarLCe schedule for "applicable 
requirements for sources that are not in compltance ,vith those requirements at the time of permit 
issuance." 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6{cX3). 70.5(c)(8)(iii)(C). Consistent with these requirements, EPA 
has stated that a compliance schedule is not necessary if a violation is intennittent, not on-going, 
and has been corrected before the permit is issued. See In the .Mauer o_(New York Organic 
Fertilizer Company, Petition Number 11-2002- l 2 at 47.49 (May 24, 2004)_ EPA has also stated 
that the permitting authority has discretion not to inc1u<le in the permit a compliance schedule 
where there is a pending enforcement action that is expec.ted to result in a comp1iance schedule 
(i.e., through a consent order or court adjudication) for which the pcnnit will be eventually 
reopened. See in the Mauer ofHuntley Generaling Station, Petition Number ll-2002-0 I, al 4-5 
(July 3 l, 2003)~ see also In 1he Matter ofDu,lkirk Power, LLC, Petition Number H-2002-02, at 4. 
5 (Ju]y 31, 2003).s 

Using the District's own. enforcement records, Petitioner has demonstrated that 
approximatc1y 50 NOVs were pending before the District at the time it proposed the revised 
Permit. The District's most recent st.a(ements, as ofJanuary 2005, do not dispute this fact~ The 

Tiese orders considere<l whether a compliance schedule ,,vJs neces,uy to s.d<:lress (i) opacil)· •Lolations for 
which the some!! h.:td tncluded a compliance schedule wilh its application; and (-11) PSD viu1ations ll1al the source 
contested and was litigali11g in f~deral disnict court. As to lhe unconteslcd opacity 1,·iolations, EPA required 1hr. 
pemutting authorlcy IO reopen Lhe pemti15 to either incorporate a. compliance scl:.-:dule or cx:plain I.hat a compliance 
schcdul-i:: was not ~c.cssary because the facility was in compliaru:e. As to the contested PSD vi.olations:, EPA found 
that '"'[i]t is cnlirdy appropriate for the [state] enforcement process lo fake ill: cours:e" and for a compliance schedule 
to be inclndt:d only after the adjudi-calion has been resolved. 

9A!! siBtcd in a ?eucr from Adan Schwartz, Senior Assistant Counsel. OAAQMD, ID Gemrdo Rios. Ai• 
DL"'is10n, U.S. EPA Region 9, dali!d January 31, 2005, "The D islricl is foHo wing up on each NOV to ac hie vc: an 
approprialc rc:solulion, whidt will likely entail payn1erit of a Cl\·il penally.·• EPA pro\·tded a copy of this leller 10 
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permitting recor<l shows that the District issued the initial PeCTJ1it on Docemhcr 1, 2003 and the 
revised P<:CTJ1it on December 16, 2004. According to the District, the facility did 11ot have 
noncompliance issues at the time it issued the initial and revised pconils. TI1e pcrmitti11g record 
contains the following statements: 

• July 2003 Stateme.nt of Basis,"Comp!iance Schedule" section: "The BAAQMD 
Compliance and Enforcement Division has conducted a review of compliance over 
the past year and has no records of compliance problems at this facility." July 2003 
Statement ofl:lasis at 12. 

July 2003 Statcmcnlnflb.5ls, "Tomp:,antt S.tttlas~ se.c!ioo.: "The C!Jrnplt\UKC m<l 
Enforcemerrt Diviskm has prepared an Annual Cnmpliance Report for 2001 ... The 
inf,;,mtati,m contained in the oomp!fa.nce rep,:m has bl'cn \'Yahw,i;,;I dl.lPng the 
ptepamtion of!h<' S!atemenl ofBiiS!t for lhe pr,;,r-0o/:t! rnaJOt fadlity Review p,:rmit 
The rrtllia purpose <::flh1s ov1l!uation is to identify ongoing or rl¼Urring problc!!ill tha: 
should he wbjoct lo a sdte<lule ofu:,mpli""~e. No sue.h r,roblems have been 
identified." July 1003 Sttl!ement o!Basis at 35_ This sedion aim noted that the 
Ol!llrict issued eight NO Vs IP thee r¢fincry in 2001, Pill did not diSCuSs oc.y NOV~ 
isi:u!'-0 to Cle refinery in 2002 or l[U' firnt half of200J. EPA nows lhat there~ar t,:, 
Mv<:: !:Ken approximate:Y 36 t,;()Vs u.sved dunng that time. eoch of which n 
idet!!ified :m pendmg i11 the dotu:nentation provi<leJ by f'elitwnec. 

December 16, 2004 S!atement of Basis: 'The facility is not currently in violation of 
any requirement. Moreover, tho District has updated its review ofrecent violations 
and has not found a pattern ofviolatinns that would warrant imp<isition ofa 
compliance schedule." December 2004 Statement of Basis al 34. 

200J Response to Commer.bi ("RTC7 {from Gokkn Gate University): ''The 
District's review of r;,,;mf !-lOV's faikd b reveal Myeviden.::e ofcurrent ongoing or 
n:curringno11rompLmcc that woul<l warra:11 a compliance schedule,~ 2003 RTC 
(GGU) at I. 

EPA finds l!-.at 1he District';; statements at the tilt:e i! isaued !he milial and revised 
Pennits.:lo JIO{ pro,,i<l~ ~ rne;;ningfol explanation for the !aLkofa comp!ianceschdute inll1e 
Permit. Using the District's own CJ1forcemellt records, Pelifamer ha5 dcm;:mstrated th&: Hiem 
wuc approxin:ale!y 50 u~s.o!vcd NOVs 2t the time :he re.:SX reroit was issued m December 
2004. The lJistflct'sstal~ n the v-;-rmitting recont h<J·,;,·cver, create !he impression that no 
NOVs were pending at tha! Ume- Ahhocigh the Distnci :icknowb::!g~, that there have Deel\ 
"recer.l. violations," the D'islrict fails 1<:: ~t!d,ess 1he fact 1hal ,1 had iss~ a significant nomber of 
NOVs !O the t-;,.;:ility and that many of the issued NO Vs wcrc still pee.ding. t,.fonxwer, '.he 
District provides cnlya corduoo,y statement that there .ire 110 o:igoingor recurring ;m>hlems that 



courd be addressed with a compliance schedule and offers no explanation for lhis determination. 
The District's statements give no indication that it actually reviewed the circumstances 
underlying recently issued NOVs to dctconine whether a comp]iance sche.Jule was ncceSSJI)'
The Districl's mostly generic statements as to the refinery•s compliance status are not adequate to 
suppon lhe District is decision that no compliance schedule was necessary io light of the NOVs_ 10 

Because the District failed to include an adequate discussion in the pem1itting rcc.ord 
reganJing NOVs issue-0 to the refinery, and, in pa:nicular, those that were pending al the time the 
Permit was issued, and an cxp]anation as to why a compliance schedu]e is not required, EPA 
finds that Petitioner has demonstrated that 1 he District's consi<lera tion ofthe NOVs during the 
title V permitting process may have resulted in a deficiency in the Permit. Therefore~ EPA is 
granting the Petition to require the District to either incorpo['B.te a comp1iance schedule in the 
Permit or to provide a more comp1ete ex:planation for its decision not to do so. 

Wncn the District reoperu; the Pennit, it may consider EPA's previous order.; in llle 
Huntley, Dunkirk, and New York Organic Fertilizer matters to make a reasonab]e determination 
that no compliance schedule is nocessary because (i) the facility has tctume<l to compliance~ (ii) 
the violations were intermittent, did not evidence on-going non-compliance, and the source was 
in compliance at the time of pennil is.~uanc:e~ or (iii) the Dis!rict has opted to pursue the matter 
through an enforcement mechanism and will reopen the permit upon a consent agreement or 
court adjudication of the noncompiiance issues_ Consistent with previous EPA orders. the 
District must also ensure that the permit shield will not serve as a bar or defense to any pending 
enforcement action. LI See Ilurrtlcy and Dunkirk Orders at 5. 

b. Episodes 

Petitioner a1so cites the number of "episodes" at the plan! in the ye..irs 2003 and 2004 as a 
ba-..is for requiring a compJiance schedule_ Epi~des are e.'enls reported by the refinery of 
equipment breakdown, emission CXCl';SSl';S, inopcrati,1e monitors, pressure relief vaive venting, or 
other facility failures. Petition at l5, n. 21- According to the District, "[e]pisodcs arc reportable 
events~ but arc not necessarily violations. The District reviews each. reported episode. For those 
that represent a violation, an NOV is issued.'. Letter from Adan Schwartz, Senior Assistant 
Counsel, BAAQMD to Gerardo Rios. EPA Region LX, dated January 31, 2005_ The summary 
chart entitled ••sAAQMD Episodes .. attached to the Petition shows that the District specifically 

wJn i;ontr~t, EPA not~ lhat 1hc slatt:: p,cmrilting authority in d)C HuntJcy and Dunkirk Orders provided a 
thorough record as to the existence and circumstances regarding Ille pending NOYs by describing them in detail in 
the perm.its and ackiwwledging thi= enforcement issues. in lh.e public notice~ for the pcrrn.iu_ Huntley at 6. Dwik.irk a( 
6_ ln addition. EPA found that the penniu: co ntai •~ "sumc ient safc-gu.:uds" lo cnsu re thal I he pcnnit ~hields would 
nol preclude appropri.a.1e enforcement actions. Id, 

11 Aflcr n:,· icwing thr: permit s.h ield in Ihe Pemlit, EPA finw. nothing in icchat could ser.e: as a defense 10 

enforcement of the pending NOVs, The fJislri['.'t, 1-i-:iwcv~r, should still indcpcnden[ly perform [hi.5 review whrn it 
reopens lhe Pcnnit. 
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records for each episode, under the heading "Status," its detennination for each episode: (i) no 
action; (ii) NOV issued; (iii) pending; and (iv) void. This document supports the District's 
statement that it reviews each episode to see whether it warrants an NOV. Because not every 
episode is evidence ofnoncomplianee, the number ofepisodes is not a compe!!ing basis for 
determining whether a compliance schedule is necessary. Moreover, Petitioner did not provide 
additional facts, other than !he summary chart, to demonstrate that any reported episodes are 

violations. EPA therefore finds that Petitioner has not demoru;trated that the District's 
consideration of the various episodes may have resulted in a deficiency in the Penni!, and EPA 
denies the Petition as to this issue. 

e. Repeat Violations am!. Episode& al Panicu!ar Units 

Petitioner claiIGS that cewiin units at L'ie plant are responsible for multiple cpisod..s .im<l 
,·iolations, "possibly revealing serious ongoing or recurring compliance issues.~ .Petition a1 16. 
The Petition then cit~. as evidence, the e,;islern:e of 16 episodes and 8 NOVs fo,r !he fCCU 
Cat.aly:ic Reg,::ocrator (S-5}. 9 episodes and 4 NOVs for a hot furnace (S-2201 9 episodes antl 1 
NOVs for the Heat Recovery St= GencratO( (S· Hl3l), ar.d 3 episodes and 2 NOVs for foe 
Soulh Fhre (S-13}-

A dose examination dthe OAAQMD Episodes chart n:,hcd upon by Petitioner, hr,wcver, 
reveals that the failures identified for these eiiloodes and NOVs are actually quite distinc! from 
one another, often coverinc <lifforent components and regulatory requirements. This fact makes 
~cnse a~ ,;mission and proc,·-~~ units at rdinerks tend Jo be vcr.' complex with multiple 
components and multiple applicable requiremen($, When determining whclhcr a compliance 
schedule is ncce5S"I)' for ongoing ~'iolali<ms at a pa.cticular enussi<m unit based on multiple 
NOVs issued for that unit, it would be reasonable for a permitting authority to coosider whether 
the violations pertain to lhc i;ame component of the eniission ,mil. !he cause of the violutions is 
the same, and the cnuse h~s nt,t been remedied thr.:rngh the Oi~tricf't tnforcement actions. 
Aguin, i:'etitioner has failed to demonstrate ttwt the District's considcr:-itioli of the various repeal 
epfaode$ and alleged violations may have resulted in a deficiency in lhe i:'ennit. Ei:'A thetcfor1.' 
denies the Petition as to this issue. 

d. Complaints 

Petitioner contends that the- "numcrol.lS complaints·• rcc11i l'cd by !he Diolric! between 200 1 
and 2004 al:;o lay a basis for the need for a eompll1111cc schedule. These complaints were 
generally for odor, smoke or other concern~. As with the epiooJe:i: discussed above, the meru 
exislence ofa oomp!aint does not evidence a regulatory violation, Moreover. where the Oi~lricl 
has verifie<l certain r,omplaints, it has issued an NOV to addre.~B public nuisance issues. As such, 
even though complaints may indicate problems that n~ed additional investigal(on, they ,;lo not 
necessarily lay the basis for a compli;i"ce s.ch,cdul,:, B~cau,;e Pel iliQncr has not dr111Qnstralc(l th.it 
the r,-0mplaints roceivcoJ by lhe Dinnct may have resulted in a deficiency ill the Permit, EPA 
denies the Petition a_~ to this 1s~11c, 



e. Allegation that Prob fems are not Resolved 

Petitioner proposes three "potential solutions to ensure compliance:" ( l) the District 
should address recurring compliance at specific emission units, namely S-5. s.220 and S-1030, 
(2) the District should impose additional maintenance or tnstallation of monitoring equipment, or 
new monitoring methods to address the JO episodes involving inoperative monjtors; and (3) the 
District should impose additional operational and maintenance requirements to address recurring 
problems since the source is not operating in compliance with the NSPS requirement to maintain 
and operate the facility in a ma.r,ner consistent with good air poHu lion control practice for 
mirumizing emissions. Petition at 18·19. 

In regard to Petitioner's first claim for relief., EPA has already explained that Petitioner 
has not demonstrated that the District's co11sideration of the various 'recurring' violations for 
particular emission units may have resulted in a deficient permit or justifies the imposition of a 
compliance schedule. ln. regard to the second daim for relief. the JO episodes cited by Petitioner 
are for different monitors, and spread over a multi-year period. As long a.s the District seeks 
prompt cornxtive action upon becoming aware ofinoperative monitors. EPA does not sec this as 
a basjs for addttional maintenance and monitoring requirements for the monitors. Moreover. 
EPA could only require additional monitoring requirements to the extent that the underlying SIP 
or some other applicable requirement does not already require monttoring.. See 40 C.F.R. 
§ 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). Lastly, in response to Pelitioner".s third claim for relief seeking imposition of 
additional operation and mainte·nance requirements due to an aHcged violation of the .. good a.ir 
potlution control practice" requirements oflhe NSPS. EPA believes that such an allegation of 
noncompJiance is too speculative to warrant a compliance schedule without further investigation_ 
As such, EPA finds that Petitioner has nor demonstrated that the District's fai]ure to include any 
of the pennit requirements PetitioJ1er requests here resulted in, or may have resulted in. a 
deficient permi!, and EPA denies the Petition on rhis ground. 

2. Non-Compliance Issues Raised by Public Comments 

Petitioner claims that since the District failed to resolve New Source Review C1NSR'')u 
compEEl.nce issu~, EPA should object to the issuance of the Permit and require either a 
compliance schedule or an explanation that one is not necessary. Petition at 21. Petitioner 
claims to have identified four potential NSR violations at the refinery. as follows: (i) an apparent 
substantial rebuild of the fluid catalytic cracking unit ( ..FCClf') regenerator (S-5) without NS R 
review/l based on information that large, heavy components of the FCCU were recently 

ii "NSR" is used in this section 10 include both the nonattatll.!llent area New &lure~ Review :pennit 

progr:im and. the att.linment area PfevcntiQn ofSignific,mt Dctertoration("PSD ..) :permit prngr.tm_ 

1l Pe ltl ioner also a Heges ihal S- 5 wrnl th.rough a rcbu Lld w·ithout imposition of emission 
limit.ahons and o!her requiremenl~ of40 CFR_ § 63 Subr,:irl UUU. EPA notes !hat the requiremi:nl~ ofSuh~rt 
Ul.JU are i11c: lu<lcd i[I the Pcm1it with a future dkc liv~ date of Aprll 11, 2005 _ Permit a! 80. 
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rcpJac.cd; (ii) apparent emissions increases at two boiler units (S-3 and S--4) beyond the N.SR 
significance JeveJ for modified sources of NOx, based on the District's emissions inventory 
indicating dramatic increases in NOx emissions bctw<.-en 1993 and 200 J ~ an<l (iii) an apparent 
significant increase in S01 emissions at a coker burner (S-6), based on the Disirid 's emiss[ons 
inventory indicating a dramatic increase in SO2 emissions in 2001 over the highest emission rate 
during 1993 to 2000. 14 Petition at 20. 

All sources subject to title V must have a peITilit to operate that assures compliance by the 
source w1th aH applicable requirements. See 40 C.F.R. § 70. i(b); CAA§§ 502(a), 504(a). Such 
applicab]e requirements include the requirement to obtain NSR permits that comply with 
applicable NSR requirements under the Act. EPA regulations. and state implementation plans. 
See generally CAA§§ l I0(a)(2)(C), 160-69, 172(c)(5). and l 73~ 40 C.F.R. §§ 5 U60-66 and 
52.21. NSR requirements include the application of the best available control teclmology 
CBACT"') to a new or modified source that results ja emissions ofa reguJated pollut.ant above 
certain legal1y-5pecified amounts. 15 

Based on the information provided by Petitioner. Petitioner has faiJed to demonstrate that 
NSR permitting and BACT requirements have been triggered at the FCCU cata]ytic regenerator 
S-5, boilers S-3 or S-4, or coke burner S~6. With regard to the FCCU catalytic regenerator, 
Petitioner's oniy evidence in support. of its claim is (i) an Apri] 8. 1999, Energy lnfonnation 
Administration press release that states that the refinery announced the shutdown of its FCCU on 
March 19, 1999, and announced the restarting of the FCCU on April l, l999/6 and 
(ii) informaLion posted at the Web site of Surface Consultants, me., :stating that "'sevcra] large, 
heavy components on [the FCCU] needed replacement." See Petition, Exhibit A. Petitioner 
o rrers no evidence regarding the nature of these activities. whether the activities constitute a new 
or modified s.ource under the NSR mies, or whether refinery emissions were in any way a[ected 

14 Petitioner also lakes issue with the Disrrict's position that "the [NSR] pre-construc!ion review rul~s 
tfa:mselvcs arc not applicable requiremenls, for purposes orTi[k: V." (Petition, at 2.1; Decembt:r 2003 Cons.olidated 
Rcspcnsc to Comments (''CRTC"} at 6-7}. App1i.cablc rcquiremencs are defined ict the Dj~t:ricfs Regulillion !-6-202 
as .. {a]ir quality requtrernent5 wilh wruc;h a facility must coffi{ll}I pursuant t<) th~ Dis!ric:t·s regulations, code, of 
California suUilol'}' law, and lhc federal Clc;in Air Act, induding all applicable requirt.mcn'l'.!l as ~fi~ in 40 C.i:.R_ 
§ 70.2." Applicable requirements are defined in 40 C.F.R. § 70.l to include "any slaJ'ldafd O? olher requirement 

provided for in the applicable tmpJernen!alion plan approved or promulgated by EPA tluough rulcmakmg under title 
I of the Act that imp !eme nlS the releN.ant req nireme nts of the AcL_" Sinee lhe District's NS R mles arc pan of iu 
implemenlahon p[an, die NSR rules lhi:msclvcs arc applicable requirements for purposes of title V_ Since this point 
ha.i; Httlc relevance to the matter al hanL1 (i.e., whelher in this case the NSK rulc.s apply !o a par!icuTar new or 
modified source a., lhe refinery), I: PA vit:ws the Districl's posilion as obiserdiclum. 

LS The Act disttn_guishcs betv,,een lhe n:quiremcnt to apply UACT, ,~·bid1 is part of1hc PSD permit program 
fof attiliruncnt area..~, and the requirement to apply the !oi.,.-esl achievable emi.%LU[I r.1ll: ("LAER"), which is pan ofllu; 
NSR pennit program for nonal1Jirunenl areas. !n Ihis c-a:se, fiown·cr, the Disn-icc':s NSR rule!i- use the term "l!ACT" 
to signi.fy "LAER." 

Lf> This press release is a\lailabte on the rn,emct al hltp:1/.....-ww.eia.doc.go\•/ncic/pres!lpr~l 23,htinJ (la~t 

viewed on Fcbru:i.ry I, 200:5}-
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by these activities 

With regard to the two boilers a11d the coke burner, Petitioner's only evjdcnce in support 
ofits claims are apparent udramatic" jncreases in each of these unit's emissions inventory. 
However. as the District correctly notes: 

" .. .the principa] purpose of the inventory is planning~ the precision needed for this 
purpose is fairly coarse. The inventory emissions are based, in a]most an cases, 
on assumed emtssion fac,tors. and reported throughputs. An increase in emissions 
from one year to the next as renected in the inventory may be an indication that 
reported throughput has increased, however it does not automatically follow that 
the source has been modified. Unless the throughput exceeds permit limits. the 
increase usually represents use of previously unused. hut authorized. capacity. An 
increase in reported throughput amount could be taken as an indication that 
further investigation is appi:opriate to determine whether a modification has 
occurred. However~ the District would not conc]ude that a modification has 
occurred simpI y because reported throughput has increa.sed." 

December], 2003 ConsoJidated Response to Comments (2003 CRTC'), at 22_ Moreover, 
Petttjoner does not claim to have sufficient evidence to establish that these units are subject to 
NSR pennitting and lhe application of BACT. The essence of Petitioner's objection is the need 
for the District to "dctennine whether the sources undervi-'ent a physica] change or change [n the 
method of operation that jncrcascd emissions~ which would trigger NSR." Petition at 20. Not 
only is Petitioner unable to establish that these untts triggered NSR requirements, Petitioner is 
not even alleging that NSR requirements have in fact been triggered. Petitioner is merely 
requesting that the District make an NSR applic.ability determination based on Petitioner's "'well
documented concerns regarding potential non-comp l ianee." Petition at 20 (emphasis adder/). 

During lhe tit le V penniHing process, EPA has also been p ur.: uing similar types ofclaims 
in another forum. As part of its Nar.ional Petroleum Refinery Initiative, EPA identified four of 
the Act's programs where non-c.ompliance appeared widespread among petroleum refiner.., 
including apparent major modi Cications to FCCU:s and refinery heaters and boiJer-. that resulted 
in signi ri.cant increases in NOx and SO1 emissions without comp]ying with NSR requirements. 
However, ba.!led on the infonnation provided by Petitioner, EPA is not prepared to conclude at 
this time that these units at the Valero refinery arc out of compliance with NSR requirements. [f 

EPA later detennines that these units are in violation of NSR requirements, EPA may object to or 
reopen the title V pennit to incorporate the applicable NSR relluiremcnts. i 7 

Since Petitioner has faiietl to show that NSR requirements apply to these units, EPA finds 

17 EPA not-es that wi1h n:spec:l lo lhe specific claims ofNSR violations raised l;iy Petitioner in ils commcrHs, 

the Distrlct HinlenJs to follow up with furth£:r invesfiga1ion," December l. 2003 CRTC, at 22. EPA encoura~e~ the 
District to do so, especially where. as in this case, 1hc appar~nt changes in the cmission.s in\·t:ntories are substantial. 
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th.at Pctitiorn:r has not md ils bmkn of,:fomonstrating a deficiency in lhe Perniit. Therefore, fuc 
Pctitio.-i is denial OJI. tfns iffue. 

3, Imurnitte111 and Comi11uoU.i Compliance 

Petitioner contends 1h11t F:f>A n:ust object to :he Permil beca\1st: the Di~ric1 has 
interpmOO !he A(t lo flc,quiP: ooly iritrnnittenl rat.htt than roclinu,:,us wmpfiar.ec. Pehifo,1 at 21 · 
22. Pciilioncn:rmtemh that !he Dist:"lcl h~ a "fu1tdamt.1tally flawed philo11cphy." Petitioner 
points to a slatemen! made hyUls' D-:mict in ii$ Response to Public OJ=ls,;,:lal¢l [}ec,;mm,:I' 
1, 2003, thut ic]ompli.lru:e by Ute refineries w\lh all Dfalcic: and fodera! air regulati<:ms W!ll lhlt 
be continuous:· Pellikmer ccnle11ds that the District "expc,::1$ ,only lnt«ntl!tehl compli,uic,e'' ar--d 
that rim District"s belief"'th;,,1 it llectl only at$11fll ·relili0m1l:,le iffi«nlit:WnJ' oomp!iaucn ~ In.em& 
that Li failed Wste ihe rteOO fut a compliance plan in !he Permit 

EPA d~:ign,::s with !¼t;:ior.cr's suggestion lllZt the Distr'..cl's •kw -,f irnemt:lhm1 
eomphance rnl,S 1mpa11ed ib ability to properly implemenl !he title V prngrnm. As tlatt:d alrnve, 
EPA hll5 not concluded t!ut a compliance phn ts ne,;essuyto .:>ddress lhe m,;tanc.:.; ofnm;
eomplia.nce at this Foctlity. Moroove1, the Ag,::ncy di.'iagJetS with Pclitioner"s inlcrpmllltilllls of 
the 01$!lict's <:cmrnenls on Ille issm:,_ For instance, EPA finds nothing in the rnco."1 s1a111,g1hat 
the Difilrict's view ofthe Penni:, as a legal maHe., is 1ha1 it need 1\fsure m1!y inhmmUenl 
comptilltlelL Rather, a fai.rcr Watling of the Oimnct 's viow is tllnl, Nalishcally, inlcnnittcni non
compliance c.an be e,;pectcd. As lite District staled: 

The District C<ll\001 ruk out !hat iflS',znccs ofnorH:;.,;;n,,pli,111ce will ,;,ccor. ln.ked id a 
refmery, at !e:11St oet:asional events ofnon,c,:;mp!ia!K{l CM hn pred1C!ed wilh a higlldeg:nx. 
of certainty.... Comp!ianccoy the refineries wi!h all District and foJeraJ air regula!ions 
will ooi b,: oor,iimKms. Bowevi::-r, !bi; Dh:rict beLeve.; thi:- i;omp!iann.: recmd at :fos 
[Shell) anti uthar mfmcrics is wdl wuhin a 1ange to prcdk1 tolSoMble inlum.iUent 
complianco_ Dc,;01nbcr l, 2003 RTC ai 15, 

Thi' District's 'liew appi=-s lo he b~ on ex~ence aud (h,; prnrli<;al reality thal 
complex sources willltllouS1111% ()femission poillls whim .ne4Ubject ta hucdl"OOs ofkw.al and 
federal requircmmto will find lllemseh,:s ou1 of001:1plianc,;.. not necessarily becanse their 
pennit, are iiw!e;iuale m,t b<Xi\U~C vf !he Jim1!s of tecl,:,,JJogy and (!(her fa,Jms. !i"ll:tt a SOl.t!:U: 
with a pctfcc!ly.<.JrnO,:d permit- one lhJ\ requm:~ s:;;te nflhc art rnooiloring, 'lCTUf!Uloos 
recordkeeping, ;in(i r,;;gular i:epo:ti11g 1o r~g'.olatury ;igencies - m;:,.y find ilsclf ou1 ofcompliance,
""t b('(:ause the permit is dcfK'icnt_ 'ml :icca:iw ::iflhe J1rnita1.:n1rn of lei:hnok•gy and Qll:er :a<:tcrn. 

EPA also bel111H1s !hat, far from sMctiooir.g m1errm(!ent oomp?1antc, as Pctitioncr 
sugg.em. see Petition .:t 12. n. ¼, !he District appears co:nmillcd to addres~ it lhroogh 
entbru:menl ofthe Pen:nil, when appropri1u:c- "whcn noc.-wmplian,;:e oc..;-..:rs, tr.c Tit!:;; V ptmu:i 
will cnliance the abililv lo detect i111d eoforee again;;! lho:;e occurrences." Id. Ahlwugh l":c 
Disti.ct mayrea.!ist:c:tlly c~l i:1st:1rc,;:; ofr.on-oon_pli~m:i.:. i1 <:.!occ;; not 1WCesw:ui!y en;1r;i: 
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them. Non-compliance may stilJ constitute a v,olation and may be subject to enforcement action 

For the reasons stated abovet EPA denies. the Petition on this grouml 

4. Compliance Certifications 

lnitial compltance certificatioru,: mu.st be made by all .sources that apply for a tjtle V 
permit at the time ofthe permit application. See 40 C.F.R. § 70.5(c)(9). The Part 70 regulations 
do not require applicants to update their compliance certification pending issua11ce ofthe permit. 
Petitioner couectly points out that the District's Regulation 2-6-426 requires annual compliance 
certifications on "every amiversary of the application date" until the permit is issued. Petitioner 
claims that. other than a truncated update in 2003, the plant has failed to provide annual 
certifications between the initiaJ permit application submittal in L996 and issuance of the permit 
in December 2004. Petitioner believes ~hat "'defects in the compliance certification procedure 
have resulted in deficiencies in the Permit. .. Petition at 24. 

In detennining whether an objection is warranted for alleged flaws in the procedures 
leading up to pennit issuance, including compliance certifications► EPA considers whether the 
petjtioner has demonstrated that the alleged flaws resulted in ► or may have resulted in, a 
deficiency in the permit's content. See CAA Section 50S(b)(Z) (objection rcquira.1 "iflhe 
petitioner demonstrates ... that the permit is not in compliance with the requjrements of this Act, 
incJuding the requirements ofthe applicable [SCP]")~ 40 C.F.R. § 70.8(c)(l); See also In the 
Matter ofNew York Organic Fertilizer Company. Petition No. U-2002-12 (May 24, 2004}. at 9. 
Petitioner assumes, in making its argument, that the District needs these compJiancc 
ccrti fications to adequately review compliance for the facility. This is not necessarily true. 
Sources often certify compliance based upon infonnalfon that has already been presented to a 
permitting aUlhority or based upon NOVs or other compliance documents received from a 
pcnniUing authority. The requirement for lhe plant to submit episode and other reports means 
that the Ojstrict should be privy to all of the infonnation availab]e lo the source pertaining lo 
compliance, regardless ofwhether compliance certifications have been submitted annually. 
Finally, the District has a dedicated employee assigned as an inspector to the plant who visits the 
plant weekly and sometimes daily. In this particulaT instance. the compljance certification would 
[ikely not add much to the District's knowledge about the compliance status ofthe plant. EPA 
be1ieves that in lhis case, Petitioner has failed to demonstrate that the lack: of a proper initial 
compliance certification. or the alleged failure (o properly update that initial compliance 
certification, resulted in, or may have resulted in, a deficiency in the pem1it. 

D. Statement of Basis 

Petitioner alleges that the Statements of Basjs for lhe Permit issued in December 2003 
and for the revised Pennit, as proposed in August 2004. arc inadequate. SpccificaUy. Petitioner 
aHegcs the following deficiencies: 
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Neither Statement of Basis conta.iru; detailed fas:ility dcsniphons, including 
comprnhtnsive proc<:ss flow infonnatioo; 

• Neither Sl:ilerneD1: of Basis contains sdiicien! informalion to determine applicabiltty 
of'"c.erlain requirements lo specific so=es." Petitioner specifically idem.iii es 
exew.ptions &om pennit1i11g requirements that BAAQMD allowOO fm bilk;,, 
Pet11ioner a:SO references Atlacltmeius 2 and 3 to EPA 's (k:fober 8, 2004 lctter as 
support for its allegation that lhe Stal.ements ofBasis were deficienl ~ausc. they did 
not address applicability of 40 C.F.R Pm 6), Subpart CC to flares and BAAQMJJ 
~gu!ation .S-2 to hydrogen plant ven!s. 

• Neither Statement of Basis addresses BAAQMD's compliance detenninations 

• The 2003 Statement of Basis ,...-a,: not made av.allab!e on !he District's WW site.luring 
I.he April 20(14 pab;:>C corr>..meot p,:riodl'M ~ twt include information about permit 
~vbkm5 in Mll!:"tt and August 2004 

The 2004 Statement of Ba!lisdoes noi: discuss changes BAAQMD made !o the Penmt 
!Jetv,een the public romment period in August 200} amI !he fmaJ vcrsMI issued in 
D,,ccmher 200}, de~piteDe District's request for pub Ix: comment on such cha,,ges 

EPA's Part 70 regulations require pem1itting authorities, in connection with initiatmg a 
public comment period prior to issuance ofa title V permit, to "provide a slatcmcnl that sel..s 
forth the legal and fac1ual basis for the drall pennit conditions." 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(a)(5). EPA's 
regulations <.lo not require that a statement ofbasis contain any specific elements; rather, 
permitting authorities have discretion regarding the contents or a statement ofbasis. EPA has 
recommended that statements of basis contain the following elements: (!) a description ofthe 
facility; (2) a discussion of any operational flexibility that will he utilized at the facility; (3 ) the 
basis for applying the permit shield; (4) any federal regulatory applicability detenninations; and 
(5) the rationale for the monitoring methods selected. EPA Region V has also rccommeTided the 
inclusion of th.e following: (I) monitoring and operational restrictions requirements; (2) 
applicability and exemptions; (3) explanation ofany conditions from previously issued permits 
that arc not being transferred to the title V permit; ( 4) streamlining requirements; and (5) certain 
other factual infonnation as necessary. Sec, Los Medan=, al 10, n.16. 

There is no legal requirement th:at a permitting :authority include information such as a 
specific faci lily description and process 11ow diagrams in the Statement of Basis, and Petitioner 
has not shown how the lack. ofthis information resulted in, or m;iy have resulted in, a deficiency 
in the Pcrtnit. Thus, while a facility de~cription and process flow diagrams might provide useful 
information, their absence from the Statement of Basis does not constitute grounds for objecting 
to !he Permit 

EPA agrees, m part, !hat l'd1tmm:r has dcmom.trated the l'crm1t is deficient because the 
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Statement ofBasis does not explain cxemptjons for certain tanks. This issue is addressed more 
spcci fically in Section ill.H.3. 

EPA agrees with Petitioner's aliegatlon that the Statement of Basis should have included 
a. discu~ion regarding applicability of40 C.P.R. Parl 63,. Subpart CC to flares and BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-2 to hydrogen plant vents. Applkabiljty detenninations are precisely the t.we of 
infonnation that should be included in a Statement of Rasjs. This issue is addressed more 
specifically in Section IJI.H. l. 

EPA addressed Petitioner's allegations relating to the sufficiency ofthe discussion in the 
Statement of Basjs on the necessity ofa comp]iance schedu]e in Section m.c. 

EPA does not agree with Petitioner's anegations tha{ the 2003 Statement ofBasis was 
deficient because it was not avaiJable on th~ District's Web site during the 2004 public comment 
period or because it did nol provide information about the 2004 reopening. First, EPA notes that 
the 2003 Statement ofBasis has been available to the pubfic on its own Web site since the initiaf 
pennit was issued in December, 2003.11 [n addition, Petitioner has not established a 1egJt1 basis 
to support its cJaim that this infonnation is a required element for a Starement ofBasis. 
Petitioner also concedes lhat lhe District provided a difThrent Statement of Basis in connection 
with the 2004 reopening. Petitioner tioes not cJaim that the Pennit is deficient as a result of any 
of lhesc aIIeged issues regacding the Statement of Basis, therefore, EPA denies the Petition on 
this ground .. 

EPA tloes not agree with Petitioner's allegations that the 2004 Slatement of Basis was 
deficient because it <lid not discuss any changes made between the draft permit availab]e irt 
August 2003 and the final Permit issued in December 2003. Petitioner has not established a Jegal 
basis to support its claim that lhis infonnation is a required element fbr a Statcrntml of Basis. 
Petitioner has not demonstrated that the Permit is deficient because lhe District djd not provide 
this discussion in the 2004 Statement of Basis. Moreover. Petitioner cou]d have obtained much 
of this information by reviewing the District's response to comments received during the 2003 
public comment period. which was dated December 1. 2003. Therefore, EPA denies the Petition 
on this ground. 

E Pennit ShieJds 

The District roles allow lwo types of permit shields. The pem1it shield types are defined 
a.s follows: ( l) A provision in a title V permit explaining that specific fe<lendJy enforceable 
regulations and standards do not apply lo a source or group of sourct:s, or (2) A provision in a 
title V pem1it explaining that specific Ccdc..:rally enforcc..ab]e applicable requirements for 
monitoring, recordkccping aml/or reporting are subsumed because other applicable requirements 

18Title V pcrmil.I. and rel.a.led docurrocrits an.: available 1hrough Region IX'.s: Eleclnmic Pem1it Subrniltal 
Syst~m at hl1IJ:l/www.epa:.govlreglo110Y/i11r/mmtitlinde1t.hfml. 
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for monitoring, rccordkeeping, and reporting in the perrnit will as~ure i:ompliance with all 
emission limits. The Di,trid uses the sec,ond lyPe ofpermit shield for all Mrnamlining of 
moniwring, recoNkeeping, and reporting mquireme11ts i1) \Jtln V permit~. The District's 
Statement ofBMis e,rpbim: "Compliance with the applicable requirement con(ainOO in tht 
permii automatically results in compliance with any subsuml.'d {- less stringent) requirement." 
See December 2003 Statement ofBasi~ at 27. 

40 CF.R. §§ 60.7(c} and (d) 

Petitioner allege, that the permit shield in Table fX B of the Pennh (p669-670) 
improperly ~ubsumcs 40 C.F.R. §§ 60.7(cJ and (J) under SIP-a~proved BAAQMD Regulation 
l • 522.8, arrd that the Stalement of Ba.sis does not suffici~ntly explain the basis for \he shield. 
Petition at 28. 

Moniw:rin.g data 3ha!l be m.ibmitted oo a momhly hMi11 in a format spccifiM by the 
APW. Reports shall be submi!lctl within JO days of the clq,;.:.ofthen1on;h 
r¢p(lrltd on, 

Sections 60.7(c) and (d) require very specific reporting requirements that arc not r<>:[uircd 
by BAAQMD Regulai:ion 1-522.8. For instance. § 60.7(c)(I) requires that ex:cess emissions 
reports include the magnitude of excess emissions computed in accordance with § 60. IJ(h) and 
any conver.o;im1 factors used. Section 60.7(d)(l) requires. !hat the report fonn contain. among 
other things, the duration of excess emissiom due to startup/shutdown, control equipment 
problems, process problems, other known causes, and unknown causes and total duratioo of 
excess emissions 

The Statement of Basis for Valero contains the following justification for !he shield 

40 C.F.R. Part, 60 Subpart A CMS reporting requirernenl.s are satisfied by 
BAAQMD 1-522.8 CEMS reporting re,quirements. See December 2003 Statement 
of Basis at 31. 

EPA agn,,;s with Pc!itioc_cr lha! the requirements of 40 C.F.R. §§ 6(!.7(c) and (d) are ni;,t 

Slllilifil'Jl by BAAQMD Regolali-On 1.52:;1.s, and thJt the S!akment ofBasis 1).()¢; no\ p,nv,d,; 
adfqw.tc justificabcu for subsum:ng ~1 <'iO. 7(c) and (d). An adequate jostiflca110n .Lould liklums 
flaw !he re,quitemenw ofa stb~umtd regulatict'i are ;atbfle,J t>Jt UM!ht;t rtgotmio1t no! simply 
that the requiremci11San• satistlcd by another regu!atiDn. 

For !ltc rea50ns sel for:h above, EPA is grnnting the Peuion on !hes<, gnmnU3 The 
Dntrict must reopen the P,,nml tc mclude !he ceponing requin:ments of §§ 60.7(c) ind {dlor 
adequately exp!&ill how tl:cy are appropriately subsumed. 

25 



2. BAAQMD Regu1ation l-7 

Petitioner also alleges that the District incorrectly attempted to subsume the State-on]y 
requirements ofBAAQMD Regulation l [-7 for valves under the requirements of SlP approved 
BAAQMD Regulation 8-18-404, and states that only a fe<lcral requirement may be subsumed in 
the permit pursuant to BAAQMD Regulation 2-6-233.2. Petition at 29. 

Including a permit shield for a subsumed non-fcdcni11y enforceable regulation has no 
regulatory significance from a federal perspective because it is not related lo whether I.he pennit 
assures compliance with all Clean Air Ac{ requirements. See 40 C.F.K 70.2 (defining 
..applicable requirement"); 70. l(b) (requi.ring that title V sources have operating pennits that 
assure compliance with all applicable requiremerlLs}- State only requirements are not subject to 
the requirements of title V and, therefore. are not evaluated by EPA unless their tcm1s may either 
impair the effectiveness of the title V permit or hinder a pcnnitting authority's ability to 
imp!ement or enforce the title V pcnnit. In the Matier ofEastman Koda!r Company, Petition 
No.: II-2003-02, at 3 7 (Feb. 18, 2005). Therefore, EPA is denying the Petition on this issue. 

3. 40 C.F.R. § 60.482-7(g) 

Petitioner alleges thal a pcnnit shield should not be allowed for federal regulation NSPS 
Subpart VV, § 60.482-?(g) based upon its being subsumed by SlP-approve<l BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-18-404 because the NSPS defines monitoring protocols for valves that are 
demonstrated to be unsare to monitor, whereas Regulation 8~ 18-404 refers lo an alternative 
inspection 5Cheme for leak~free valves. Petitioner slates .. Because lhe BAAQMD regulation <loes 
not addre.s.s the same issue as 40 C.F.R. § 60.482-?(g), it cannot subsume the federal 
requirement." Petition at 29. 

EPA disagrees wilh Petitioner that the hvo rcguJations address. different issues. Both 
regulations address: alternative inspection time lines for valves. Reguiation 8-18-404 specifo.:::al1y 
states: 

Alternative Inspection Schedule: The inspection frequency for valves may change 
from quarterly to annually provided all of the conditions in Subsection 404.] and 
404.2 arc satisfied. 

404. l The valve has been operated ]eak free for five consecutive quarters; 
404_2 Re.cords are subrni tted and appro va1from the APCO is obtai ne<l_ 
404.3 The valve remains leak free. Ifa leak is discovered, the inspection 

frequency will revert back lo quarter]y. 

NSPS Subpart VV requires valves lo be monitored monthly except. pursuant to§ 60.482•7(g). 
any valve that is designated as unsafe lo monitor must only be monitDred as frequently as 
practicable during safeAo-monitor times. In explaining the basis for the shield, the Penn it states: 
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[ 60A82-7(g)] Allows relief from monlhly monitoring ifdcsignaktl as 
tmsafe-to-monitor_ BAAQMD Regulation 8·18-404 <loes not al1ow this relief 
Permit at 644. 

BAAQMD is correct that the Regulation 8-18-404 is more stringent than 40 C.f'.R 
§ 60.482-7(g). Therefore, EPA is denying the Petition on this issue. 

F. Throughput Limils for Grandfathered Sources 

Petitioner alleges that EPA should obje,;:_'.t to the Pem1it to the extent that throughput limits 
for grandfathered sources set thresholds below which sources are not required to submit all 
information necessary to determine whether ''new or modified construction may have occurred." 
Petitioner also alleges that the t h.re.shold s are not •~legally co rrcct'' an<l there fore are not 
reasonably accurate surrogates for a pro per NS R baseline determination. Petitioner also argues 
that EPA should obj ei;t to the Pemi it because the el'. istence of the through put limits, even as 
reporting thresholds, may create "an improper presumption of the correctness of the threshold" 
and discourage the Disuict from investigating even!.s that do not trigger the th.rt;shold or raJuce 
penahies for NSR violations. Finally, Petitioner also requests that EPA object to the Pennit 
because the District's reliance on non-SIP Regula!ion 2-1-234. l ''in dcriYing these throughput 
limits" is improper. 

The District has established throughput limits on sources that have never gone through 
ne:v.r sourc.c review ("grandfathered sources"), The Clean Air Act docs not require permiuing 
authorities to impose sue h requirements_ There fore, to understand the purpose ofthese 1imi ts, 
EPA is relying on the District's statements chara<::terizin g the reasons for, and lega1imp iicat ions 
of, th~e throughput limits. The District's Dec.ember 2003 CRTC makes the following points 
regarding throughput Ii mi Is: 

• The throughput limits being established for grandfathered sources will be a useful tool 
that enhances compliance with NSR. ...Requiring faci Iities to report when 
throughput Jimits are exceeded should alert the District in a timely way to the 
possibdity of a modi fl.cal.ion occurring. 

The limits no,._,· function merely as reporting thresholds rather than as presumptive 
NSR triggers. 

They do not create a basdine against which future increases might be measured 
r•NSR base1ine"). Instead. they act as a presumptive indicator that the equipment has 
undergone an operational change (even in the absence of a physical change). because 
the equipment has been operated b cyo nd designed or as•b u i 1t capacity. 

The throughput limits do not establish baselines; furthermore, they do not contravene 
NSR requirements. The baseline ror a modification is dctcnnincd at the time of 
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pennit review. The proposed limits do not preclude review of a physical modification 
for NSR implications. 

• Throughput limits on grandfathered sources are not federally enforceable. 

• The [permiL'>] have been modified to clearly distinguish between limilS' imposed 
through NSR and Ii mi ts; impcsed on grand fathered sou rc::e:S. 

Doc.ember 1, 20CJ3 RTC at 31-33. 

EPA believes the public comments and the District's responses have done much lo 
describe and explain, in the public record, I.he purpose and legal significance of the District's 
throughput limits for grandfa!hered -sources:. Basal on these interactions, EPA has the following 
responses to Petitioner's allegations. 

First, EPA denies the Petition as to the allegation that the thresholds set levels below 
which the facility need not apply for NSR pennits.. A5 the District states, the thresholds do not 
preclude the imposition of federal NSR requirements. EPA does not see that the throughput 
limils would shield the source from any requirements to provide a timely and complete 
application if a conslruction project will trigg,er federal NSR requirements. 

Second, the Permit ttseifmakes cleac tha; the thmughpul ljmils are not to be used for the 
purpose of establishing an NSR baseline; «Ex.c:eedance of this limit does not establish a 
presumption that a modification has occurred, nor does compliance with the limit establish a 
presumption that a modification has not occurred_" Permit at 4. Therefore, EPA finds no ha.sis: to 
object to the Pcnnit on the ground that the thresholds are not ..reasonabty accurate surrogates" for 
an actual NSR baseline, as they clearly and expressly have no legal significance for that purpose. 

Third, while EPA shares Petitioner's interest in compfomc.c with NSR rcquircmenlS, 
Petitioner's concern that the thresholds might discourage reliance on appropriate NSR baselines 
to investigate and enforce possible NSR violations is speculative and cannot be the basis of an 
objection to the Pe(m it. 

Fourth. EPA finds that the Dlstrict's reJiance on BAAQMD Regulation 2-l-234. l, which 
is not SCP-approved, to impose these limits is appropriate. EPA 's review of the Pennit, however1 

found a statement suggesting that the District will rely on this non-SCP approved ru]e to 
determine v,rhether an NSR modification has occurred. EPA takes this opportunity to remind the 
District that its NSR permits must meet the requirements of the foderaUy-applicablc SIP. See 
CAA ] 72~ l 73; 40 C.F.R. § 5] _ EPA finds no basis, however, to conclude that the Permit is 
dericient. 

G. Monitoring 
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The lad: of monitoring raises an issue as to consistency with the requirement lhat each 
permit contain monitoring sufficient to yield reliable dala from the rclcvanl time period thal are 
representative of the source's compliance with the permit where the applicable requirement docs 
not require periodic monitoring or testing. See 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). EPA has 
recognized, however, that there may be limited cases in which the establishment ofa regular 
program of monitoring or rccordkeeping would not significantly euhance lhe ability of the permit 
to assure compliance with an applicable requirement an<l where the status quo (i.e., no 
monitoring or recordkccping) could meet the requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3). See,los 
Medanos. at 16. EPA's consideration of these issues and determinations as to the adequacy of 
monitoring follow. 

40 C.F.R. Pan 60, Subpart J {NSl'S for Petroleum Refineries) 

Petitioner makes the following allegations with regard to the treatment of flares under 
NSPS Subpan J: (i) BAAQMD has not made a determination as to 1hc applicability ofNSPS 
Subpart J to three of the four flares at Valero; (ii) there is no way to tel! whether flares quahfy for 
the exemption in NSPS Subpart J because there are no requirements in the Permit lo ensure that 
the flares are operated only in "emergencies;" (iii) the Permit must contain a federally 
enforce.able reponing requirement to verify that each flaring event would qualify for an 
exemption from the H2S limit; (iv) the Permit fails to ensure that al! other NSPS Subpart J 
requirements arc practically enforceable; and (v) federally enforceable monitoring must be 
imposed pursuant to 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6(a)(3J(i)(B) and 70.6(c) ,ind Section 504(c) of the Act to 
verify compliance with all applicable requirements ofSubpan J. Petition at 33. 

The New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for Petroleum Refineries, 40 C.F.R. Pan 
60, Subpart I. prohibits the combustion of fuel gas containing H,S in excess ofO. lO grldsc:f at 
any nare built or modified after June l l, !973. This prohibition is codified in 40 C.F.R. 
§ 60.104(a)(l). Additionally, 40 C.F.R. §§ 60.105(a)(J,4) requires the use of continuous 
monitors for flares subject lo § 60.104{a)(I). llowcver, the combustion of gases released as a 
result of emergency malfunctions, process upsets, and relief valve leakage is exempt from lhe 
H1S limit. The draf\ refinery permits proposed by BAAQMD in February 2004 applied a blanket 
exemption from the H,S standard and associated monitoring for about halfof the Bay Area 
refinery nares on the basis that the flares are "not designed" to combust routine releases. The 
slatemenl.s ofhasis for the refinery permits stale, however, that at least some of these nares arc 
"physically capable" ofcombusting routine releases. To help assure that this subset of flares 
would not trigger the H,S standard, DAAQMD included a condition in the pem,its prohibi1ing 
the combustion of routine releases at lhese flares. 

Following EPA comments submitted to BAAQMD in April of 2004, BAAQMD revised 
its approach to the NSPS Subpart J exemption. The permits proposed !o EPA in August of2004 
indicate that all flares that arc affeckd units under 60.100 are subject to the 112S standard, except 
when they are used to com bust process upset gases, and gases released to the narcs as a result of 
relief valve leakages or other malfunctions. However, lhe permits were not revised to include the 
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coatiTI.UOU:i monilors requ,rnd under§§ (-0. I05{a}(J) alld (4) 011 the basis Iha! the !la.cs will 
alwaY5. be used. le cmnbust non-routine releases and 11\u,; will 11evt:r octually trigger !he il2S 
standllnl or the iequiremenl to inslall monitors. 

With rrupoct lo f-'ctititmer's. fttSt a!legatioll, BAAQMO h.m de:irlyconsitlcro::l 
app!irnbillty ofNSPS Subpart.J to fl11n:s, and has indic.ated that KSPS Subpm J apphes lo one, 
£.-1<). Page 16 of the Oeecm:>et' 2-004 &.ttcm.ent of Ba1is sfoks; 

The kicia Rclinery has lhree Si:l(™'Afe fl ate he;'\W sys!ean: !) !he maiu flw:., gu 
recovery ht.ldcr l"l'.h flares S--18 and S-19, 2) the acid g,u fl.:ue header with flare S-16, 
and J} the butane Oare head11r witt. flare l;,{7_ Flares S-16 and S- lS were placed in 
:;erviceduring !he original refinery Hartup in 1966- Flare S-17 WM placed in sci·vi;;e wHh 
the butane unk TK.-1126 !It 1972. Flare S-19 was added tc; the main gM rec,wery htader 
in 1974 to eru;u.;e adequare fclief cnpndty fonhe rnfiaery. S-19 fa wbj~ct lo NSPS 
Subpart J, because it w,V; a- f\lel gag comb:llilit:m Jtvioo inrta!led ailer Junt 11. L91:.i, the 
eITecti.--e dale of60, 1 OO(b). 

The 13.ble on page 18 oflhe Statement of Mis also :;lirecll_v sb!!"es that flares S- 16, S-17 
and S--18 are not ~ubje,;;t !o NSPS SubpartJ. Wh,le !he Permir w,;,'Jld be dearer ifOAAQMD 
iocl«dcd a stak-mcm thill lhe II ates bve ,mt been modifiOO so as lo trigger the require:ncn:s of 
NSPS Suhpan J, su<::!i a sbtemen! fa no! required by ti:le Y Therefore, EPA is denying lhe 
Petition on 11:m istue.. 

However, Et' A agras: \&'1th Pd{!i()(&f that !M Permit is fuwfil! with respoct to i~ (ii) 
and (iii} abovl!s Firn. the oontinuoos rnoni!onng of§§ 6[UU5(a)(J} and (4) is llot induc.cl io the 
Permit becwse, BAAQMD daims. !fare S-.!9 is n,;-vcr used 11! u mll.nrKlT I.bill. would u,gg,:r'he 
H2S 5t.a1tdard and !he requirement to install aeonlmuoo~ :no:1i10~. While the Perm,! doesconlain 
Dislrict -enfor.:cable only monit-0ring lo ihew ~(nnplilln«> w:111 a Jl:w:rnE y enfurceahk oorul:t'on 
prntutJiting the comlnn!io(l of rout\noly.tek~ ga;,es in a fiar-e (:Y)W6,. If!), ll= it rnITetrtl)' no 
fC<X'.rally cnf<irccabte moniro.-ing requirement~ !he Permit In ,icrn<:m'!tfij\e complilmc.: will! thi~ 
wndilli:Jn or w11h NSPS Subpart J. brn:h fodernllyenfon::eahle apphcable. rtq!Jiremenh. Ba;;v~,e 
NSPS Subpm:J i~ au <1pp!ioili!e r,;quiremenl, the Pem1it must oonl:.in p.:rio<lic mon:toring 
pu.w.;an1 to 40 C.F.R. § 70.ti(a/(3J(i)(BJ and DAAQMD lteg. 6·503 {llAAQMD Mar-.ual of 
Tro«dures, V-01. ill, S.Xdon 4 ~) :o show H.>!r.pliam::e with lhe tegu!.ii!irm. 

The,efore, EPA is gun:ing :he Petihon on the basis lhat !he Pennil doe$ llol ~tm: 
wntpbance wil:1 NSPS Sut>part J, or with federally cuforceah!e pc,-mit wm:.l:lion 206'J6-, in 
BAAQMD most renpt!n lhe h:rmil tn i:ither includ.: lhe moni1oring under u,ctwm. 60,!0S(a)()} 
!lr ( 4), or, for '"-~mpk, lo 1r,dude U!"'lua:t federally e11fon:eahle Tllimitollng to ,how w:nphance 
with ronditioa 20806, #7 _ 

With respect to i>£ues (iv} and (v), it i~ unclear what o-:her r,cquiremenCT Petitiuner 1s 

refe<ring to. or what momtcriug Pctitio-ncr :s requesting. for these rca.rons, EPA is de:,ym_g the 

30 



Petition on these grounds. 

2 Flare Opacity Monitoring 

Petitioner notes that flares arc subject to SIP-approved BAAQMD Regulation 6-301, 
which prohibits visible emissions from exc=-ling defined opacity limits for a period or periods 
aggregating more than three minutes in any hour. Petitioner alleges that the opacity limit set 
forth in Regulation 6-30 I is not practically enforceable during short-duration flaring events 
because no monitoring is required for flaring even!s that last less than fifteen minutes and only 
limited monitoring is required for events lasting less than thirty minutes. Petitioner alleges that 
repeated violatioTIS ofBAAQMD Regulation 6-JOl due to short-term flaring could be an ongoing 
problem that evades detection. 

The opacity limit in Regulation 6-JO\ <lees ool ro.-ilain pcriO<l><: moniloring_ BeCllUSC th: 
und<!:l:lying applicab!e requirement irtlp05eS no monitorui.g ofa periodic nature, lb, Permit mus! 
contain "pe.riodic modtoring suffo:Cent to yield reliable data fmm !he relevant lllllC period that 
ore represema1ive oflhe s.::..irce'scompliance wilh !he permit ...." 40 C.F.R. § 7tt6{a)(3J(iXBJ. 
Thl!S, the issue before EPA is whctheJ the monitonng unposed in !he Permit w,J; rcst:lt lfi 
n::]iable and r~cscntative lata from the ,-,c;evant dme period such that a.nnpliar.cc wnh l~c 
Permit can bedeteonined. 

In this case, the District has imposc<l certain monitoring condition~ to dcknninc 
compliance with the opacity standanl during Oaring event~, The Penni\ defines a "Haring ev,a,t" 
as a now rate of vent gas a,1.n,d in any consecutive 15 minute period that continuously exceeds 
330 standard cubic feet per minute ($cfm). Within 15 minutes ofdetecti11g a flaring event, th,;: 
facility must condu<::t a visible emissions cheek The vi~iblr ~mfasio11s cheek may be done by 
video monitoring. IC tbc operntor can determine there are no vis'1bfo em·1~s"1ons using video 
monitoring, no (urther monitonng is rcquireJ until another 30 minutes hos expired. ff the 
opcrntor cannot determine there are no visible emissions using video monitoring, the facility 
must condu~t either an EPA Refo1ence Methu<l 9 lest or survey the flare according to sptx1fied 
criteria. ff the op~rntor c.;Jndu,;,ts Mc(ho<l 9 testing, the facility must monitor the Darn for ~l lea~t 
3 minutes, or until there nnz no visible emissioM. if the operator conducts Otc nm1-Method 9 
sun1cy, the fuci lity must cca:ie operation of the flare if visible emissions continue for {hn,e 
consecutive rnirtules_ 

Allhoui::h EPA agree~ wi!h Pctitinncr that the Pemut doe~ not require moniloring durint 
shott-duration {larirtg cwnls, EPA dQes not believe Petitioner hil& dertnlnstrated that the periodic 
monitoring 1s madequate. For instance, Petitioner h.is not shown that short-duration rlari11g 
events arn liktly robe in violation of the opnciry ~!a11dard, nor has Pctitiou~r made a >howing that 
short-duration flaring events oc~ur frequently or nt all Thus, Pct1t1oncr has not demonstrJkd 
that rhc pcriodi~ monitoring in the Permit is insufficitnl !Q detecl viofaliun~ of the opacity 
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Additional1y, tn June 1999, a workgroup comprised of EPA, CAPCOA a.nd CARD slalT 
completed a set of periodic monitoring recommendations for generally applicable SIP 
requirements such a.s Regulation 6-301. The workgroup 's relevant recommendation for refinery 
flares was El visible emissions check .. as soon as an in1entiona1 or unintentiona] release ofvent 
gas to a gas flare but no latcrthan one hom from the naring event" See CAPCOA/CARB/EPA 
Region [X Periodic Monitoring Memo, June 24, 1999, at 2. In comparison, the periodic 
monitoring contained in the Pennit would appear to be both less stringent, by not re-quiring 
monitoring for up to thirty minutes ofa reJe.ase ofgas to a nare, and more stringent, by requiring 
monitoring within 30 minutes rather than one hour. Therefore, EPA en<::ourages the Dis1rict to 
amend the Pcnnit to require monitoring upon the release to the flare, rather than ddaying 
monitoring a.s currently set forth in the Pem1it. 

Finally~ EPA notes that the Permit does not prevent the use of credible evidence to 
demonstrate violations ofpermit terms and conditions. Even if the Permit docs not require 
,.risible emissions checks for short-duration llaring events, EPA, the District. and the public may 
use any credible evidence to bring an enforcement case against the source. 62 Fed. Reg. 83 l 4 
(Feb. 24, 1997). 

For the reasons cited above, EPA is den)'ing the Petition on this issue. 

3 Cooling Tower Monitoring 

Petitioner claims that the Permtt lacks monitoring conditions adequate to assure that the 
coo!ing tower complies ,;,vith SIP-approved District Regulations 8-2 and 6. Petitioner funher 
alleges that the District's decisions to not re.quire monitoring for the cooling towers is flawed due 
to its use of AP-42 emission factors, which may not be representative of the actual cooling tower 
em1ss1ons. 

a. RegularJon 8-2 

Qi5tnct Regulatton 8-2-301 prohibits miscellaneous operations from discharging into the 
atmosphere any emission that contains 15 lb per day and a concentration ofmore th3n 300 ppm 
toe.al cMbon. Al!hough the underlying applicabJc requirement does not contain periodic 
monitoring requtrements, the Dislncl declined lo impose monitoring on source S-29 to assure 
comp Iianc:e wt th the ern issi on 1 i mit. i•i 

The December 1. 2003 Sc.aternent or Basis sets forth the grounds for the District's 
decision that monitoring is not necessary to assure compliance with this applicable requirement. 
First, the District stated that its monitoring decisions were made by balancing a variety of factors 
including l) the likelihood ofa violation given lhe characteristics: of normal opernlion, 2) lhe 
degree of variability in the operation and tn the control device. if there is one, 3) the potential 

19See Permi(, Table VU - C5 CooUng Tov,rer, pp. S4 I 
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severity of impact of an undetected violation, 4) the technical fea.sibility and probative value of 
indicator monitoring, 5) the economic fra.sibllity of indicator monitoring, and 6) whether !here is 
some other factor, such as a different regulatory restriction applicable to lhe same operation, that 
also provides some assurnnce ofcompliance wilh the limit in ques1ion_ In addition, lhe District 
provided cak.. larlons that purporte<l to quantify the emissions fi-um the facility's cooling tower. 
The calculations relied upon water circulation and exhaust airflow rates supplied by the refinery 
in addition to two AP-42 emission factors. The District found that the calculated emissions were 
much lower than the regulatory limit and concluded that monitoring was not necessary. 
Although it is true that the results suggest there may he a large margin ofcompliance, the nature 
of lhe emissions and the unreliability of the dala used in the calculatioru: renders them inadequate 
to support a decision that no monitoring is needed over the entire life of the permit. 

An AP-42 emission factor is a value that roughly correlates the quantity ofa pollulant 
released to the atmosphere with an activity associated with the release of that pollutant. The use 
of these emission factors may be appropriate in some permitting applications, such as 
establishing operating permit fees. However, EPA has stated that AP-42 factors do not yield 
accurate emissions estimates for individual sources. See In the Maller ofCa,x,I!, Inc., Peli lion 
IV-2003-7 (Amended Order) al 7, n.3 (Oct.19, 2004); In re: Peabody Wes/em Coal Co., CAA 
Appeal No. 04-0!, al 22-26 (EAB Feb. 18, 2005). Be.-:ause emission factors essentially represent 
an average ofa range of facilities and emission rates, they arc not necessarily indicative of the 
emissions from a given source at all times, with a few exceptions, use ofth.,se factors to develop 
source-specific permit limits or to detenninc compliance with permit requirements is generally 
110! recommended. The District's reliance on the emission factors in making ils monitoring 
decision is therefore problematic. 

Atmospheric emissions from the cooling towers include fugitive VOCs and gases 1ilat are 
stripped from lhe cooling water as lhc air and water come into contact. In an altempt to develop 
a conservative estimate of the emissions, lhe District used the emission factor for "uncontrolled 
sources." For these sources, AP-42 Table 5.1.2 estimates the release of 6 lb ofVOCs per million 
gallons of circulated waler. This emission factor carries a "D" rating, which means that ii was 
developed from a small number of facilities, and there may be reason lo suspect that the facilities 
do not represent a random or representative sample of the industry. In addition, this rating means 
that there may be evidence of variability within the source population. In this ca.se the variability 
stems from the fact th.at !) contaminants enter lhe cooling water system from leaks in hea! 
exchangers and condensers, which are not predictable, and 2) the elfectivcncss of cooling lower 
controls is itself highly variable, dcpen<ling on refinery configura!ion and existing maintenl!lcc 
practices. 20 U is this variability that renders the emission factor incapable of assuring continued 
compliance with the applicable standar<l over lhe !i fetirne of the permit. For all practical 
purposes, a single emission factor that wa.s <.\eve loped lo represent long-term average emissions 
can not forecast the occurrence and size of!caks in a collection of heat ex ch.angers and is 
therefore not predictive ofcompliance at any specific time. 

'°AP 42, f'ifih Edilion, Volume I, Chapter S 
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EPA has previously stated !liat annual reporting of NOx emissions using an equation lhat 
uses current production information, along with emission factors based on prior source tests, was 
insufficient to asswe comp]iance with an emission unit's annual NOx standard. Even when 
presented with CEMs. data which showed that actual NOx emissions for each of five :years were 
consistently well below the standard, BPA found that a large margin ofcompliance alone was 
insufficient to demonstrate that the NOx emissions would not change over the Jtfe of the permit. 
See In the Malter ofFort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-l 999-l, at 17-18, (December 22, 
2000). 

Consistent with its findtngs in regard to the Fort James Camas Mill permit. EPA finds in 
this instance that the District failed. to demonstrate that a one-time calculation is repiesenlal1ve of 
ongoing compliance wzth the applicable requirement, especially considering the unpredicLable 
nature of the emissions and the unrdiahtlity of the data used in lhe calculations. Therefore, 
under the aulhori ty of 40 C.F_R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B ), EPA is granting Petitioner's. request to object 
to the Permit as the request pertains to cooling tower monitoring for District Reguiation 8·2-301. 

As an alternative to me-cling the emission limitation cited in Section 8-2-301, facilities 
may operate in accordance With an exemption under Section 8-2- l U, \vhich states, "emissions 
from cooling towers ... are exempt from this Rule, provided best modem practices are used." As. a 
result, tn lieu of adding periodic monitoring n."Cluircments adequate to assure compliance with the 
emission 1imit in Section 8-2-301, Ih~ District may tcq uire the Staternen t of Basis to include an 
applica.biiity<letennination with respect to Section 8-2-114 and revise the Permit to renccl the 
use of best modem practices. 

b. Regulation 6 

BAAQMD SlP-approvcd Rcgufation 6 contains four particulate mat!er emissions 
standards for which Petitioner objects to the absence of monito ring. The District's decision for 
each standard is tli-5eussed separately below. 

(1) Regulation 6-310 

BAAQMD Regulation 6-310 limits the emissions from the ('.Ooling tower to 0. {5 Qains 
per dry standard cubic foot. Appen<lix G of the December 1. 2003 Statement of Basis sets forth 
the grounds for the Disrrict•s Jecision that monitoring is not necessary to assure compJiancc with 
this requirement. Specifically. Appendix G provides calculations for the particulate matler 
emissions from the cooling tower an<l compares the expected emission rate to the regulatory 
limit. ln calculating the emissions, the District used the PM-10 emission factor ofO.0 l9 lb per 
i 000 gal circulating water from Tahle 13.4• l of AP-42. The cakulalions show that the 
emissions are expected to be approximately [ 80 times Jowcr than 1hc emission limit. As a result, 
the District concluded that periodic monitoring is not necessary lo assure compliance with the 

standard. 
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Petitioner alleges that these calculations do not adequately j uslify the District's decision 
because the AP-42 emission factor used carries an E rating, which means that it is ofpoor 
quality. As a result, Petitioner claims it is unlikely that the calculated emissions based on this 
factor are representative of the actual cooling tower emissions. 

Petitioner is correct that the emission factor used hy the District has an E rating. 
However, EPA disagrees that this rating alone is sufficient to conclude that the emission factor is 
not representative of the emissions from the cooling towers at the refinery. PM-10 emi.c.sions 
from cooling towers are generated when drifl droplets evaporate and leave fine particulate matter 
formed hy crystallization of dissolved solids. Particulate matter emission estimates can be 
obtained by multiplying the to!a! liquid dri fl factor by the Iola.I dissolved solids (TDS) fraction in 
the eireulatiog water. The AP--42 emission factor used by the District is based on a drill rale of 
0.02% of the circulating water flow and a TDS content ofapproximately 12,000 ppm. Wilb 
regarrl to both pa.rameters, the District indicated in the December\, 2003 Statement of Basis that 
the emission factor yielded a higher estimate of the emissions than the actual drifl and IDS data 
that was supplied hy the refineries. Therefore, EPA believes thai: the District's reliance on this 
emission factor does not demonstrate a deficiency in the Permit." 

EPA notes that the emi.c.sion factor's poor rating is due in part lo the variability a.ssociated 
with cooling tower drift and TDS data. As discussed in the Statement of Basis, the degree to 
which the emissions may vary was taken inlo account when considering the ability of the 
emission factor to dcmunslrate compliance with the emission limit. With resped to the drift, 
EPA believes !hat the emission factor is conservatively high compare,1 to the 0.0005% drill rate 
that cooling towers are capable of achieving. Where TDS arc concemetl, AP-42 indicates thal 
the dissolved solids content may rnnge from 380 ppm lo 91,000 ppm. While the emission factor 
represents a TDS concentration at the lower end of this spectrum. increases in the TDS content 
do not significantly increase the grain loading due to the large exhaust air flow rates exiting the 
cooling towers. Even assuming that the TDS concentration reached 91,000 ppm, the calculated 
emissions arc still approximately 22 times lower than the regulatory limit." 

The District has provided suflicienl evidence to demons Irate that the emissions will not 
vary by a degree !hat would cause an exceedance oflhe standard. Given the representative air 
flow and water circulation rates supplied hy the refinery, compliance with the applicable 
requirement is expected under conditions (i.e., m:unmum TDS content) that represent a 
reasonable upper bound of1he emissions. Therefore, EPA is denying Petitioner's request lo 
object to the Penni! as it pertains to periodic monitoring: for Regulation 6-3 JO. 

ll Although EPA staled above lil the discuss,ou for Regulo!ion 8-2 that AP-42 emission faciors ar, g,ocrally 
no! recommended for use 111 determining compliance "'1lh emission lirruts. there are excepuons. Data supplied by ,he 
n:fincric, indicates 1h01 !he AP--42 entlssion faclur fur PM- IO conservalively estimates the acrual cooling lower 
emissions; a, doscussed fur.her below. compliance with the limil is expecled under conditjons 1h01 represent a 
reasonable upper 1.,nund on the omissions. 
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(2) Regulation 6-31 

BAAQMD Regulation 6-311 states that no pep;on shall discharge particulate matter into 
the atmosphere at a rate in excess of that specified. in Table l of the Rule for the corresponding 
process weight rate_ Assuming the process weight rate for !he coo]ing to,,.,·cr remairu; at or above 
the maximum level specified in Table I, the rule establishes a maximum emtssion rate of40 
Jb/hr. Unlike for Regulation 6-310, lhe District provided no justification forju;decisionto not 
require monitoring to assure compEance with this limit_ 

Using the PM-10 emission factor cited by !.he District in its calculations for Regulation 6-
310, EPA estimates the emissions &orn S-29 to be in excess or 40 lb/hr. While the District stated 
that the emission factor represents a more c-0nscrvative estimate of the emissions than the actual 
data provided by the refineries, it did not say how conserr'ativc the factor is. As a result. lhe 
District>s monitoring decision is unsupported by the record and EPA finds that the Permit fails to 
meet the Part 70 standard that it c-0ntain periodic monitoring sufficient to yieid reliable dala that 
are fepresentative of the source's compliance with its tem1s. See 40 C.F.R § 70_6(a)(3)(iXll). 
Therefore. EPA is granting Petitioner's request to object to the Pennit The Permit must include 
periodic monitoring adequate to assure compliance with BAAQMD Regula!ion 6-31 L Set. 407 

C.F .R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i){B). 

(3) Rt:gu!atron 6-305 

BAAQMD Regulation 6·305 slates that, ''a person shal? not emit particks from any 
operation in sufficient number to cause annoyance to an.y other pen;on ___ This Section 6-305 shall 
only apply if such particles fall on real property other than that of the person respom:ible for the 
emission." Nuisance requirements such as this may be enforced. by EPA and Lhc District at any 
fone an<l there is no prat!ical monitoring program that would enhance lhe ability of the permit to 
assure compliance wi!h !he applicable requtremenL Therefore, EPA is denying Petitioner's 
request to object Lo the Permit as it pertains to monitoring for BAAQMD Regulation 6-305. 

(4) Rcgulatron 6-30 l 

BAAQr-.UJ Regulation 6·30l states that a person shall not emit from any source for a 
period or periods a~--rcgn!ing more than three minutes in any hour> a visiblt: emission \vhich is as 
dark or darker than No_ l on the Ringelmann Chart_ While the Statement of Basis docs not 
contain a justification for the District's decision that monitoring is not required for this standard, 
the District stated lhe folJowing in response to public comments: ·The District has prepared an 
analysis based on the AP-42 ractors for particulate. which are very conservative. and has indeed 
determined that 'it is virtually impossible for cooling towers to exceed visible or grain loading 
limitations.' The calculations show that the particulate grain loading is a hundredth or less than 
the Q_ 15 gr/dscf standard due to the large airnows. When the grain loading is so low, visible 
emissions are not expected." 2003 CRTC at 59. EPA rinds the District's assessment of the 
visible emissions to be reasonable and Lhal Petitioner has not demonstrated othciwisc_ Therefore, 
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EP,\ is denymg Petitioo«'s request le object tc the Pennil M 11 pertains to monitoring for 
BAAQMD Regulation 6-30l. 

4. Moniroong ofPrew.m: ReliefValve,; 

f>etihonet ;.lieges t.Vl.l lhe l'fflnlt must ir.dudc additional monitoring lo i110Ure Iha: a!! 
pressure reliefvruve:1.at !he facility arc in compliance wilh the requirements ofSI.P-apprtwcd 
Dislrict Regul.tUOO !l-28 (Epi-.hc Re!ea,,:s from ?l'e:i= Rcl.icfVu!ves). Petlfo;,n at 36. 

ReirJlatioo S-28 flXl,Uires lhal witlnn 120 days of !he fn'St "rekas,., i,vc,U." .at a faeilty, !he 
facility 1-ha!I equip Mch pn,-:m.re rnlief de.ice oflh:rt source with II lamperprooftell-lille i~dkator 
that will show !hu a rdease tw occutte<l since. tt1e last inspectlill1. Rl:glllat><m 8-28 al;;o reqll\fes 
Iha! a rolease◊ver.t from a pres:sme relief deviw be reported '.o the APCO on (he next W<lr~ing 
dayfoi!,:,wtng tht venting. Petir,oner slates Iha! ne!!he; !he regulation nor !he Penni! include!l 
any moni10ring requirements 10 ensure lhar t~ first relea.se evem o[ a te!idvalve 1>,"0u:d c11t, be 
~ and that availab!c 1cll4ale indicarovi Ot llllNher objtctivo moni1vrmg methoJ should be 
required fo,- all p;e~mrt rolief v,1\vcs al lbr: tcliru:ry, rngrudlcss of a valve' h rde:u:c event slaius. 

F,rst, El"A bcliev<;;S !hat the 1equitement that a famlity report alt release events to'.hc 
District is adequate to ensure th.at Ilic first relca;:e event W<Juld be recorded. EPA also ooies 1bt 
the refinery is s;;hject lo du: tille V rt4uiremer.r to {;<lr1ify ,:;ompliance with a\! applicable 
tequitemenls, inel\lding Regublioo 8-1t. See40 CF.ft§ 70.f,(<c){S). Thus, EPA d(¥{'$ tl<l! !mv,; 
a tmsis to dderminethal tlle reporting rtq>.Jireroent V.'ot:ld :wt :!:.sure oomi:lia"lee with the 
;iwlicable n.-qcm:ment at issue 

5. Additiena! Menitoring Problems lcelllified by Petitioner 

Petiticnm- eh,ims tlwl S4Vcral oou1,:&; with federally ,;mforooablc- lin1it~ under BN,QMO 
Reguw.tion 6 do not na·.e m,::,ni!oring adet;,Ja.te to llll!l'.ne compliance_ The sources arul !!m;b 111 
inue are<li~cu=-1 sep.ru-a:dy below. 

Sulfur Storage Pit (S- 157)/ BAAQMD Regulahons 6-J{I\ and 6-
310 

BA.4,QMD Regulatim.i 6 coo!aios l""o particulate mat'.er ernissiom; WJndanls for ,rhich 
Petitioner objects to the .!OSence of munilcrng. S?-X,fita!!y, BAAQMD Regukdon 6-:WI limii,; 
virlbk em~i!J!l$ to I,;:;;$ than R.mgdrnann N0. l and Re.gu!alion 6-3!0 !n111:s lhl." em1~5imr, to 
0.15 gt. perdsd. Aitheug,,", R,!f;ulatioo 6 doe.i no! contain period le monitocfog requirct:¥:rlt for 
either of tlw sl~ndu<ls, lhe Dl:;hici <k<.:lined to impOSC mooi10.;t1g f\n ttfr; source. 

The Decemher 1, 2003 Statement of Basis provides (!re Disu:n s JUstificalion fur nnt 
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requiring monitoring. Specifically, the District stated~ "Source is capable of exceeding visible 
emissions or grain loading standard onJy during process upset. Under such circumstances, other 
indicators will alert the operator that something is wrong.•· See December 1. 2003 Statement of 
Basis, a. 4, at 23_ ff the source is not capable ofexceeding the emission scandards at times other 
than process ups.els, it is reasonable that the District would not rC<J_uire regularly scheduled 
monitoring during normal operations. However, if. as stated by the District, S-157 is capable of 
exceeding the emission standards during process upsets~ monitoring during those periods may be 
necessary. While the District stated that indjcators would alert the operator that something is 
WTOng in the event ofa process upset. the District failed to demonstrate how the indicators or the 
operator's response would assme compJiancc with lhe applicab]e limits. 

EPA finds tn this case that the District's decision to not require monitoring is not 
adequately supported by the record. Therefore. EPA is granting Petltioner's request to object to 
the Pennit as it pertains to monitoring for S-157. The District must re-open the Permit to include 
periodic monitoring that yicJds reliable data that are representative of the source's compliance 
with the pennit or further explain in the Statement of Ba.sis why monitoring is not needed. 

b. Lime Slurry Tanks (SA 174 and S~ 175) I BAAQMD Regulations 6-
301. 6-310. and 6-311 

BAAQMD Regulation 6 contains three scandards for which Petitioner objects to the 
absence ofmonitoring. Regulation 6-311 sets a variable emission limit depending on the process 
weigh{ rate and the requiremenlS of 6-301 and 6-310 arc described above. ReguJation 6 does not 
contain periodic monitoring requiremenl.s for any of the standards and the District did not imJX)se 
monitoring on these sources. 

As in the previous case for source S- 15 7. the Statement of Ba.5 is states ihal the District 
did not re.quire monitoring to assure compiiancc- with Regulations 6A30 l and 6-310 because the 
..source is capable of exceeding vis1ble emissions or grain loading s.candard only during process 
upset Under such circumstances, other indicators will a?ert the operator that something is 
wrong." See December l, 2003 Statement of Basis. n. 4, at 23. Tho Statement of Basis is silent 
on the District Is monitoring dee ision for Regulation 6-3 ] ] . Therefore, for the rea.sons staled 
above, EPA js granting Petitioner's request to object to the Permit as it pertains to monitoring for 
s,ources S-l74 and S-175 to assure co mp Hance with Regulati ons 6-3 0 l, 6-3 l 0, and 6-3 J1. The 
District must reopen the Pennit to include periodic monitoring or further exp Jain in the Statement 
of Basis why monitoring is not needed 

c. Diesel Backup Generator.,. (S-240, S~241, and S-242) I BAAQMD 
Regulations 6-303.1 and 6-3 W 

UAAQr..•1D Regulation 6 contains two particulate rnaUei; emissions standards for \lo0hich 
Petitioner objects to the absence of monitoring_ The requirement of Regulation 6.J IO is 
described above anJ Regulation 6-303. l limits visible emissions to Ringelmann No. 2. 
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Regulation 6 does oot contain periodic moni1or;n5 req11imncnt:;: for any oflhc olamlards and the 
Dis!riet did not impose moni!Oringon these sources. 

As a prehmiraiymaUe1, Ef'A note,; that opacity monitoring ls s,;ncrnlly no! necessary for 
C-alifomia OOUIEes firing 1111 (fo::ic! fud, based 011 the censiokralion 1J:ra1 ,sources in Cabfurr~a 
usually comb~ k>w/4clfur fue.\.n Tberefo~, EPA is denying ~ti1ioner's tcq=l lo cbject 10 !he 
f>ermd as lt pcrtairts- !o monitonng for Reg,.i!ation 6,Jf;J_ \. 

With n:gard lo Regula.tion 6-JIO, the- o«erubcr I, 200J Sc.tcment ofDasis sets fos,11: t~

basis foc th: District's decision that IIWlliloring is ncl nocessary. SIX)Cifkally, the Dislri.:u1ate11, 
"No mooiWring fis] rcquiro<l bm:aU$C tllis sou:n:t will be u~cd fur ,m,ergcoou!S and rehahil;l,-
1.e!iting only." While il is !rue that Crnu:litioc, 1874-S ;;uks thes~ er__g!nes rm.yollly be opcr.llcd to 
mitigate <:mergetv.'y conditions vr foc tel iab,tity-rela.ted i,tlvitiw (n<:rt to czccOO 100 Jiom:,; per 
year pet ert!).incl, :his condition is no1 foderallyenforccablc. Absent federnllyenf<.w.:,:abh: 
rnslrictiom on !he houn ofopcratiOfl, rheDistrid"5 decision uol lo require monifaring is Ml 
adequutdy ~uppmtetl Tl>erefm,:, EPA rt gnmting Ptiitionec's req11e1t to OOjoo !e !he P!Jrmi1 as 
lt peruins 10 Regulalio:i 6-J 10. The Dhtrict mfill rwpen the Pem:.it to add plriodic monilill'ing 
to assure «nnpliance "''th 1he2P{llicable rcqt.-irement or tut1htr exphi.7 in the statement efha~is 
why it is not necessary. 

d. FCCU Cau!yst Regenerato,- (S-5} and Fluid Coker(S-6) / 
BAAQMD Regolation G-305 

BAAQMD Regu!aLon 6 eontainsone p.;irtitulate mal!CTemissioo mmrlat<l for which 
Pe<itioner obj<>:ts w the a~~" ,;fmoni!orin:s Regulation 6 doe~ not c,;,nttiin periodic 
mo:nitoring:requiremeols fur any »flhe itarulards and the Dktricl did not impcs:: mm;it,;rring on 
ihese rouroe,;_ 

BAAQMD R~h.tio11 6- JW -sill!~ Iha!,"~ person shall not emtl pan\i;le,o; f.wn MY 
operation in sufficient number 10 u.use annoyance '.o tmy other peruon. _This Sc<;;tion 6- )OS sl;;ll 
only apply ,f ~uch pmicle,; fall en real properi:y o!r.er !hat thll otihe pemon rew,x,1mble forlhc 
emission.~ Petitioner ha., failed to est;ibltllh thal there is.aoy padicd monitoring progrmt :h;;t 
w011kl enlwr.ce !tee ability ofthe µeimi! lo a.nun: oompiia11ce- with the applicaMc rc.qui.el'!lent. 
Thc«;forc, EPA Iii rlen}ing P~tiL011er's. ru;uest to object to lhe Pemtil as ii ptr!:111111n m1m1lom1g 
fot BAAQMD Regulation 6-305. 

e. Coke Tr=:sport, Cata'.)11;1 Unlru.ding, C2mQ11 Black Slor.ag,;,.and 
Lime Sito (S-3, S-10, S-1 I. and S-- tl)f BAAQMD Regulnililll 6-
3 I !. 

"P« CAl'COA!CAIUYrl'A R<g,c;,, CX agrrcrr.,nr. S.-e A.Pfrowtl r,f7id£ V /'c,iG,li,, M,,,,,,,_.--;ng 
R""-1>mmc1tdat;,,,,<, Jw,e N, 1m. 
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BAAQMD Regulation 6 contains one particulate matter emission standard for which 
Petitioner objects to the absence of monitoring. Specifically, BAAQMD Regulation 6&311 sets a 
variable emission !imit de-pending on the process weight rate. Regulation 6 does not contain 
periodic monitoring requirements for any of the standards and the District did not impose 
moni Loring on these sources. 

For an four emission sources. the Permrt .---equires monitoring with respect to Regulations 
6-301 and 6-310 but not 6-3 ! I. Given this appat1..,'11.t conn kt and the failure of the Statement of 
Basis to discuss the absence of monitoring. EPA finds that the District's decision in this case is 
not adequately supported by the record. Therefore, EPA is granting Petitioner's request as il 
pertains to monitoring for sources S-8. S-l 0, S-1 ] , and S-12. The District must reopen the 
Permit to include periodic monitoring for Regufation 6~3 ~ 1 that yields reliable data that arc 
representative of the source's compliance with the permit or explain in the Statement of Basis 
why monitoring is not needed. 

H. Mtscel1aneous Pe.rmit Deficiencies 

1 Missing Federal Requirements for flares (Subpart CC) 

Petitioner states that the District incorrectly determined that Valero tlaces ctre 
categorically exempt from 40 C.F.R. § 63 Subpart CC (NESHAP for Petroleum Refineries). 
Petitioner further states that '"EPA disagreed with the District's claim that the Oares qualify for a 
catcgotica] exemption from Subpart CC when used a.s an alternative to the fuel gas system," and 
that the Va!ern Pennit and Statement of Basis contain incorrect applicability determinatious for 
flares S-18 and S-E 9, and that there is not enough information (o determine applicability for 
Oares S-16 and S-l7. Pctitiom:rstales that for all narcs subject to Subpart CC, the Pennitmust 
include all applicable requirements, including 40 CF.R. § 63 Subpart A, by reference from 40 
C.F.R. § 63 Subpart CC. Petitioner goes on to note that Petjtione-r has requested in past 
comments that the District detem1ine the potential applicability of a number of federal 
regulations to the Valero flares~ incJuding 40 C.F.R. § 63 Subpart. A. 40 C.F.R. § 63 Subpart CC, 
and 40 C.F.R. § 60 Subpart A, but that the District did not do so. Petitioner notes that given a 
lack of relevant information, Petitioner was unable to make an independent eva]uation of 
applicability. Petitioner also alleges that EPA agreed wjth Petitioner that the District failed to 
provide. sufficient information for the applicability determinations for llarc.s S-1 Gand S-70 via 
Attachment 2 of EPA's October 8 comment Ielter. Finally, Petitioner states that EPA must 
object to the Permit until the District provides a sufficient analysis regarding the applicability of 
these federal ruies to the Vakro flares, an<l until the Permit contains all applicable requirements. 

a. 40 C.F.R. Part 60. Subpart A 

EPA finds that the applicability of 40 CF-R- § 60 Subpart A is adequately a<l<lressed in 
the December l6, 2004 Statement of Basis for Vaicto. See Statement of Basjs at l8 (Dec. 16, 
2004)_ The District has included a table on page l 8 ofthe December 16, 2004 St a tement of Basis 
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imlica1iog applicabililyof:,.!SPS Subpart A lo each ofV::kro's flares. Therefore,. EPA is denyin11; 
the Petition on tbs i~sue. 

b. 4-0 C.F.R. Part 63, Subparts A and CC 

40 C F.R. Pa:rt 63, Subpart CC contains the Ma;,;:imum Achie~al>le Con!ml Tcchoo:cgy 
("MAC"r) re.quireme:uts foc petro[eum. refineries. Under Subpilrt CC, the owner or opera!or ofa 
Group l m,seellane;:,us process v«d, a.: ~fined in§ 63 641, rnll8t ,educe emissionsofHaz:udrni.s 
Air Pollutants either by using a flare 11:'3! meets the mpiremei:.ts ofsection 63. ! l or by using 
anollli,("control device to reduce emissions by 9&% m to a concentration of20 ppmv. 40 CS R 
§ 6J. 643(a)(l). If a flare is used, a device capahle of<lc!cctingthe presence ofa p;klt flame is 
required, 40 C.F.R. § 6~.644(aj(2) 

Too applicability provis[ons ofSubpaJt CC itre&l.:t forih in !ct!itn 63.640, "Applicability 
Md designa1icn of affected s::mrce .... Section 63.6.fD{aJ provicks !h:t!.Subpa:rt CC applieS" 1o 

pelwleum refini .. g p=Wilts and Nfatffl emissiOllii points. The App!icabiJicy S<:<'~ion forther 
provides !hat affected soumm m.ibjeci to Subpart CC ioclutle emis.:ion P",)inl'l ~ W; 

''nuu:elfauooi,11 ptUt'Wil v,Jnts," 40 CJ' R. 3(,J.i>40(c}{l ). The Applk:ahility Sei;lion also 
provides Jha! affected som;:e, do not include :rrm~si,m points Iha! W;:Cuted 10 .i foe! gas sy,.tem, 
40 C.F.lt § 63.640(d)(5). Gaseous ${tenis routtd lo a fuel gas &;,"1-te:m are $!){'i:iikallyex.c1<.ded 
from the dctinit:011 of''m,sceU!l{"1eoc.,s process vco:," as an: ~episodic oc nonrollli!W n:1<1.ues such 
as thooe ;u;w\;iaJOO with stmup, sh.utdms,n, malfuncti,m, mairrhmarux, deprei.sunog, aJJd qta\yi;l 
tniosforop<tm:ons:' 40 C.F K ~ 6).64 t. 

The District's Statement of Basis indicates that flares S- 18 aml S-19 are not subj eel lo 
MACT Subp:ut CC pursuant to the exemption set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 63.640(d)(5). See 
December !6, 2004 Statement of Oasis at 18. In the BAAQMD February 15. 2005 Letter, 
BAAQMD again asserted section 63.640(d)(5) as a basis for finding that the relincry's nares are 
not required lo meet the s\aedards in Subpart CC. EPA continues to beheve that a detailed 
analysis ofthe configuration of the nare and compressor is required to exempt a llare on the basis 
that it is part of the fuel gas system. 

:OAAQMD's febniil!"Y 15, 2005 ktt.;f"at«.1 pruvnle., an alternative rationale ('.\ill ~cs 
vented tu the '."tlfincry's flii..--e\' a,e "'11 within the c"di mrion Qf''rnif.(;e!l;mtou& procc,; vcr.ts." 
Specifically, bMQMO ass<:.rH that the fla--es are no\ mw:;,dfanCPus pr,x.,;:-s,; venlt hecm;se !hoy 
ll(e used only lo oontrol ",:riS-Od,e and oo:-i..•1.mline" reka::ws As FlAAQMD states: 

At u!l of the aITuctu<l refineriru;, process gas collected by the g.u recovery syi,:lem are 
touted ,o nnrns only uwfor two ,:i1cumitance4 (I) siluahons m which. due lo process 
Up$Ct or equipment malfunctions, the gM pressure in lhe flare header rises to a lcvd that 
breaks tb<:< wat<Jr seal leading to lhe tlares; or (2) situations in whieh, during process 
startups, shutdown, malfunction, mainten:mce, depressuring (~ic], and catalyst trunsfer 
operations at•\ by deflllition, not misccllnneous procesu vents, and arc not subject lu 



Subj>arl CC 

EPA l!gtees that a flare used only :,:rule, the two c{.,,um,laoces described by t~ !Ji,,"triiol 
would not he subjs:ct to Sclipatt CC hecal.l!e ~ueh. flares am no! usOO t<> CQll1rol mi!i<'c!lanrous 
process vents as rhat term fa ddi:ned in ~ 61.541. According to !he BAAQMD February 15, 2005 
le'.ler. BAAQMl} intends to revise the Statement cfBasis IQ (urlher explain its rallonalethat 
Subpiirt CC dues m,t ~lyto the B.ly Area refit¥'.()' fl;,res, und inlCl'lds lo !v-.>lkit public W"lmcnt 
on hs utiomil;,. 

Bocause !It,;, Pmnit ood die Starement o(Ba,;ls fur Valm:i's flares S~lS ;.ad S-19 wntaiu 
,,;n!radicrmyinfnnnation with iegac,:.! 10 ib: use of these lLa.1<'.s, EPA A~ w.:h Pctili,Jrn,r thin 
the Staternertt of Basis i$ lacl:.ing a ~uiTkieut ar.a!ysis reganjir.g the applicabdily of MACT CC to 
these flares. Theretore., EPA is gr;mling the Pe1hfon on !his iss:.ie. BAAQMD mus1 reopcri the 
Pem,it to addre..s arplicabi!i1y in the Sialern,:,nt ofBasis, and, if~ei.$.uy, to include lhe !Taro 
rcquirorncnts ofMACT Sll!;pan CC in the Pnrre1t 

2 Basi• for Tank E~cmptiorrs. 

Pclitionerdaims t.iat the statern«1t of basis and the Pam.it lack .adequate irrf<mr..alicm IO 
u:pport the proposed exempl sMus forru,memus tanks itle11lified in T..ble llB ofthe l'e:rm:!. 

Table IIB ufthe f>em11t wntatn5 r, list of 4j emit~iOcl sources that have.applicaOk 
requii-i;mrnts in Stet ion JV of the Permit hut 1h41 were lktermi1wd by the Dwrict to beex.m1pt 
fro.'l! BAAQMD Rcgulallon L 1.-tikh spe,;ifks the tequ:Jemeuts for Authori!ies to Coni;truct and 
Pem::its lo Opernk ku!e I of the regc.fahon coreains m1rnercm: ex.emptiom; that are basW or: a 
variety <,fphysiql ;inC cirn1m;llmtia: sruunds. EPA agr,,e:, with h'fl!i(lm•, that the Perrri1 ,1,...lf 
contains insufEcient ln!o:mation hJ dcrermine the basis for !he eiempt statw: of the equipment 
,,."J!h respect to the exemptions in the ruk. H1m-s,ver, for moA ;;,fthe soure,:;s in Table JIB_ 
Pefiliom,r~ d~im thn1 tl:e Siat~mrm offl.asi~ lacks !he infomrati,;,n it factoally u1correct. 
Petitioner is 1ef<:med lo page~ 94-99 of the StaJ?mcnt of Basis that a;::c.:;mpartk<l 100 Pllrmit 
iswed by the Qigtrict on Dcc<:mher lo 100J None!ht:lcss, EPA i& granting Petitio:1et's req'JeSl on 
a Jirr.itcd basi,; :"ur the re2wns se! f()rth bdow. 

EPA's regul:J.tio..-...s slate L'u! lhe pe:mittlng ~u1Mfity must pru,idc the J..gerwy with a 
,;utement of b:v;is 1lmt ,eu forth the l,;,gal ai1<l fat!\lal ba"Js for tile penni:. <:ooditiom. 40 C.flJ{, 

§ 7{L7(a)(5J. EPA has provided guidar,.;c on !he content t>fan atlequalestltcment ol bi,s11 in a 
lctterdaled De<>erut>.,r 20, 2001, fmm Rejslon V to the Stare ofO!uol< imd in;;. N\:,tie,:of 
Delidency{NOD} :.stued to the State ofTex(ll)?1 These dunrn:renu dCM:rib<: sever11! key 
elemenC,;. cf a sta1<:ment ofbasis, spccifind!y nding t00.1 a slatctnctit bfhas is sfi,yJ!d address any 

''(,7 fed. Reg, 732 (fa=,y 1. ::00!) 
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federal regulatory applicability detem1irn1tions, The Region V letter also recommends the 
inclusion of topical discussions on issues tncludiog but not limited to the basis for cxemp~ons_ 
Further, in response to a petition fi]ed in regard to the title V permit for the Los t>,.foda.nos Energy 
Center, EPA concluded that a statement of basis sbuu]<l docume □ t the decision-making that went 
into the deve[opment of the 1itie V permit and provide the pem1itting authority, the- public, an<l 
EPA with a record of the applicab iIity and technical issues surrou ndi ng the issuance of the 
pem1it. Such a record ought to contain .a description of the origin or basis for each perm.ii 
condition or exemption. See, Los Meda.nos, at IO. 

As stated in Los Medanos, the failure of a pem1itting authoricy to meet the procedural 
rcqui re ment to provide a sLatem ent of basis docs not necessa.ri ly Jernons! rate that the tit le V 

pennit is substantively flawed. In reviewing a petition to object to a title V pennit because of an 
alleged failure of lhe permitting authority to meet all procedural requirements in issuing the 
pennit. EPA considers whether the pctitioncr has demonstrated that the pem1 itting authority's 
faiture resuHed in.. or may have resuHed in, a deficiency in the content of the permit, Se,! CAA 
§ 5O5(b)(2} (objection required ttjf the petitioner demonstrates ... that the permit is not in 
compliance with the requirements of this Act. induding the requirements of the applicable 
[SCP]"); see also 40 CF.R. § 7O.8(c)(l). Thus, where the recorrl as a whole supports the terms 
and conditions of the permit. flaws in the statement of basis generally will not result in an 
objection- See e_g__ Doe Run, at 24-25. ln con1rast, where flaws in the statement of basis resulted 
in, or may have resuhed in, deficiencies in the title V permit, EPA will object to the issuance of 
the permit. 

With regard to the Vaiero Pennit, the majority of the sources listed in Table lIB are 
identjfied in the December l, 2003 Statement of Basis along with a citation from Regulation 2 
de:scribing the basis of the exemption. For the sources that faH within this category, EPA finds 
that the peTTTI it record supports the District's detcnn inat ion fur the exempt st at us or the 
equipment. However, in reviewing the December l G, 2004 Statement of Basts. EPA noted that 
three of the sources Jisted in Table IlB of the Pt::nnit are not included in the statement ofbasis 
with the corresponding citations for the exemptions.2~ for these sources, the failure of the record 
to support the terms of the Permit is adequate ~rrounds for objecting to the Permit. lltercfore. 
EPA is granting Petitioner's request to object to the Permit with respect to the Iisting ofexempt 
sources in Table IIB but only as the re.quest pertains to the three sources identified herein. 
Although EPA is not aware ofother errors. the District should review lhe ciri::umstances for all of 
the sources in Table IlB and the corresponding table in the statement of basis to furl her ensure 
that the Permit is accurate and that the record adequately supports lhe Permit. EPA also 
encourages the District to add the citation for each ex:cmptiori lo Table UB as was done for the 
ConocoPhillips, Chevron. and Shell pennits. 

3 Public Participation 

26conlf'3l'C Table HB ofihc Permit wilh lhe December l, 2003 statement ofbasi:s for the LPG Tnact 
Loading Rack, the TK-2:710 Fresh Acid Tank, and lhe Cogencration Plant Cooling Tower_ 



Petitioner argues that the District did not, in a timely fashion, make readily available to 
the public, compliance information that is relevant to evaluating whether a schedule of 
compliance is necessary. Specifically, Petitioner asserts that it had to make several requests 
under the California Public Records Act to ob lain "relevant information concerning NO Vs issued 
to the facility between 2001 and 2004" and the "2003 Annual Report and other compliance 
information, which is not readily available." Petitioner slates that it took three weeks for the 
District to produce the lnfomiation requested in Petitioner's "2003 PRA request." Petitioner 
contends that it expended significant resources to obtain the data and received the data so late in 
the process that they could not be sufficiently analyzed. 

[n determining whether an objection is warranted for alleged naws in the procedures 
leading up lo permit issuance, such as Petitioner's claims here that the District failed to comply 
wilh public participation requirements, EPA considers whether the petitioner has demonstrated 
Iha(. the alleged flaws resulted in, or may have resulted in, a deficiency in the permit's content_ 
See CAA, Section 505(b)(2)(objection required "if the petitioner demonstrates ... that the permit 
is not in compliance with the requirements of[the Act], including the requirements of the 
applicable [SIP].") EPA's title V regulations specifically identify the failure ofa permitting 
authority to process a permit in accordance with procedures approved to meet the public 
participation provisions of 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(h) as grounds for an objection. 40 C.F.R. 
§ 70.8(c)(3)(iii). District Regulations 2-6-412 and 2-6-419 implement the public participalion 
requirements of40 C.F.R. § 70.7(h). District Regulation 2-6-412, Public Participutwn. Major 
Facility Review Permu Issuance, approved by EPA as meeting the public participation provisions 
of 40 C.F.R. § 70.7(h), provides for notice and comment procedures that the District mus( follow 
when proposing to issue any major facility review permit. The public notice, which shall lie 
published in a major newspaper in the area where the facility is located, shall identify, inrcr a!ia, 
information regarding the operntion lo be pcnnilled, any proposed change in emissions, and a 
District source for further information. District Regulation 2-6-419, Availab,lity oflnformu/ioll, 
requires the contents of the pennit applications, compliance plans, emissions or compliance 
monitoring reports, and compliance certification reports to he available to the public, except for 
information entitled to confidential treatment. 

Petitioner fails to demonstrate that the District did not process lhe permit in accordance 
with public participation requirements. The District duly published a notice regarding the 
proposed initial issuance of the permit. The notice, in/er uliu, referenced a contact for funhcr 
information. The pennit application, compliance plan, emissions or compliance monitoring 
reports, and compliance certification reports arc available to the public through the District's 
Web site or in the District's files, which are open to the public during business hours. Petitioner 
admits that it ultimately ubtainetl lhe compliance in formation it sough1, albeit later than it 
wished. Petitioner fails to show that the perceived delay in receiving requested documents 
resulted in, or may have resulted in, a delicicncy in the Pcmiit. Therefore, EPA denies the 
Petition on this issue. 
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V 

rv TREATMENT. IN THE ALTERNATIVE; AS A PETITION TO REOPEN 

As explained in the Procedural Background section of this Order, EPA received and 
dismissed a prior petition ("2003 OCE Peli ti on.. ) from lh.i s Petitioner on a previous version of the 
Permit at issue in thts Pe(ition. EPA's response in this Order to issues raise.din !.his Petition that 
were also included in the 2003 OCE Petition a]so constitutes the Agency's response to the 2003 
Petition. Furthermore~ EPA considers the Petition validly submitted under CAA se..ction 
505(b_)(2}. However, if the Petition should be deemed to be invalid under that provision, EPA 
also considers, in the alternative, rhe Petition and Order lo be a Petition to Reopen the Pennit and 
a rti[)OMe to a Petition to Reopen the Pcm1it, respectively. 

CONCLUSION 

For lhe rca_"-Ons set forth above, and pursuant to section 505(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act, I 
deny in part and 6rrant in part. OCE's Petition n;questing that lhe Administrator object to the 
Valero Permit. This decision is based on a thorough review of the draft pem1it, the final Permit 
issued. DecembCf 16, 2004, and other <locumcnis pertaini 

MAR 1 5 2005 

Date Steph 

to the issuance of the Permit. 

Acting Administrator 
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BEFORE THE ADMINISTRA. TOR 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

IN THE MATTER OF ) 
ONYX ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES) 

) ORDER RESPONDING TO 
) PETITIONERS' REQUEST THAT 

Petition number V-2005-1 ) THE ADMJNISTRA TOR OBJECT 
CAAPP No. 163121AAP ) TO ISSUANCE OF A STATE 
Proposed by the Illinois ) OPERA TING PERMIT 
Environmental Protection Agency ) 

ORDER AMENDING PRJOR ORDER P ARTL\LL Y DENYING AND 
PARTIALLY GRANTING PETITION FOR OBJECTION TO PERMIT 

EPA has become aware ofa factual error in the Febniary l , 2006 Order Responding to 
Petitioners' Request that the Administrator Object to Issuance of a proposed State Operating 
Permit for Onyx Environmental Services. To correct that en-or, I am amending the February 1, 
2006 Order by striking out the section entitled "VI. Monitoring" and replacing it with the 
language appearing below. As a res.ult of the correction, I am hereby granting the petition on 
that issue. 

The amended language for section VI is as follows: 

VI. Monitoring 

The Petitioners argue that the Administrator must object to the proposed 
Onyx permit because it fails to include conditions thart meet the legal requirements 
for monitoring. The Petitioners cite condition 7.1.8.bt.ii. on page 56 of the 
proposed Onyx permit, which provides that Onyx must install, calibrate, maintain, 
and operate Particulate Matter Continuous Emission Monitors (PM CEMs) to 
demonstrate compliance. Petitioners note that the next clause provides that the 
permittee need not comply with the requirement to "install, calibrate, maintain, 
and operate the PM CEMs until such time that U.S. EPA promulgates all 
performance specifications and operational requiremc:nts for PM CEMs." 
Petitioners argue that there are no PM monitoring requirements established in the 
pemut without the obligation to install and operate the PM CEMs, which is 
contingent on future U.S. EPA action. Petition at 18. 

U.S. EPA promulgated the performance specification for PM CEMs 
(Performance Standard 11 ) on January 12, 2004. However, U.S. EPA has not yet 
promulgated the operational requirements for PM CEMs. Accordingly, the 
requirement to install and operate PM CEMs does not currently apply to Onyx, 
although the permit properly requires PM CEMs onc,e U.S. EPA promulgates 
such operational requirements. However, subpart EEE contains other 



requirements intended to help assure compliance with the PM limits, including a 
requirement for bag leak detection monitoring.6 The Onyx facility is equipped 
with baghouses, and therefore Onyx is required to opt;:rate and maintain a system 
to detect leaks from the baghouses, but the permit currently lacks provisions 
requiring a leak detection system. Accordingly, the lack ofa currently applicable 
requirement to operate and maintain PM CEMs does not make the permit 
deficient under 40 C.F.R 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B), but Petitioners are correct that the 
permit lacks monitoring required under other provisions of40 C.F.R. §70.6, and 
therefore I am granting the petition on this issue and dlirecting IEPA to revise the 
permit to incorporate all PM monitoring required for the facility under subpart 
EEE, including a leak detection system.

7 

I am not revising the Order issued February 1 in any either way and its provisions, other 

than section VI, remain undisturbed and in effect. 

AUG -9 2006 
Dated: _____ _ _____ 

6 See Fmal Technical Support Document for HWC MACT Standards, Vol. IV: Compliance with 

the HWC MACT Standards (July 1999). 

7 Subpart EEE has been amended since lhe pennit was proposed by IEPA, although the 
requirement for bag leak detection applied to the Onyx facility at the time the pennit was proposed. In re
proposmg the permit, IEPA should ensure that the permit properly reflects al) of the current MACT 

requirements 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK. NC 2n 11 

OFFICE OF
APR 3 0 2014 AIR QUALITY PLANNING 

AND STANDARDS 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Implementation Guidance on Annual Co ·ance Certification Reponing and Statement 

FROM: Stephen D. P 
Director 

of Basis Requirements for Title V Q rating ermits 

TO: Regional Air Division Directors, Regions 1-10 

This memorandum and attachments provide guidance on satisfying the Clean Air Act title V annual 
compliance certification reporting and statement of basis requirements. It addresses two outstanding 
recommendations made by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) in the report titled, "Substantial 
Changes Needed in Implementation and Oversight of Title V Permits ifProgram Goals are to be Fully 
Realized," (OIG Report No. 2005-P-000 I 0): 

Recommendation 2-1: Develop and issue guidance or rulemaking on annual compliance 
certification content, which requires re!>ponsible officials to certify compliance with all 
applicable terms and conditions ofthe permit, as appropriate. 

Recommendation 2-3: Develop nationwide guidance on the contents ofthe statement of basis 
which includes discussions ofmonitoring, operational requirements, regulatmy applicability 
determinations, explanation ofany conditions.from previously issuedpermits that are not being 
transferred to the title Vpermit, discussion ofstreamlining requirements, and other factual 
information, where advisable, including a list ofprior title Vpermits issued to the same 
applicant at the plant, attainment status, and construction, permitting, and compliance hist01y of 
Lhe plant. 

In a February 8, 2013, memorandum to the OIG, the EPA stated its intent to address these two 
recommendations, as well as similar recommendations from the Clean Air Act Advisory Committee's 
Title V Task Force (see "Final Report to the Clean Air Act Advisory Committee: Title V 
Implementation Experience," April 2006). 

The attachments below provide non-binding guidance that responds to OIG recommendations regarding 
annual compliance certification and statement ofbasis. The attachments highlight existing statutory and 
regulatory requirements and guidance issued by the EPA, and state and local permitting authorities. 1n 
addition, the attachments highlight key components of the applicable legal requirements and 
clarifications responsive to certain OIG recommendations. As you are aware, this information was 
developed in collaboration with EPA regional offices. Note that state and local permitting authorities 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Recyclable • Prlnled wnh Vegetable OIi Based lnkS on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer) 



also provide guidance on title V requirements; the EPA encourages sources to consult with their state 
and local permitting authorities to obtain additional information or to obtain specific guidance. 

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Juan Santiago, Associate Director, Air Quality Policy 
Division/OAQPS, at (919) 541-1084, santiagojuan@epa.gov. 

Attachments 



Disclaime1· 

These documents explain. the requirements ofthe EPA regulations, describes the EPA policies, and 
recommends procedures for sources andpermitting authorities to use to ensure that the annual 
compliance certification and the statement ofbasis are consistent with applicable regulations, These 
documents are not a rule or regulation, and the guidance they contain may not apply to a particulat 
situation based upon the individual facts and circumstances. The guidance does not change or substitute 
for any law, regulation, or any other legally binding requirement and is not legally enforceable. The use 
ofnon-mandatory language such as "guidance,'' "recommend, ,, ''may," "should, " and ''can," is 
intended to describe the EPA policies and recommendations. Mandatory terminology such as "must 11 

and "required" is intended to describe controlling requirements under the terms ofthe Clean Air Act 
and the EPA regulations, but the documents do not establish legally binding requirements in and of 
themselves. 



Attachment 1 

Implementation Guidance on Annual Compliance Certification Requirements Under the 
Clean Air Act Title V Operating .Permits Program 

I. Overview of Title V and Annual Compliance Certification Requirements 

Title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA or Act) establishes an operating permits program for major 
sources ofair pollutants, as well as other sources. CAA sections 501-507; 42 U.S.C. Sections 
766)-7661f. A detailed history and description of title V of the CAA is available in the preamble 
discussions of both the proposed and final original regulations implementing title V - the first 
promulgation of40 CFR Part 70. See 57 FR 32250 (July 21, 1992) (Final Rule); 56 FR21712 
(May 10, 1991) (Proposed Rule). The EPA recently provided further information regarding 
compliance certification history in a proposed rulcmaking titled, "Amendments to Compliance 
Certification Content Requirements for State and Federal Operating Permits Programs," 
published on March 29, 2013. 78 FR 19164, Under title V, states are required to develop and 
implement title V permining programs in conformance with program requirements promulgated 
by the EPA in 40 CFR Part 70. Title V requires that every major stationary source (and certain 
other sources) apply for and operate pursuant to an operating permit. CAA section 502(a) and 
503. The operating permit must contain conditions that assure compliance with all of the 
sources' applicable requirements under the CAA. CAA section 504(a). Title V also states, among 
other requirements, that sources certify compliance with the applicable requirements of their 
permits no less frequently than annually (CAA section 503(b)(2)), provides authority to the EPA 
to prescribe procedures for determining compliance and for monitoring and analysis ofpollutants 
regulated under the CAA (CAA section 504(b)), and requires each permit to "set forth 
inspection, entry, monitoring, compliance certification, and reporting requirements to assure 
compliance with the permit terms and conditions." (CAA section 504(c).) 

This guidance document focuses on the annual compliance certification, which applies to the 
terms and conditions of issued operating permits. CAA section 503(b )(2) states that the EPA· s 
regulations implementing title V "shall further require the pelmittee to periodically (but no less 
frequently than annually) certify that the facility is in compliance with any applicable 
requirements of the permit, and to promptly report any deviations from permit requirements to 
the permitting authority." CAA section 504(c) states that each title V pennit issued "shall set 
forth inspection, entry, monitoring, compliance certification, and reporting requirements to 
assure compliance with the permit terms and conditions ... Any report required to be submitted 
by a permit issued to a corporation under this subchapter shall be signed by a responsible 
corporate official, who shall certify its accuracy." Additional requirements ofcompliance 
certification are described in section 114(a)(3) of the CAA as follows: 

The Administrator shall in the case ofany person which is the owner or operator 
ofa major stationary source, and may, in the case of any other person, require 
enhanced monitoring and submission ofcompliance certifications. Compliance 
certifications shall include (A) identification of the applicable requirement that is 
the basis ofthe certification, (B) the method used for determining the compliance 



status of the source, (C) the compliance status, (D) whether compliance is 
continuous or intermittent, (E) such other facts as the Administrator may require. 
Compliance certifications and monitoring data shall be subject to subsection ( c) of 
this section [ availability of information to the public]. 

CAA section 114(a)(3), 42 U.S.C. section 7414(a)(3). The EPApromulgatedregulations 
implementing tl1ese provisions for title V operating permits purposes. Key regulatory provisions 
regarding compliance certifications are found in 40 CFR section 70.6(c), "Compliance 
requirements.'.' 

II. Overview of Annual Compliance Certification Requirements 

TI1e EPA's regulations at 40 CFR section 70.6(c) describe the required elements ofannual 
compliance certifications. Specifically, 40 CFR section 70.6(c)(5)(iii)-(iv) provides that all 
permits must include the following annual compliance certification requirements: 

·(iii) A requirement that the compliance certification include all ofthe following 
(provided that the identification of applicable information may cross-reference the 
permit or previous reports, as applicable): 

(A) The identification ofeach term or condition of the permit that is the basis of 
the certification; 

(B) The identification of the method(s) or other means used by the owner or 
operator for determining the compliance status with each term and condition 
during the certi£cation period. Such methods and other means shall include, at a 
minimum, the methods and means required under paragraph (a)(3) of this section; 

(C) The status ofcompliance with the terms and conditions of the permit for the 
period covered by the certification, including whether compliance during the 
period was continuous or intennittent. The certification shall be based on the 
method or means designated in paragraph (c)(5)(iii)(B) of this section. The 
certification shall identify each deviation and take it into account in the 
compliance certification. The certification shall also identify as possible 
exceptions to compliance any periods during which compliance is required and in 
which an excursion or exceedance as defined under part 64 ofth.is chapter 
occurred; and 

(D) Such other facts as the permitting authority may require to determine the 
compliance status ofthe source. 

(iv) A requirement that all compliance certifications be submitted to the 
Administrator as well as to the permitting authority. 

(6) Such other provisions as the permitting authority may require. 
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Further information surrounding compliance certification is described in the regulatory provision 
addressing the criteria for a permit application, 40 CFR section 70.S(d). There have been 
revisions to Part 70 since its original promulgation in 1992. 

One ruJemaking action relevant to compliance certifications was in response to an October 29, 
1999, remand from the United States Court of Appeals for the District ofColwnbia Circuit in 
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) v. EPA, 194 F.3d 130 (D.C. Cir. 1999). In that case, 
the Court upheld a portion of the EPA's compliance assurance monitoring rule, but remanded 
back to the EPA the need to ensure 40 CFR sections 70.6(c)(5)(iii) and 71.6(c)(5)(iii) were 
consistent with language in CAA section l 14(a)(3) which states that compliance certifications 
shall include, among other requirements," 'whether compliance is continuous or intermittent.' " 
NRDC at 135 (internal citations omitted). Accordingly, the EPA proposed to add appropriate 
language to paragraph ( c )(5)(iii)(C) of both 40 CFR sections 70.6 and 71.6. However, the fmal 
rule on June 27, 2003 (68 FR 38518) inadvertently deleted an existing sentence from the 
regulations (which was not related to the addition which resulted from the D.C. Circuit decision). 
The OIG Report referenced this issue and in response to the OIG, as agreed, the EPA has 
proposed to restore the inadvertently deleted sentence back into the rule. See, e.g., 78 FR 19164 
(March 29, 2013). This proposed rule would reinstate the inadvertently removed sentence
which, consistent with the Credible Evidence rule, requires owners and operators ofsources to 
"identify any other mate11ial information that must be included in the certification to comply with 
section l 13(c)(2) ofthe Act, which prohibits knowingly making a false certification or omitting 
material infmmafion" - in its original place before the semicolon at the end of40 CFR sections 
70.6(c)(5)(iii)(B). and 71.6(c)(5)(iii)(B). The EPA is still reviewing comments received on this 
proposal; however, today's guidance document is based on statutory and long-standing 
regulatory requirements regarding compliance certifications, obligations for "reasonable inquiry" 
and consideration of credible evidence, many ofwhich were also relied upon in the EPA's 
proposal. 

ill. Implementation of the Annual Compliance Certification Requirements 

The statutory and regulatory provisions regarding compliance certification provide direction to 
sources and permitting authorities regarding implementation ofthese provisions. Nonetheless, 
questions arise periodically and, as a general matter, responding to those questions typically 
occurs on a case-by-case basis, consistent with the statutory and regulatory requirements, as well 
as applicable state or local regulations. Questions may be posed to authorized permitting 
authorities, EPA Regional Offices, or EPA Headquarters offices. As a general matter, where 
formal responses are provided by BP A, such responses may be searched and viewed on various 
websites. These include, among others: 

• http://www. epa.govlttnloarpglt5pgm. html 

• Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) decisions on PSD permitting 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/oa/EAB_Web_Docket.nsf/PSD+Permit+Appeals+(CAA)?OpenView 
Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) decisions on title V permitting 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/oa/EAB_ Web_Docket.nsf/Title+V+Permit+Appea/s?OpenView 
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• The EPA's online searchable database of many PSD and title V guidance documents 
issued by EPA headquarters offices and EPA Regions ( operated by Region 7) 
http://www. epa. govlregion07 /air/policy/search htm. 

• The EPA's online searchable database of CAA title V petitions and issued orders 
(operated by Region 7) http://www.epa.gov/region7/air/title5/petitiondb/petitiondb. htm. 1 

A review of these databases indicates that there are a munber of issues that arise with some 
regularity and those general questions and responses are addressed below. In addition, the EPA 
notes that state and local permitting authorities are also a source of guidance on compliance 
certification form instructions, and content. In some circumstances, state and local permitting 
authorities may require ad~tional content for the annual compliance certification. See, e.g., 40 
CFR sections 70.6(c)(5)(iii)(D) and (c)(6). As a result, sources should review such requirements 
prior to completing the annual compliance certification. 

A. Level o'f Specificity in Describing the Permit Term or Condition 

The CAA and the EPA's regulations require that the annual compliance ce1tification identify the 
terms and conditions that ar~ the subject of the certification. As a general matter, specificity 
ensures that the responsible official has in fact reviewed each term and condition, as well as 
considered all appropriate information as part of the certification.2 This does not mean, however, 
that each and every permit term and condition needs to be spelled out in its entirety in the annual 
compliance certification or that the certification needs to resemble a checklist of each permit 
term and condition. While some sources (and states) use what is informally referred to as a ''long 
form" for certifications (where each term or condition is typically individually identified), such 
forms are not expressly required by either the CAA or the EPA's regulations, even though it may 
be advisable to use such a form. 

The certification should include sufficient specificity and must identify the terms and conditions 
that are being covered by the certification. 40 CFR section 70.6(c)(5)(iii)(A)-(D). As a "best 
practice," sources may irtclude additional infonnation where there are unique or complex pennit 
conditions such that "compliance" with a particular term and condition is predicated on several 
elements. In that case, additional information in the annual compliance certification may be 
advisable to explain how compliance with a particular condition was determined and, thus, the 
basis for the certification of compliance. 

Consistent with the EPA's regulations1 the annual compliance certification must include "[t]he 
identification Qfthe method(s) or other means used by the owner or operator for dete1mining the 
compliance status with •each tem1 and condition during the certification period." 40 CFR section 
70.6(c)(5)(iii)(B). For example; there may be situations where certification is based on electronic 

1 The EPA 's practice is to publish a notice in the Federal Register announcing that a petition order was signed. Once 
signed, the EPA's practice is to place a copy of that final order on the title V petition order database, which is 
searchable online. 

2 The EPA's regu1ations require that a 'responsible official" sign the compliance certification. The tenn "responsible 
official'' is defined in 40 CFR section 70.2 . 
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data from continuous emissions monitoring devices, which may result in a fairly straightforward 
annual compliance certification. Alternatively, there may be situations where compliance during 
the reporting period was determined through parametric monitoring, which requires the source to 
consider various data and perform a mathematical calculation, to determine the compliance 
status. In that latter situation when various data from parametric monitoring are combined via 
calculation, the annual compliance ce11ification may contain more detail regarding that term or 
condition which relies on parametric monitoring in the permit.3 

Regardless of the level of specificity provided for the particular terms and conditions in the 
annual certification itself the minimum regulatory requirements include ''[t]he identification of 
each term or condition of the permit that is the basis of the certification.' 40 CFR Section 
70.6(o)(5)(iii)(A). As noted above, there may be different ways to meet this requirement. For 
example, when referencjng a pemut term or condition in the certification, if the pennit 
incorporates by reference a citation without explaining the pa1iicular term or condition, the 
source may choose to provide additional clarity in the compliance certification to support the 
certification. Another situation where additional specificity may be advisable is where a source 
has an alternative operating scenario where the source may be best served by providing 
additional compliance related information in support of the certification. As another example, the 
part 71 federal operating permits program administered by the EPA includes a form, and 
instructions, for sources to use for their annual compliance certifications. Annual Compliance 
Certification (A-COMP), EPA Form 5900-04, at page 4, available at: 
http://www.epagov/airquality/permitslpdfsla-comp.pdf This form is .not expressly required for 
non-EPA permitting authorities; however, this form and the instructions provide feedback 
regarding what to include in an annual compliance certification. 

Importantly, petmitting authorities have additional compliance certification requirements and/or 
recommendations that sources should consult before finalizing a compliance certification in 
orde1· to ensure compliance with the applicable requirements. See e.g. 40 CFR section 
70.6(c)(6). 

B. Form oftbe Certification 

As a general matter there is no requirement in the Act or in Part 70 that a source use a specific 
form for the compliance certification (although some states have adopted specific forms and 
instructions). The most relevant consideration in certifications is not the forn1, but the content 
and clarity of the terms and conditions with which the compliance status is being certilied. Some 
state permitting authorities have developed template forms and instructions to assist sources in 
ensuring compliance with applicable requirements. The EPA has not provided such templates 
except as noted above where a form is provided for the EPA's part 71 permit program. While 
templates arc not required by the statute or the regulations, they can be useful tools ( e.g., to 
facilitate electronic reporting and consistency) so long as sources consider whether the form 
adequately covers their permitting and certification situation, and the sources are able to make 
adjustments where appropriate to ensure compliance. The type of form used should be 

3 The CAA and the EPA's regulations require other more frequent compliance reports in addition to the annual 
compliance certification. In some circumstances, it may be helpful for a source to reference another compliance 
report in the annual compliance certification as appropriate. 



considered .in light ofthe regulatory requirement to certify compliance with the specific terms 
and conditions of the permit. 40 CFR section 70.6(c)(5)(iii)(C). A~ditionally, as was noted 
earlier, because approved state and local areas may require additional elements in the annual 
compliance certifications, sources should confirm that their form is consistent with applicable 
state and local permitting requirements. 

C. Certification Language 

The EPA's regulations at 40 CFR section 70.5(d) require that the annual compliance certification 
include the foUowing language: "Based on information and belief formed after reasonable 
inquiry, I certify that the statements and information in this certification are true, accurate, and 
complete." (Emphasis added.) While the EPA appreciates that each permit includes specific 
monitoring requirements, additional data may be available that indicate compliance (or 
noncompliance), The EPA recently proposed to provide additional clarity on this issue by 
proposing to restore a sentence to 40 CFR section 70.6(c)(5)(iii)(B) that had been inadvertently 
deleted, as discussed above. 

IV. Discussion of Compliance Certification Content in Clean Air Act Advisory 
Committee Final Report on the Title V Implementation Experience 

In the EPA's February 8, 2013, memorandum to the 010, stated its intent to address the OIG 's 
reconunendation concerning the annual compliance certification, as well as similar 
recommendations from the Clean Air Act Advisory Committee's Title V Task force.4 While this 
guidance document responds to the 2005 OIG Report, information provided above overlaps with 
recommendations from the Title V Task Force. This guidance document does not adopt the Task 
Force recommendations; however, to the extent that they overlap with the discussion above, the 
EPA provides some observations regarding those recommendations. 

Section 4.7 of the Task Force Report discusses compliance certification forms , This section 
includes, among other items, comments from stakeholders, a summary of the Task Force 
discussions, and Task Force recommendations. Of the five recommendations included in this 
section of the Report, three were unanimously supported by the Task Force members 
(Recommendations 3, 4, and 5). Task Force Final Report at 119-120. EPA's discussion above 
regarding the level of specificity and the fmm of the annual compliance certification generally 
addresses the two recommendations for which there was not consensus within the Task Force 
(Recommendations 1 and 2). 

The five recommendations, directly quoted from the Task Force Report, are as follows: 

4 In April 2006, the Title V Task Force finalized a document titled, "Final Report to the Clean Air Act Advisory 
Committee: Title V Implementation Experience.'' This document was the result of the Task Force's efforts to review 
the implementation and performance of the operating permit program under title V of the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments. Included in the report are a number of recommendations, including some specific recommendations 
regarding compliance certifications that are consistent with existing regulations and information provided in this 
guidance document. 
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Recommendation#1. Most of the Task Force endorsed an approach akin to the "short 
form" certification, believing that a line-by-line listing ofperm.it requirements is not 
required and imposes burdens without additional compliance benefit. Under this 
approach, the compliance certification form would include a statement that the source 
was in continuous compliance with pennit tem1s and conditions with the exception of 
noted deviations and_periods ofintermittent compliance. Although the permittee 
would cross-reference the permit for methods ofcompliance, in situations where the 
permit specifies a particular monitoring method but the pennittee is relying on 
different monitoring, testing or other evidence to support its certification of 
compliance, that reliance should be specifically identified in the certification and 
briefly explained. An example of such a case would be where the permit requires 
continuous temperature records to verify compliance with a minimum temperature 
requirement. If the chart recorder data was not recorded for one hour during the 
reporting period because it ran out of ink, and the source relies on the facts that the 
data before aod after the hour shows temperature above the requirement minimum 
and that the alarm system which sounds iftemperature falls below setpoint was 
functioning and did not alarm during the hour, these two items would be noted as the 
data upon which the source relies for certifying continuous compliance wHh the 
minimum temperature requirement. 

Recommendation #2. Others on the Task Force believed that more detail than is 
included in the short form is needed in the compliance certification to assure source 
accountability and the enforce-ability ofthe certification. These members viewed at 
least one of the following options as acceptable (some members accepting any, while 
others accepting only one or two): 

1. The use ofa form that allows sources to use some cross-referencing to iden
tify the permit term or condition to which compliance was certified. Cross
referencing would only be allowed where the permit itselfclearly numb~rs 
or letters each specific permit tenn or condition, clearly identifies required 
monitoring, and does not itself include cross-referencing beyond detailed 
citations to -publicly accessible regulations. The compliance certification 
could then cite to the number of a permit condition, ·or possibly the numbers 
for a group ofconditions, and note the compliance status for that permit 
condition and'the method used for determining compliance. ]n the case of 
permit conditions that are not specifically numbered or lettered, the form 
would use text to identify the requirement for which the permittec is 
certifying. 

2. Use of the long form. 
3. Use of the permit itself as the compliance certification form with spaces in

cluded to identify whether compliance with each condition was continuous 
or intermittent and information regarding deviations attached. 

Recommendation # 3. Where the permit specifies a particular monitoring or 
compliance method and the source is relying on other information, that information 
should be separately specified on the certification form. 
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Recommendation# 4. Where a pe.nnit tern, does not impose an affumative ob1igation 
on the source, the form should not require a compliance certification; e.g., where the 
permit states that it does not convey property rights or that the pem1itting authority is 
to undertake some activity such as provide public notice of a revision. 

Recommendation # 5. All fmms should provide space for the permittee to provide 
additional explanation regarding its compliance status and any deviations identified 
dwing the reporting period. 

Task Force Final Report at 118-120.5 With regard to 1hese recommendations, the EPA offers 
several observations. First, there is nothing in the CAA or Part 70 that prohibits 
Recommendation 3, 4, and 5 which had unanimous support from the Task Force. See 40 CFR 
section 7O.6(c)(5)(iii)-(iv). Second, with regard to Recommendations 3 and 5, these should be 
considered "best practices" to ensure that the annual certification provides adequate information. 
Third, Recommendations 1 and 2 outline different ideas surrounding the Level ofspecificity and 
the form of the annual compliance certification. This guidance document does address those 
issues and recommends activities consistent with the regulatory requirements while also 
ptoviding some flexibility on the level of specificity depending on the complexity of the permit 
conditions being certified. 

5 Whh regard to the first recommendation, the EPA observes that tbe example provided in the Task Force Report 
identifies a scenario in which additional narrative on the annual compliance certification form would be useful to 
explain the determination that the sources was (or was not) in compliance with a pennit term or condition. 
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Attachment 2 

lmplementation Guidance on Statement of Basis Requirements Under the Clean Air Act 
Title V Operating Permits Program 

I. Overview of LegaJ Requirements for Statement of Basis 

Section 502 of the CAA addresses title V permit programs generally. Among other required 
elements of the EPA 's rules implementing title V, Congress stated that the regulations shall 
include: 

Adequate, streamlined, and reasonable procedures for expeditiously determining 
when applications are complete, for processing such applications, for public 
notice including offering an opportunity for public comment and a bearing, and 
for expeditious review ofpermit actions~ including applications, renewals, or 
revisions .. •. 

CAA section 502(b)(6). The EPA's regulations implementing title V require that a permitting 
authority provide "a statement that sets forth the legal and factual basis for the draft pennit 
conditions (including references to the applicable statutory or regulatory provisions). Th~ 
permitting authority shall send this statement to the EPA and to any other person who requests 
it." 40 CFR section 70.7(a)(5). As will be discussed below, among other purposes, the statement 
of basis is intended to support the requirements of CAA section 502(b)(6) by providing 
information to allow for "expeditious'' evaluation of the permit terms and conditions, and by 
providing infonnation that supports public participation in the permitting process, considering 
other ittformation in the record. 

Since the EPA promulgated its Part 70 regulations, the EPA has provided additional guidance 
and infonnation surrounding the statement of basis. This information is available on EPA's 
searchable online database of Title V guidance 
(http://www.epa.gov/region07/air/policylsearch.htm). A search of that database reveals 
numerous documents dating back to 1996 that provide feedback regarding the content of the 
statement of basis. 1 Because the specific content of the statement ofbasis depends in part on the 
terms and conditions of the individual permit at issue the EPA 's regulations are intended to 
provide flexibility to the state and local permitting authorities regarding content of the statement 
of basis. The statement of basis is required to contain, as the regulation state , sufficient 
irtformation to explain the "legal and factual basis for the draft permit conditions, ' 40 CPR 
section 70.7(a)(5). 

II. Guidance on the Content of Statement of Basis 

Since promulgation of the Part 70 regulations, the EPA has provided guidance on recommended 
contents of the statement of basis. Taken as a whole, various title V petition orders and other 
documents particularly those cited in those orders, provide a good roadmap as to what should be 

1 See, e.g. Region 10 Questions & Answers No. 2: Title V Pem1it Development (March 19, J996) (available online 
at http://www. epa.govlregion07/airltitle5/t5memoslr I 0qa2.pdj) . 



included in a statement ofbasis on a permit-by-permit basis, considering, among other factors, 
the technical complexity of a permit, history of the facility, and the number of new provisions 
being added at 1he title V pennitting stage. This guidance document identifies a few such 
documents for example purposes and provides references for locating such materials on the 
Internet. 

J:he EPA provided an overview of this guidance in a 2006 title V petition order. In the Matter of 
Onyx Environmental Services, Order on Petition No. V-2005-1 (February 1, 2006) (Onyx Order) 
at 13-14. In the Onyx Order, in the context ofa general overview statement on the statement of 
basis, the EPA explained, 

A statement ofbasis must describe the origin or basis of each permit condition or 
exemption. However, it is more thunjust u short form of the permit. It should 
highlight elements that U.S. EPA and the public would find important to review. 
Rather than restating the permit, it should list anything that deviates from simply a 
straight recitation ofapplicable requirements. The statement ofbasis should 
highlight items such as the permit shield, streamlined conditions, or any 
monitoring that is required under 40 C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). Thus, it should 
include a discussion of the decision-making that went into the development ofthe 
title V permit and provide the permitting authority, the public, and U.S. EPA a 
record of the applicability and technical issues surrounding the issuance ofthe 
pe1111it. (Footnotes omitted.) See, e.g., In Re Port Hudson Operations, Georgia 
Pacific, Petition No. 6-03-01, at pages 37-40 (May 9, 2003) (''Georgia Pacific"); 
In Re Doe Run Company Buick Mill andMine, Petition No. VII-1999-001, at 
pages 24-25 (July 31, 2002) ("Doe Run"); In Re Fort James Camas Mill, Petition 
No. X-1999-1, at page 8 (December 22, 2000) ( "Ft; James"). 

Onyx Order at 13-14. In the Onyx Order, there is a reference to a February 19, 1999, letter that 
identified elements which, ifapplicable, should be included in the statement of basis. In that 
letter to Mr. David Dixon, Chair of the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA) Title V Subcommittee, the EPA Region 9 Air Division provided a list ofair quality 
factors to serve as guidance to California permitting authorities that should be considered when 
developing a statement ofbasis for purposes ofEPA Region 9' s review. Specifically, this letter 
identified the following elements which, ifapplicable, should be included in the statement of 
basis: 

• additions of permitted equipment which were not included in the application, 
• identification ofany applicable requirements for insignificant activities or State

registered portable equipment that have not previously been identified at the Title 
V facility, 

• outdated SIP requirement streamlining demonstrations, 
• multiple applicable requirements streamlining demonstrations, 
• permit shields, 
• alternative operating scenarios, 
• compliance schedules, 
• CAM requirements, 
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• plant wide allowable emission limits (PAL) or other voluntary limits, 
• any district permits to operate or authority to construct pennits, 
• periodic monitoring decisions, where the decisions deviate from already agreed

upon levels. These decisions could be part of the pem1it package or could reside 
in a publicly available document. (Parenthetical omitted) 

Enclosure to February 19, 1999, letter from Region 9 to Mr. David Dixon. 

In 2001, in a letter from the EPA to the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, which is also 
cited to in the Onyx Order, the EPA explained that: 

The [statement ofbasis] should also include factual information that is important 
for the public to be aware of. Examples include: 

l. A listing of any Title V permits issued to the same applicant at the 
plant site, ifany. In some cases it may be important to include the 
rationale for detennining that sources are support facilities. 

2. Attainment status. 
3. Construction and permitting history of the source. 
4. Compliance history including inspections, any violations noticed, a 

listing ofconsent decrees into which the perm.ittee has entered and 
con-ective action(s) taken to address noncompliance. 

Letter from Stephen Rothblatt, EPA Region 5 to Robert Hodanbosi, Ohio EPA, December 20, 
2001 (available online at http://www.epa.gov/region07/airl title5/t5memoslsbguide.pdfJ. In 2002, 
in the context offinding deficiencies with the State ofTexas operating pennits program, the EPA 
explained that, "a statement of basis should include, but is not lim~ted to, a description of the 
facility, a discussion ofany operational flexibility that will be utilized at the facility, the basis for 
applying the permit shield, any federal regulatory applicability determinations, and the rationale 
for the monitoring methods selected.1

' 67 FR 732, 735 
(January 7, 2002). 

The EPA has also addressed statement of basis contents in additional title V petition orders 
(available in an online searchable database at 
http://www.epa.gov/region7/air/title5/petitiondb/petitiondb.htm). In some cases, title V petition 
orders provide information even where a statement ofbasis is not directly at issue. For example, 
the EPA has interpreted 40 CFR section 70.7(a)(5) to require that the rationale for selected 
monitoring methods be clear and documented in the permit record. in the Matter ofCITGO 
Refining and Chemicals Company LP (CITGO), Order on Petition No. VI-2007-01 (May 28, 
2009) at 7; see also In the Matter ofFort James Camas .Nlill (Fort James), Order on Petition No. 
X-1999-1 (December 22, 2000) at page 8. This type of information could be included in fue 
statement ofbasis. The EPA observes fuat where such information is included in the statement of 
basis, this can facilitate a better understanding ofthe rationale for monitoring. Such information 
could also be included in other parts of the permit record. In addition, it is particularly helpful 
when the statement of basis identifies key issues that the pennitting authority anticipates would 
be a priority for EPA or public review (for example, if suchissues represent new conditions or 
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interpretations of applicable requirements that are not explicit on their face) . See, e.g., in the 
Matter ofConsolidated Edison Co. OfNY, Inc. Ravenswood Steam Plant, Order on Petition o. 
II-2001-08 (Sept. 30, 2003) at page 11; In the Matter ofPort Hudson Operation Georgia Pacific, 
Order on Petition No. 6-03-01 (May 9, 2003) at pages 37-40; In the Matter ofDoe Run Company 
Buick Mill and Mine (Doe Run), Order on Petition No. VII-1999-001 (July 31, 2002) at pages 
24-26; In the Matter ofLos Medanos Energy Ce.nter (Order on Petition) (May 24, 2004) at pages 
14-17. 

Each of the various documents referenced above provide generalized recommendations for 
developing an adequate statement of basis rather than 'hard and fast" rules on what to include. 
Taken as a whole, they provide a good roadmap as to what should be included in a statement of 
basis on a permit-~y-permit basis, considering, among other factors, the technical complexity of 
the permit, history of the facility, and the number of new provisions being added at the title V 

• • ?
perm1tt10g stage.-

In. Discussion of Statement of Basi Content in Clean Air Act Advi ory Committee 
Final Report on the Title V Implementation Experience 

In the EPA's Febrnary 8, 2013, memorandum to the OIG, the EPA stated its intent to address the 
OIG's recommendation concerning the statement of basis, as well as similar recommendations 
from the Clean Air Act Advisory Committee' s Title V Task Force.3 While this guidance 
document responds to the 2005 OlG Report, information provided above overlaps with 
r~conunendations from the Title V Task Force. This guidance document does not adopt the Task 
Force recommendations; however, to the extent that they overlap with the discussion above, the 
EPA provides some observations regarding those recommendations. 

Section 5.5 of the Task Force Final Report addresses the statement of basis. This section includes 
a regulatory background piece, comments from stakeholders, a summary ofthe Task Force 
discussions, and Task Force recommendations. The recommendations section includes a list of 
items considered appropriate for inclusion into a statement of basis-. Final Report at 231. 
Members of the Task Force unanimously supported the recommendations regarding the 
statement of basis. Because these recommendations overlaps substantially, if not wholly, with 
guidance previously provided by EPA, it is appropriate to include these recommendations within 
this guidance document as an additional guideline for developing an adequate statement of basis. 

The Task Force recommended that the following items are appropriate for inclusion in a 
statement of basis document: 

2 With regard to the title V pennitting stage, a best practice includes making previous statements of basis accessible 
to give background on provisions that already exist in tlte permit and may not be a part of the permit action at issue, 
and provide context for the pennit as a whole and the particular revisions at issue in that permit action or permit 
stage. 

3 In April 2006, the Title V Task Force finalized a document titled, "Final Report to the Clean Air Act Advisory 
Cmmnittee: Title V Jmplementation Experience." Tltis document was the result ofthe Task Force's efforts to review 
the implementation and performance of the operating permit program under title V of the I990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments. Included in the report are a number of recommendations, including specific recommendations 
regard ing statement of basis contents that overlap with or are informative to this guidance docwnent. 
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L A description and explanation ofany federally enforceable conditions from 
previously issued permits that are not being incorporated into the Title V 
permit. 

2. A description and explanation ofany streamlining of applicable requirements 
pursuant to EPA White Paper No. 2. 

3. A description and explanation ofany complex non-applicability determination 
(including any request for a permit shield under section 70.6(f)(l)(ii)) or any 
determination that a requirement applies that the source does not agree is 
applicable, including reference to any relevant materials used to make these 
determinations (e.g., source tests, state guidance documents). 

4. A description and explanation of any difference in form ofpennit terms and 
conditions, as compared to the applicable requirement upon which the 
condition was based. 

5. A discussion ofterms and conditions included to provide operational 
flexibility under section 70.4(b)(l2). 

6. The tationale, including the identification of authority, for any Title V 
monitoring decision. 

Task Force Final Repmt at 231. With regard to these recommendations, the EPA offers several 
observations. First, there is nothing in the CAA or Part 70 that precludes a permitting authority 
from including the items listed above in a statement of basis. Not all ofthose items wiH apply to 
every permit action (as is the case with the lists provided by the EPA in the previously-cited 
guidance documents). Second, concerning item #1, we note that there are very limited 
circumstances in which a condition from a previously issuedpermit would not need to be 
incorporated into the title V pennit. Third, concerning item #2, the "White Paper" refers to 
"White Paper Number 2 for Improved Implementation of the Part 70 Operating Permits 
Program", dated March 5, 1996 (available online at 
http :llwww. epa.govlregion07 I airltitle5/t5 memoslwtppr-2.pdf). 

Jn developing the statement of basis, as was discussed earlier, the EPA recommends that 
permitting authorities consider the individual circumstances of the pennit action in light of the 
regulatory requirements for the permit record in order to determine whether information along 
the lines of the items identified by the Task Force warrants inclusion into the statement ofbasis. 
In making this determination, the permitting authority is encouraged to consider whether the 
inclusion of such information would pro:vide important explanatory information for the public 
and the EPA, and bolster the defensibility ofthe permit (thus improving the efficiency of the 
permit process and reducing the likelihood ofreceiving an adverse comment or an appeal), while 
also ensuring that the statutory and regulatory requirements are being met. 
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SUBJECT: 

FROM: Peter Tsiri gotis 
Director 

d Guidance for 40 CFR Part 70 
I . ~ 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, NC 27711 

OFFICE OF 

AIR QUALITY PLANNING 

AND STANDARDS 

rMAR 2 7 2018 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I - 10 

The attached guidance is being issued in response to the Environmental Protection Agency Office 
of rnspector General's (OIG) 2014 report regarding the importance of enhanced EPA oversight of state, 
local, and tribal I fee practices under title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA).2 Specifically, this guidance 
reflects the EPA's August 22, 2014, commitment to the OlG in response to the OIG's Recommendations 
2 through 8 to "issue a guidance document that sets forth a fee oversight strategy" (we refer to the attached 
guidance as the "title V evaluation guidance"). The EPA's response to the OIG's other recommendation 
is being issued concurrently in a separate memorandum and guidance concerning the EPA's review of fee 
schedules for title V programs ("updated fee schedule guidance").3 

The title V evaluation guidance is consistent with EPA principles and best practices for efficient 
and effective oversight of state permitting programs4 and applies those principles and best practices to the 
specific context of title V program and fee evaluations under part 70 of the CAA. As a result, this guidance 
highlights opportunities for communication and collaboration between the EPA and air agencies 
tlu·oughout the evaluation process. Principles and best practices are discussed in Section I of the attached 
title V evaluation guidance. 

1 As used herein, the term "air agency" refers to state, local, and tribal agencies. 
2 Enhanced £PA Oversight Needed to Address Risks from Declining Clean Air Act Title V Revenues; U.S. EPA Office of the 
Inspector General. Report No. I 5-P-0006, October 20, 2014 ("OIG Report"). 
3 Updated Guidance on £PA Review of Fee Schedules for Operaling Permit Programs Under Title V, Peter Tsirigotis, 
Director, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS), U.S. EPA, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I -
I 0, March 27, 2018 ("updated fee schedule guidance"). See the EPA 's title V guidance website at https:llwww.epa.gov/title
v-operating-per111its/1itle-v-operating-permit-policy-and-guidance-doc11me111-index. 
4 See Promoting Environmental Program Health and lnlegrity: Principles and Best Praclices for Oversight of State 
Permilfing Programs (August 30, 2016). 
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Example best practices for conducting part 70 fee or program evaluations described m the 
guidance, as well as other existing guidance documents relevant to title V evaluations, include: 

Example Best Practices: 

•iii The frequency and timing of program and fee evaluations are defined in the Office of Air andiii
Radiation's National Program Manager Guidance (NPM guidance), which is issued for a 2-yeariii

period.5 See Section III of the title V evaluation guidance.iii
•iii The EPA willipost final evaluation reports on publicly accessible websites established for thisiii

purpose. See Section III.D of the title V evaluation guidance.iii
•iii A best practice for resolving concerns that arise during or after an evaluation is to use collaborativeiii

approaches, such as face-to-face meetings between the air agency and the EPAiwhen possible, andiii
preferably prior to taking formal approaches provided for in the part 70 regulations. See Sectioniii
III.Eiofithe title V evaluation guidance. 

Other Available Guidance: 

•iii EPA guidance on the sufficiency of fees and other fee requirements of part 70 for permittingiii
programs, including guidance on certain requirements related to fee demonstrations. See Sectioniii
IV of the title V evaluation guidance.iii

•iii EPA guidance on governmental accounting standards tailored to the part 70 program, including aniii
example method for calculating annual fees, costs, and the "presumptive minimum" fee amount;iii
types of revenue that may be counted as "fees''; clarification on the definition of "direct costs,"iii
"other direct costs," and "indirect costs"; and a review of methods for determining indirect costs.iii
See list of EPA guidance on part 70 fee requirements in Attachment B of the title V evaluationiii
guidance.iii

Finally, the title V evaluation guidance contains several attachments:iii

•iii Attaclunent A is a checklist that may be used by the EPA to help plan for a particular program oriii
fee evaluation using a step-by-step approach with suggested timeframes for completing each step,iii
including a timeframe for the issuance of the final evaluation report.iii

•iii Attachment Bis a list of reference documents and other resources that may be useful as backgroundiii
information for reviewing issues that may arise during a program or fee evaluation.iii

•iii Attachment C provides an example annual financial data reporting form. It may be used as a tooliii
to collect information to track an air agency's compliance with certain part 70 fee requirements.iii
The form may be used to track information on fee revenue, program costs, and the presumptiveiii
minimum fee amount for a particular air agency. The example form also includes helpfuliii
explanations of common accounting terms referenced in part 70.iii

The EPA is also working to increase and improve internal collaboration, communication,iii
expertise, and the sharing of infonnation between the EPA staf

f 
working on title V evaluations. Foriii

example, as a best practice, the EPA plans to establish an internal system to facilitate staff input on and 
sharing of evaluation tools and evaluation reports. 

5 See Final Fl'2017 OAR National Program Manager Guidance Addenc/11111, U.S. EPA, Publication Number 44081600 l 
(May 6, 2016) (NPM guidance) located at h11ps:llwww.epa.govlsiteslproductionljiles/2016-05/documemslfyI 7-oar-11p111-
g11idance-addend11111.pdf. 
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The development of this guidance included outreach and discussions with stakeholders, including 
the EPA Regions, the National Association of Clean Air Agencies, and the Association of Air Pollution 
Control Agencies. 

If you have any questions concerning the title V evaluation guidance, please contact Juan Santiago, 
Associate Director, Air Quality Policy Division, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, at (919) 
541-l 084 or santiago.juan@epa.gov. 

Attachments 
I. Program and Fee Evaluation Strategy Guidance for 40 CFR Part 70 ("title V evaluation guidance") 
2. Attachment A - Evaluation Checklist for 40 CFR Part 70 
3. Attachment B - Resources 
4. Attachment C - Example Annual Financial Data Form for 40 CFR Part 70 
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DISCLAIMER 

These documents explain the requirements of the EPA 's regulations, describe the EPA 's policies, and 
recommend procedures for sources and permitting authorities to use to ensure that program evaluations 
and fee evaluations are consistent with applicable regulations. These documents are not a rule or 
regulation, and the guidance they contain may not apply to a particular situation based upon the 
individual facts and circumstances. The guidance does not change or substitute for any law, regulation, 
or any other legally binding requirement and is not legally enforceable. The use of non-mandato,y 
language such as "guidance," "recommend," "may, " "should," and "can, " is intended to describe the 
EPA 's policies and recommendations. Mandato,y terminology such as "must" and "required" is 
intended to describe controlling requirements under the terms of the Clean Air Act and the EPA 's 
regulations, but the documents do not establish legally binding requirements in and of themselves. 
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Program and Fee Evaluation Strategy Guidance for 40 CFR Part 70 

I. Principles and Best Practices for EPA Oversight of Permitting Programs 

As part of the EPA' s ongoing efforts to strengthen partnerships with state, local, and tribal 
agencies (referred to here as, "air agencies"), in 2016, the EPA established common principles 
and best practices for oversight of state permitting programs for air, water, and solid waste. See 
Promoting Environmental Program Health and Integrity: Principles and Best Practices for 
Oversight of State Permitting Programs, August 30, 2016.1 The principles and best practices are 
intended to promote efficient and effective oversight that optimizes both collaboration and 
accountability in support of program health and integrity. 

The title V evaluation guidance aligns with these principles and best practices and will consider 
them in title V evaluations of local and tribal air permitting programs as well as state programs. 
For example, this guidance provides for air agency evaluations that will be accomplished through 
clear, accurate, and up-to-date guidance, including guidance on evaluations and fee requirements 
for air agencies; routine review of air agency programs to identify and implement program 
improvements; requirements for yearly program evaluations on timeframes established in the 
Office of Air and Radiation's National Program Manager Guidance (NPM guidance);2 the use of 
tools, including checklists, for planning and tracking the timely completion of evaluations; 
opportunities for collaboration between the EPA and air agencies throughout the evaluation 
process; and electronic posting of final evaluation reports. 

II. Summary of Title V Requirements for Air Agencies 

A. General Program Requirements 

Title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA or Act) of 1990 establishes an operating permit program for 
major sources of air pollutants, as well as some other sources.3 The EPA promulgated regulations 
under 40 CFR part 70 (part 70), consistent with title V of the Act, to establish the minimum 
elements for operating permit programs to be administered by permitting authorities. 

Air agencies with approved permit programs under part 70 must comply with minimum permit 
program requirements, such as reviewing application forms, adhering to certain pem1it 
processing procedures (including timeframes), ensuring certain permit content, collecting fees 
sufficient to fund the program, providing for public participation and EPA review of individual 

The report is located at h1tps:/lwww.epa.govlsiteslproduction/jiles/20l6-
I 0/documentslprinciples _and_ best _practices Jor_ oversight_of_state _perm illing_programs.pdf 
2 The latest NPM guidance is for FY 2018 and FY 2019: Final FY 20 I 8 - 2019 OAR National Program Manager 
Guidance, U.S. EPA, Publication Number 440P 17002 (September 29, 2017) (NPM guidance) located at 
https:/lwww.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-09/documentslfy 18-19-oar-npm-guidance.pdf The most recent 
NPM guidance should be consulted for specific program requirements and timeframes. 
3 See CAA §§ 501-507; 42 U.S.C. §§ 7661-7661 f. 
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permits, and supplementing permits with compliance provisions (when needed), among other 
requirements.4 

B. Summary of Title V Fee Requirements 

The EPA is issuing a separate memorandum and updated fee schedule guidance on the activities 
that constitute title V permit program costs and must, therefore, be funded by permit fees. The 
requirements for air agency fee programs are further discussed in Section I of the updated fee 
schedule guidance. 5 This title V evaluation guidance identifies best practices and guidance on 
EPA oversight of air agency fee programs, particularly through program and fee evaluations. 
Attachment B of the title V evaluation guidance provides a list of all previously issued EPA 
guidance on part 70 fee requirements. The following is a summary of the fee requirements that 
will guide the EPA reviews of air agency programs:6 

• Permit fees must be paid by "part 70 sources,"7 and the permit fees must cover all 
"reasonable (direct and indirect) costs" of the permit program.8 If  the permit fees at least 
cover the total permit program costs, the fees are deemed to be sufficient. 

• Permit fees paid by "part 70 sources" are "exchange revenue" or "earned revenue" in 
governmental accounting terminology because a good or service (e.g., a permit) is 
exchanged by a governmental entity for a price (e.g., a permit fee).9 Only revenue 
classified as "exchange revenue" should be compared to costs to determine the overall 
financial results of operations for a period.a1 0  This means that no legislative 
appropriations, taxes, grants, 1 1  fines and penalties, which are generally characterized as 

4 See 40 CFR §§ 70. l (a) and 70.4. 
5 Updated Guidance on EPA Review of Fee Schedules for Operating Permit Programs Under Title V, Peter 
Tsirigotis, Director, OAQPS, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I -10, March 27, 2018 (updated fee 
schedule guidance). 
6 See the updated fee schedule guidance at Section I. General Principles for Review of Title V Fee Schedules. 
7 The term "part 70 sources" is defined in 40 CFR §t70.2 to mean "any source subject to the permitting requirements 
of this part, as provided in 40 CFR §§ 70.3(a) and 70.3(b) of this part." 
8 See CAA section 502(b)(3)(A); 40 CFR § 70.9(a). 
9 See Statement of Recommended Accounting Standards Number 7, Accounting/or Revenue and Other Financing 
Sources and Concepts for Reconciling Budgeta,y and Financial Accounting, issued by the Federal Accounting 
Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) ("F ASAB No. 7") at page 2 and see Statement No. 33, Accounting and 
Financial Reporting/or Nonexchange Transactions (December 1998), issued by the Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB) at pages 1-4. 
10 See FASAB No. 7 at page 8. For example, see Governmental Accounting Standards Series, Statement No. 33, 
Accounting and Financial Reporting for Nonexchange Transactions (December 1998), issued by GASB, and 
Statement of Recommended Accounting Standards Number 7, Accounting for Revenue and Other Financing 
Sources and Concepts for Reconciling Budget my and Financial Accounting, issued by F ASAB. 
1 1  Since part 70 fees are "program income" under 40 CFR § 31.25(a), part 70 fees cannot be used as match for 
section I 05 grants, and no state may count the same activity for both grant and part 70 fee purposes. See an 
October 22, 1993, memo (and several other memos) on this subject, listed in Attachment B of this document. 
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"non-exchange revenue,"i1 2  should be compared to program costs to determine if permit 
fees are sufficient to cover costs. 

•iii Any fee required by part 70 must "be used solely for permit program costs"-in otheriii
words, required permit fees may not be diverted for non-part 70 purposes.1 3

• 
14 Nothing iniii

part 70 restricts air agencies from collecting additional fees beyond the minimum amountiii
needed to cover part 70 program cost; however, all fees (including surplus) must be usediii
for part 70 purposes.iii

•iii During permit program implementation, the EPA may require "periodic updates" of theiii
"initial accounting" portion of the "fee demonstration" to show whether fee revenueiii
required by part 70 is used solely to cover the costs of the permit program.1 5  

•iii During program implementation, theiEPA may also require a "detailed accounting" toiii
show that the fee schedule is adequate to cover costs when an air agency changes its feeiii
schedule to collect less than the "presumptive minimum"1 6  or if the EPA determines,iii
based on comments rebutting a presumption of fee sufficiency or on the EPA'siowniii
initiative, that there are serious questions regarding whether the fee schedule is sufficientiii
to cover the permit program costs. 17  

1 2  ''Nonexchange revenue" arises primarily from the exercise of governmental power to demand payment from the 
public (e.g., income tax, sales tax, property taxes, fines, and penalties) and when a government gives value directly 
without directly receiving equal value in return (e.g., legislative appropriations and intergovernmental grants). 
13 Part 70 purposes are all activities in a permit program that must be funded by part 70 fees. As the EPA has 
previously explained in the EPA 's November 1993 memo, Title V Fee Demonstration and Additional Fee 
Demonstration Guidance ("fee demonstration guidance"), the types of activities included in a permit program to be 
funded by permit fees, and the costs of those activities will differ depending on many factors associated with the 
particular permitting authority. These include the number and complexity of sources within the area covered by the 
program; how often the permitting auihority reviews pern1its (e.g., some permitting authorities may renew permits 
every year instead of every 5 years); the universe of sources covered (i.e., some permitting authorities may not opt to 
defer permitting for non-major sources); the experience of the permitting authority with permitting (e.g., agencies 
with permitting experience may not need as extensive training programs as those with no operating permit 
experience); and many other factors. Each permitting authority will have to determine its own permitting effort and 
what activities are directly or indirectly concerned with operating permits. 
14 See 4Q CFR § 70.9(a). 
15 See fee demonstration requirements at 40 CFR §§ 70.9(c) and 70.9(d) and see the EPA's November 1993 memo, 
Title V Fee Demonstration and Additional Fee Demonstration Guidance ('fee demonstration guidance"), on 
preparing fee demonstrations for the initial part 70 program submittal. 
16 A fee schedule that would result in fees above the "presumptive minimum" is considered to be "presumptively 
adequate." The "presumptive minimum" is generally defined to be "an amount not less than $25 per year [adjusted 
for increases in the Consumer Price Index] times the total tons of the actual emissions of each "regulated air 
pollutant (for presumptive fee calculation)" emitted from part 70 sources." Note that the calculation of the 
"presumptive minimum" also excludes certain emissions and adds a "GHG cost adjustment." See 40 CFR 
70.9(b)(2)(i) through (v). 
17 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5) and Section 2.0 of the fee demonstration guidance for an example "detailed accounting." 
The scope and content ofa "detailed accounting" may vary but will generally involve information on program fees 
and costs and accounting procedures and practices that will show how the air agency's fee schedule will be 
sufficient to cover all program costs. 
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III.iii Best Practices for EPA Evaluation of Part 70 Programsiii

This section includes an overview of title V program and fee evaluations and describes the 
EPA's recommended best practices for conducting program and fee evaluations. This includes a 
general process and recommended steps for conducting such evaluations, including a timeframe 
for completion of final evaluation reports. This section also includes recommendations for 
activities that may occur after a final evaluation report is issued, including for resolution of 
concerns raised during an evaluation process, and for public posting of final evaluation reports. 

A.iii Overview of Part 70 Program and Fee Evaluationsiii

In its oversight capacity, the EPA periodically evaluates part 70 programs to ensure that they are 
being implemented and enforced in accordance with the requirements of title V and part 70. 
Program and fee evaluations help the EPA pinpoint areas for program improvement, determine if 
previously suggested areas of improvement have been addressed by the air agency, and identify 
best practices that can be shared with other air agencies and the EPA Regions to promote 
program health and integrity. 

The frequency and timeframes for conducting part 70 evaluations are documented in the NPM 
18  

guidance.aTheafrequency and timeframe for a specific evaluation should be consistent with the 
NPM guidance for the period in which the evaluation occurs.19 The current NPM guidance 
requires each EPA Region to complete one part 70 evaluation each year. This means that final 
evaluation reports should be issued within a 1 -year timeframe. 20 It may be possible for the EPA 
to complete some evaluations on a shorter timeframe than specified by the NPM guidance when 
the scope of an air agency evaluation is tailored to some element of the program, based on 
previous performance, as evidenced by previous evaluations. Looking for these opportunities and 
completing evaluation reports in less than a year is encouraged as a best practice. 

Program evaluations can be conducted on any particular element or elements of the part 70 
program, including the complete program, or the air agency's implementation (including fee 
reviews), enforcement, and legal authority for the program. 

As a best practice, the EPA Regions should reviewaprevious evaluation results that may help 
inform and tailor the appropriate scope of an upcoming evaluation and may give particular focus 
to issues that have previously been identified as problematic. In addition, the EPA Regions 
should be aware of any recent statutory or regulatory changes (including to federal or state rules) 
and may want to focus part of the evaluation on these newer implementation areas. 

18 The final FY 2018 - 2019 NPM guidance includes a goal for the EPA Regions to perfonn an evaluation for at 
least one permitting authority for each EPA Region per year. The Regional goals in the guidance are reviewed 
periodically and may change in the future. 
19 The NPM guidance is currently revised on a 2-year cycle. The current guidance is effective for fiscal years 2018 
and 2019. 
20 The EPA notes that program or fee evaluations are not currently required to begin on the first day of the fiscal 
year; thus, an evaluation may start during one fiscal year and end during the next fiscal year. 
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To ensure that permitting authorities have adequate resources to implement their part 70 
programs, another best practice is to conduct a fee evaluation as part of the overall program 
evaluation. The content and scope of a fee evaluation may be specific to the air agency being 
evaluated, but frequent topics include those identified in Sections II.B and IV of this title V 
evaluation guidance. 

B. Preparing for Title V Evaluations 

Developing an evaluation checklist and an evaluation questionnaire can help expedite the 
program review process and is considered a best practice for the EPA Regions in preparing for a 
part 70 program evaluation. An example evaluation checklist, to plan for and track the progress 
of a particular evaluation, is provided in Attachment A. An evaluation checklist provides a 
framework of specific topics to be evaluated and recommended steps leading to issuance of a 
final evaluation report, including a timeline based on the 1-year timeframe of the current NPM 
guidance. Note that the timeframes for the individual steps in the example checklist are flexible, 
provided the I -year overall timeframe is met. Another recommended best practice is to share the 
checklist with the air agency prior to the actual evaluation to assist them in preparing for the 
evaluation. 

An evaluation questionnaire is another tool that the EPA Regions may prepare in advance of an 
evaluation. Typically, an evaluation questionnaire is a compilation of specific questions intended 
to gather information and data from an air agency to assist the EPA in its evaluation of a 
particular part 70 program. As a best practice, the EPA Regions should share draft questionnaires 
with other EPA Regions or Headquarters offices to seek input and share "lessons learned" prior 
to transmitting to the air agency. Collaboration can enhance national consistency and help the 
Regional office learn from the experiences of other Headquarters offices. 

C. Information and Data Gathering Phase 

An important initial step of any program or fee evaluation is gathering information about current 
program implementation. Typically, an evaluation formally begins when the EPA Region sends a 
letter to the air agency informing the agency of the EPA 's intent to conduct an evaluation, with a 
request for specific information and data needed to conduct the evaluation. Usually such a letter 
will be preceded by an informal call or email to provide the air agency with notice of the 
evaluation. The letter should specify the scope of the evaluation and a timeline for when a 
response from the air agency is expected. As a best practice, if the EPA Region intends to use an 
evaluation questionnaire, that questionnaire should be included with the letter. 

The next recommended step is for the air agency to respond in writing to the EPA's questions 
and provide the information or data that was requested. The length of time to complete this step
is dependent on the scope of the evaluation and the air agency's data collection systems. If the air 
agency foresees an issue with providing the information requested in a timely manner, it should 
reach out to the EPA Region to discuss steps to address the issue and reach consensus on a 
revised timeline. 

If resources allow, the EPA Region should, as a best practice, conduct an in-person meeting with 
the air agency shortly after sending the letter (and questionnaire if one is to be used) to answer 
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preliminary questions on timing and scope. In addition, the EPA Region and the air agency could 
hold a follow-up meeting to discuss the air agency's draft response. In preparing for these 
meetings, the EPA staff should make every effort to gather as much relevant information as 
possible before meeting with the air agency in order to make the best use of time. 

In addition to the evaluation questionnaire, another method for collecting information or data for 
an evaluation includes file and permit reviews. File reviews may also be used by the EPA to 
evaluate the effective implementation of certain program responsibilities (e.g., to quality assure 
fee collection procedures). The EPA may use a permit review (reviewing a sample of issued 
permits) to evaluate whether the air agency is satisfying permit-content requirements and permit
issuance procedures in practice.2 1  

D. Evaluation Report Phase 

The EPA staff should document each title V evaluation in an evaluation report. The report may 
describe concerns identified during the evaluation and, if any concerns are identified, may 
include recommended corrective actions with intended timefrarnes for resolution. The EPA may 
also ask the air agency to provide an explanation of how it will resolve these concerns and an 
estimate of the timefrarne needed for the air agency to complete its work. 

The EPA staff drafting the evaluation report should consult with Regional management or 
Headquarters offices as needed, particularly if the report addresses nationally significant issues. 
Once completed, the draft evaluation report's findings and recommendations, including those 
addressing novel or controversial issues, should be shared with EPA management and other 
offices. 

As a best practice, the EPA should provide the draft report to the air agency with an option to 
provide comments back to the EPA. During this time, the EPA and the air agency may also 
choose to have further discussions of the draft report findings. If further discussion occurs, 
additional time may be necessary to complete the final report and corrective action plan. 

After attaching any air agency comments to the report and revising the report to incorporate 
input from EPA management and the air agency being evaluated, the final report should be 
signed by the relevant EPA air program manager or other designated EPA official. The final 
report should then be transmitted to the air agency and an electronic copy should be posted on a 
publicly accessible website maintained by the EPA (the Regional websites are linked to the 
national webpage for the part 70 program).22 As a best practice, any supporting infonnation 
related to the evaluation should be posted on the EPA website with the final report, including the 
air agency's response to the questionnaire, relevant communications, and other supporting data. 
Approaches used to address novel or controversial issues should be summarized and shared for 
potential use in future reviews. 

21 See 40 CFR §§ 70.6 and 70.7. 
22 See https://www.epa.govltit/e-v-operating-permits/epa-oversight-operating-permits-program. 
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E. Post-Report Activities 

Activities that occur after the EPA transmits the final evaluation report are not included in the 1-
year timeframe for completing the evaluation process pursuant to the NPM guidance. Subsequent 
activities will proceed on a separate track under different timeframes. 

The EPA may provide an opportunity for the air agency to respond in writing to the final 
evaluation report, particularly in cases where the EPA identified concerns but a corrective action 
plan was not agreed upon during the preparation of the final report. This step is not necessarily 
part of the evaluation process and may proceed on a separate track. The EPA would not expect 
such responses to necessarily be part of the final report, particularly in cases where the responses 
occur after the final report has been transmitted to the air agency. However, these post-report 
responses may be included as supporting information on the website, along with the final report. 

The EPA encourages its staff to, where possible, conduct in-person meetings with their air 
agency counterparts in order to best facilitate resolution of any issues identified in the report. 
Depending on the complexity of the. issue, such face-to-face meetings may be facilitated by the 
involvement of a third-party negotiator or other EPA offices ( e.g., the Office of the Chief 
Financial Officer) as appropriate. Such meetings may prove useful to resolve straight forward 
issues that can be expeditiously resolved (e.g., permit administration or implementation issues 
that do not require regulatory changes), as well as to discuss long-term plans for resolving more 
complex issues (e.g., where resolution may involve changes to statutory authority, regulatory 
changes, or a multi-step process that may take multiple years to complete). In cases where initial 
discussions between the EPA and air agency staff do not result in a plan to resolve issues, a best 
practice is to elevate the issue to the management level (e.g., EPA and air agency management). 

Finally, if the issue resolution process described above fails to resolve the issues identified 
during a program or fee evaluation, the EPA has the authority to consider whether an official 
EPA finding of a program deficiency is warranted.23 The decision to make such a finding should 
be coordinated with EPA management at the Regional and Headquarter level. Section 502(i) of 
the Act provides that whenever the EPA Administrator determines that an air agency is not 
adequately administering or enforcing a title V program, or any portion of a title V program, the 
EPA shall provide notice to the air agency and may take certain measures intended to incentivize 
compliance. In practice, the EPA refers to the determination as a "finding," the inadequate 
administration or implementation as a "deficiency," and the notice as a "Notice of Deficiency" 
(NOD).24 The EPA will use its best judgment to decide when a finding of a program deficiency 
is warranted; whenever such a finding is made, the EPA will issue an NOD and follow the 
requirements that flow from that finding. 

23 See 40 CFR §§ 70. 1 0(b) and 70.4(i)( I). 
24 NODs are published in the Federal Register. 
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IV. Assessment of Fee Sufficiency and Other Fee Requirements 

This section discusses the requirement for part 70 permit fees to be sufficient to cover program
costs, including requirements for updates to certain elements of part 70 fee demonstrations, 
including for "periodic updates" to the "initial accounting" and for a "detailed accounting" in 
certain circumstances. This section also discusses Attachment C, which is an example annual 
financial data reporting form that may be used to report fee revenue, program costs, and to 
calculate the "presumptive minimum" for an air agency for a particular year. 

Fee sufficiency.aThe part 70 rule uses the term "sufficient" in relation to fees and costs.25 Since 
the question of whether fees are sufficient is a key concern that may be considered by the EPA as 
part of a program or fee evaluation, further explanation may be helpful: 

• Section 502(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires permit programs to fund all "reasonable (direct 
and indirect) costs" of the permit programs through permit fees collected from sources. 
Similarly, part 70 requires the fees to be paid by "part 70 sources,"26 requires the fees to 
be sufficient to cover all reasonable permit program costs, and requires the fees to be 
used "solely" for permit program costs.27 

• The costs against which fees are compared must include, at a minimum, certain activities 
required by the part 70 rules28 and all "reasonable (direct and indirect) costs."29 

Additional discussion on the revenue and costs that should be used in this comparison is 
provided in the separate updated fee schedule guidance as well as Section 11.B of this title 
V evaluation guidance. 

• If concerns regarding fee sufficiency are raised by the EPA, the EPA will typically follow 
the issue resolution procedures discussed in Section III.E of this title V evaluation 
guidance. 

Initial fee demonstration. As part of the initial part 70 program submittal to the EPA, air agencies 
are required to provide a "fee demonstration" to show that the fee schedules selected by the air 
agencies would result in the collection and retention of fees in an amount sufficient to meet the 
fee requirements of part 70.30 The contents of the "fee demonstration" vary depending on the 
status of the air agency with respect to the "presumptive minimum": 

25 See 40 CFR §§ 70.9(a), (b) and (c). 
26 The term "part 70 sources" is defined in 40 CFR § 70.2 to mean "any source subject to the permitting 
requirements of this part, as provided in 40 CFR §§ 70.3(a) and 70.3(b) of this part." Thus, a source is a part 70 
source prior to obtaining a part 70 permit if the source is subject to permitting under the applicability provisions of 
40 CFR § 70.3. 
27 See 40 CFR § 70.9(a). 
28 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b )(I). 
29 CAA section 502(b)(3)(A). 
30 See the fee demonstration requirements at 40 CFR §§ 70.9(c) and 70.9(d) and the EPA's November 1993 memo, 
Title V Fee Demonstration and Additional Fee Demonstration Guidance ('fee demonstration guidance "), on 
preparing fee demonstrations for the initial part 70 program submittal. See 40 CFR § 70.9(c), (d). 
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• Air agencies with fee schedules that would result in fees aboveathe "presumptive
minimum" are required to submit a "presumptive minimum program cost" demonstration
showing that the expected fee revenue would in fact be above the "presumptive
minimum"3 1  and also provide an "initial accounting"32 to show that fees would be used
solely to cover part 70 program costs.

• Air agencies with fee schedules that would result in fees below the "presumptive
minimum" are required to submit a "detailed accounting"33 showing that the expected fee
revenue would still be sufficient to cover part 70 program costs and an "initial
accounting"34 to show that the required fees would be used solely to cover part 70
program costs.

Also, as part of the initial program submittal, part 70 requires the submittal of several additional 
elements with respect to program costs.35

Detailed accounting. After program approval, a "detailed accounting" that permit fees are 
collected and retained in an amount sufficient to cover all reasonable direct and indirect costs is 
required in the following two circumstances:36 

• When an air agency sets a fee schedule that would result in an amount less than the
"presumptive minimum,"37 or

• When the EPA determines-based on comments rebutting the presumption or its own
initiative-that there are serious questions regarding whether the fee schedule is
sufficient to cover costs.

A "detailed accounting" for an approved part 70 program would be based on data on fee revenue 
and program costs. The level of detail required in the "detailed accounting" remains at the 
discretion of the EPA and will depend on circumstance-specific factors related to the air agency 
being evaJuated.38

Periodic updates.aAfter program approval, the EPA may require "periodic updates" 39 to the 
"initial accounting" element of the fee demonstration to confirm that required fees are being used 
solely to cover part 70 costs. A "periodic update" for an approved part 70 program is based on 

31 

This fee demonstration is referred to as the "presumptive minimum program cost" demonstration in Sections 1.1 
and 3.2 of the EPA's November I ,  1993, memo, Title V Fee Demonstration and Additional Fee Demonstration 
Guidance ("fee demonstration guidance•)-
32 See 40 CFR § 70.9(d). 
33 

See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5) and an example "detailed accounting" in Section 2.0 of the fee demonstration guidance. 
34 

See 40 CFR § 70.9(d). 
35 See, e.g., 40 CFR § 70.4(b)(8)(v). 
36 See the "detailed accounting" requirements at 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5)(1 ). 
37 The calculation of the "presumptive minimum" is provided in 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(i) through (v).
38 See the fee demonstration guidance, Section 2.0, for an example "detailed accounting." 
39 See the "periodic update" provision at 40 CFR § 70.9(d). 
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records showing that required fee revenue is actually being retained and used to cover the 
reasonable direct and indirect costs of the part 70 program. 

Example annual financial reporting form.aAttachment C of this title V evaluation guidance is an 
example annual financial reporting form for part 70. This tool may be used to help track the 
collection of fee revenue, program costs, and the presumptive minimum fee amount for a 
particular air agency. Attachment C also includes helpful explanations of common accounting 
terms used for part 70 purposes. This example annual financial reporting form represents one 
way to collect the information previously described and is not required by part 70 for any 
particular oversight activity. 

V.iii Identification of Financial and Accounting Expertise for Fee Reviewsiii

TheaOIG Report requested thatathe EPA explain how to leverage financial or accounting 
expertise toaassist with fee evaluations. Historically, the EPA staff with scientific, engineering, or 
similar technical degrees or experience are tasked with air agency program and fee evaluations. 

A recommended best practice is to seek the assistance of existing EPA staff with governmental 
accounting, financial, or economics expertise, who work outside of the part 70 program (e.g., 
staff involved in grants administration or in determining the economic penalty of noncompliance 
for civil penalty assessment) to assist with fee evaluations as needed. One way for the EPA to 
seek internal assistance for fee evaluations would be to offer a formal detail opportunity 
( a temporary reassignment for a set period of time) for a financial or accounting professional to 
work on part 70 evaluations. Another way to seek internal EPA assistance would be to use the 
EPA's Skills Marketplace.40 

EPA staff without financial or accounting expertise who want to become familiar with state, 
local, or tribal financial and accounting standards and practices may consider reviewing 
governmental accounting guidance issued by the national accounting standards board ( e.g., the 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB)) and financial or audit reports generated by 
the air agency. Financial oraaccounting audit reports generated by the air agency may also 
provide useful data, address emerging issues with the part 70 program, or confirm that known fee 
issues are being addressed. 

Financial or accounting guidance.aThe primary focus of part 70 fee evaluations is to review 
whether the air agency's fee program is being implemented consistent with part 70 requirements 
(see Section II of this guidance, Summa,y of Title V Requirements for Air Agencies). The focus 
of fee evaluations under part 70 is different from the focus of typical financial or accounting 
"audits" (as that term is used in the accounting profession).41  Attachment B of this guidance 

40 The Skills Marketplace is a component of the EPA's recently launched Talent Hub Portal SharePoint site located 
at: https:llusepa. sharepoint. comlsites/OA _Appl ications/TalentHub/smp/SitePages/Home. aspx. 
41 Ln the accounting profession, the primary purpose of an audit is to verify that financial statements of governmental 
or private entities are consistent with specific accounting criteria. 
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includes several examples of governmental accounting or financial guidance and other resources 
that may be useful for technical staff to build expertise in these areas. 

Financial or accounting audit reports generated by air agencies. Audit reports or financial reports 
prepared by air agencies for their own accounting, budgeting, or oversight purposes may include 
useful background information for fee evaluations, including caseload statistics, historical 
funding patterns, funding sources, and identification of program performance issues. The GASB 
requires air agencies to prepare annual financial reports to determine compliance with their 
budgetary requirements or finance-related requirements. Most air agencies follow these 
requirements through review of financial reports by an auditor, with preparation of the reports by 
the air agency budget office, legislature, or by the department itself. Most air agencies also 
require local programs to be audited for submittal to the state auditor. These financial audits are 
typically conducted at the departmental level, but part 70 data may be available upon request. 
Such reports are not required by the EPA, but, if available and tin1ely, they may provide useful 
information for program or fee evaluations. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Evaluation Checklist for 40 CFR Part 70 

Regardless of the type of evaluation being conducted (program, fee, or combination of the two), 
the EPA describes the evaluation process as consisting of two phases: 1 )  Information and Data 
Gathering Phase and 2) Evaluation Report Phase, each of which is composed of several 
recommended steps. The requirement of the EPA' s national program manager guidance ("NPM 
guidance) for fiscal years 20 1 8  and 2019 is for part 70 evaluations to be completed within 1 
year. 1 The checklists in Tables 1 and 2 describe the phases, recommended steps, and timeframesaaa
for each phase and step, leading to completion of the evaluation process within the I -year 
timeframe. 

The EPA Regions may revise this checklist to meet their needs. For example, the column for 
recommended duration could be replaced with expected dates for completion of each step for 
planning purposes, and steps that do not apply for a specific evaluation could be deleted. The 
column for comments could be used to document reasons why expected timeframes were not met 
or other relevant information concerning implementation of a step. 

Information and Data Gathering Phase 

An EPA letter requesting certain information from the air agency, and the air agency's response 
is the first phase of the evaluation process. The recommended best practice for this phase is that 
it takes no longer than 160 days. Recommended steps and durations for the steps are listed in 
Table 1. 

Evaluation Report Phase 

Drafting and finalization of the evaluation report is the second phase of the evaluation process. 
The recommended timeframe for this phase is 205 days. Specific steps and a recommended 
duration for each step are listed in Table 2. 

Final FY 2018 - 2019 01/R National Program Manager Guidance, U.S. EPA, Publication Number 440Pl 7002 
(September 29, 2017) (NPM guidance) located at https:l/www.epa.gov/siteslproductionljiles/2017-
09/documentslfy 18-19-oar-npm-guidance.pdf 
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Table 1: Information and Data Gathering Phase Checklist 
(It is recommended that this phase take no more than 160 days.) 

Description 

The Region drafts 
a checklist and 
sends an 
information 
request letter to the 
state, locaJ or tribal 
agency ("air 
agency"). 

Air agency 
responds to 
questions in 
writing. 

Recommended 
Duration 

No longer than 
40 days. 

No longer than 
120 days.t 

This phase 
should be 
completed
within 80 days 
of project 
initiation. 

Checklist Comments 

□aStart drafting letter
and checklist:aaa

I I 

□aLetter transmitted:aaa
I I 

□aAir agency response
received:aaa

I I 

t The scope of the evaluation and sophistication of the data collection systems employed by the 
air agency will inform the time needed for this step. 
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Table 2: Program and/or Fee Evaluation Report Phase Checklist 
(It is recommended that this phase take no more than 205 days.) 

Description Recommended 
Duration Checklist Comments 

The Region reviews No longer than □iRegional review ofiii
the air agency 60 days. air agency responseiii
response and drafts □iConsultation withiii
evaluation report. HQ (as needed)iii
EPA HQ 
consultation as Date step completed: 
needed. I I----

The EPA and the No longer than oiEPA & air agencyiii
air agency meet to 30 days after meeting to discussiii
discuss results draft report results: 
( optional). available. I I-- - -

EPA Regional No longer than oiEPA managementiii
management 50 days.tt briefing:iii
briefed on draft I I----
report; copy 
provided to air □iDraft report sent foriii
agency for comment:iii
comment (optional). I---I -

Air agency No more than 30 □iAir agency responseiii
responds to draft days. received:iii
report with I I----
comments 
( optional). 

The EPA releases No more than 35 □iFinal evaluationiii
final version of days.! report released:iii
evaluation report. I I-- - -

tt lftan air agency will not be providing comments on the report, the EPA Region could issue the final report by the 
end of this step or 140 days. 
: Some air agencies may request that the EPA also release the air agency's response with the release of the final 
evaluation report. The EPA recommends that Regions include such responses in their final reports, when 
practicable. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Resources 

This is a list of resources where users can find additional information related to the requirements
and issues discussed in this document. 

Part 70 MonitoringRequirements 

•aaaSource Monitoring Guidance:aaa

oaaMonitoring Knowledge Base: http://cfpub.epa.gov/oan,veb/mkbl 

oaaCompliance Assurance Monitoring: http://www3.epa.gov/ttn/atwlcam/ricam.html.iii

oaaEmissions Measurement Center: http: /www3.epa.gov/ttnlemcl 

•aaaPreconstruction Review:aaa

oaaFor EPA resources concerning preconstruction review permitting, seeiii
http:i/www2.epa.gov/nsr. 

oaaFor EPA guidance memos on preconstruction review, seeiii
https:llwww.epa.gov/ns1-/new-source-review-policy-and-guidance-document-index. 

EPA Responses to Part 70 Petitions (EPA Orders) 

•aaSeeiEPA responses and petitions at 
https://1,vww.epa.gov/title-v-operating-permits/title-vpeIition-database. 

Greenhouse Gas Permitting Requirements 

•aa October 23, 2015a- Standards ofPerformance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions From New,aaa
Modified, and Reconstructed Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, Finalaaa
Rule: https:llwww.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg!FR-2015-10-23/pdf/2015-22837.pdf 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Guidance on Government Accounting Standards 

•aaaHandbook of Federal Accounting Standards and Other Pronouncements, as Amended, asaaa
of June 30, 2015, Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB Handbook):
http://wwwfasab. gov/pdffiles/2015 Jasab _handbook.pdfiii

oaaStatement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 4: Managerial Costiii
Accounting Standards and Concepts, page 396 of the FASAB Handbook (Juneaaa
2015) ("SFF AS No. 4").aaa

oaaStatement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 7: Accounting/or Revenueiii
andiOther Financial Sources and Concepts for Reconciling Budgetary andiii
Financial Accounting, page 592 of the FASAB Handbook (June 2015) ("SFFASaaa
No. 7"). 

•aaaStatements of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB Statements):aaa
hllp:llwww. gasb.org/cs/ContentServer?c=Page&pagename=GASB%2FPage%2FGASBSiii
ectionPage&cid= I 1 76160042391.iii

o Statement No. 33, Accounting andFinancial Reporting/or Nonexchangeiii
Transactions (December 1998) ("GASB Statement No. 33"):aaa
http://www.gasb. orgljsp/GASB/Document_CIGASBDocumen/Page? cid= I 1 i76160iii
029 l 48&acceptedDisclaimer=true.iii

o Statement No. 34, Basic Financial Statements - andManagement's Discussioniii
and Analysis - for State and Local Governments (June 1999) ("GASB Statementaaa
No. 34"):
http://www.gasb.org/jsp/GASB/Document _C/GASBDocumentPage? cid= I I 76160iii
029121 &acceptedDisclaimer=true.iii

•aa Examples of air agency financial or performance audit reports: 
• 

oaaAccountability, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation,iii
Report a/Title V Operating Permit Program Revenues, Expenses and Changes iniii
Fund Balance/or the Two Fiscal Years Ended March 31, 2009, Report Numberaaa
2010-S-61. Accessed January 19, 2017, at:aaa
www.osc.state.ny.us/audits/allaudits/093011/10s6l.pdf 

oaaState of Washington, Department of Ecology, Air Operating Permit Programiii
Report Fiscal Year 2014. Publication Number 15-02-008. Accessed January 19,aaa
2017, at wwwfortress. wa.gov/ecy/publicationsldocuments/1502008.pdfiii

oaaState of North Carolina, Division of Air Quality, Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, Title V Air Quality Permit Program Accountability Report,iii
November 2009. Accessed January 19, 2017, at:
www. ncleg. netldocumentsites/committees/ERCIERC%20Reports%20Received/20 
09/Dept%20oj%20Environment%20and%20Natural%20Resources/2009- Nov%iii
20-%20Titlei%20V%20Air%20Quality%20Permit%20Program.pdf 
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List ofEPA Guidance on Part 70 Fee Requirements 

•aaaJanuarya1992a- GuidelinesiforiImplementationiofiSection 507iofitheiCleaniAiriActiii
Amendments- FinaliGuidelines,iU.S.aEPA,aOfficeaofAiraQualityaPlanningaandaStandardsaaa
(OAQPS),aU.S.aEPA.aSeeipagesa5 anda11-12aconcerningafee flexibilityaforasmallabusinessaaa
stationaryasources:
http://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/smbus.pdfiii

•aaaJulya7,a1993a- QuestionsiandAnswers onithe RequirementsiofiOperatingiPermit Programiii
Regulations,iU.S.aEPA.aSeeiSection 9 at page 9-1 : a a a
http://www.epa.govlsiteslproduction/files/2015-08/documentslbbrd_qaI.pd/iii

•aaaAugusta4,a1993a- ReissuanceiofiGuidanceioniAgencyiReviewiofiState Fee Schedulesiforiii
OperatingiPermitiProgramsiUnderiTitleiV,iJohn.aS.aSeitz,aDirector,aOAQPS,aU.S.aEPAatoaaa
AiraDivisionaDirectors,aRegionsa1-Xa("1993afeeascheduleaguidance").aNoteathatathereawasaaa
anaearlieradocumentaonathisasubjectathatawasasupersededabyathisadocument:
http:i/www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/aqmguide/collectionlt5/fees.pdfiii

•aaaAugusta9,a1993a-Acid Rain-TitleiVGuidanceioniFeesiandIncorporationibyiReference,iii
BrianaJ.aMcLean,aDirector,aAcidaRainaDivision,aU.S.aEPAatoaAir,aPesticides,aandaToxicsaaa
DivisionaDirectors,atoaRegionsaJ, IV,aandaVI,aAiraandaWasteaManagement,aDivisionaaa
Director,aRegionaII,aAiraandaToxicsaDivisionaDirectors,aRegionsaIII,aVII,aVIH,aIX,aandaX
and Air andaRadiationaDivision Director,aRegionaV:
hup:l/www.epa.govlsites/productionlfiles/2015-08/documentslcombo809.pdfiii

•aaaSeptembera23,a1993 - MatrixiofiTillei V-Related andAiriGrant-EligibleiActivities,iii
OAQPS,aU.S.aEPA,aTheamatrixanotesathataitaisato bea"readaandausedain concertawithatheaaa
Augusta4, 1993afeea[schedule]aguidance"a("matrixaguidance"):
hittp:i/www.epa. govlsifes/productionflles/2015-08/documentslmatrix.pdf/ii

•aa Octobera22, 1993a- Use of Clean Air Act TitleiVPermit Fees as Match for Sectioni105iii
Grants, GeraldaM.aYamada,aActingaGeneral Council,aU.S.aEPA toaMichaelaH.aShapiro,
ActingaAdministrator,aOfficeaofAiraandaRadiation,aU.S.aEPA:aaa
http://yosemite.epa.gov/oa/eab_web_docket.nsf/filings%20by%20appeal%20number/957aaa
cb8b03e0ccajD852574b0005aa688/$fileladdilional%20filing%20%20no.il %20...22.pdfiii

•aaaNovembera01, 1993 - TitleiV FeeiDemonstrationiandAdditionaliFeeiDemonstrationiii
Guidance,iJohnaS.aSeitz,aDirector,aOAQPS, U.S. EPA toaDirector,aAir, Pesticides andaaa
ToxicsaManagementaDivision,aRegionsaI andaIV,aDirector,aAiraandaWasteaManagement
Division,aRegionaII,aDirector,aAir,aRadiationaandaToxicsaDivision,aRegionaIII,aDirector,aAir 
andaRadiationaDivision,aRegionaV,aDirector,aAir,aPesticidesaandaToxicsaDivision,aRegion 
VI,aDirector,aAiraandaToxicsaDivision,aRegionsaVII,aVIII,aIX,aandaX ("feeademonstration 
guidance"):
http:l/www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqslaqmguidelcolIectionlt5/feedemon.pdf 
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•aaaJulya21, 1994a- TransitionntonFundingnPortionsnofState andnLocalAirnProgramsnwithnnn
PermitnFeesnRathernthan FederalnGrants,nMaryaD.aNichols,aAssistantaAdministratorafora
AiraandaRadiation,aU.S.aEPAatoaRegionalaAdministrators,aRegionsa1a- X:aaa
http://www.epa.govlsiteslproduction/files/2015-08/documentslgrantmem.pdfnnn

•aaaAugusta28, 1994a- Additional GuidancenonnFundingnSupportforState andnLocalnnn
Programs,nMaryaD.aNichols,aAssistantaAdministratoraforaAiraandaRadiation, U.S.aEPAato
RegionalaAdministrators,aRegionsaI - X ("additionalaguidanceamemo"):
http:l/www.epa.govlsiteslproduction/files/2015-08/documentslguidline.pdfnnn

•aaaJanuarya23,a1996a- Letter from Conrad Simon, Director,aAira& WasteaManagement
Division,aU.S.aEPAaRegionaIIatoaMr.aBillyaJ.iSexton,aDirector,aJeffersonaCounty
DepartmentaofaPlanningaandaEnvironmentalaManagement,aAiraPollutionaControlaDistrict,
Louisville,aKentuckya("Sextonamemo"):ahttps://www.epa.ngov/sites/productionlfiles/2016-
04/documentslsexton_I996.pdfnnn

•aaaJanuarya1997 - OverviewnofCleannAirnTitlenVFinancialnManagementnandnReporting-Annn
Handbookfor FinancialnOfficersnandnProgramnManagers,nEnvironmentaFinanceaCenter,aaa
Universityaof Maryland,aMarylandaSeaaGrantaCollege,aUniversityaofaMaryland.aSupported
byaa grantafromatheaU.S.aEPAa("financialamanager'sahandbook"):
http:n/www.epa.gov/sites/production/flles/2015-08/documentslt5finance.pdf 

•aaaOctobera23, 2015 - StandardsnofPerformancefor GreenhousenGasnEmissionsfromnNew, 
ModifiednandnReconstructednStationarynSources:nElectricnUtilitynGeneratingnUnits;nFinalnnn
Rulen(80aFR 64510).aSeenSectionaXII.E,a"ImplicationsaforaTitleaV FeeaRequirementsaforaaa
GHGs"aatapagea64633:ahttp:n/www.gpo.gov/fdsyslpkg/FR-2015-10-23/pdfl2015-
22837.pdfnnn

•aaaMarcha27, 2018- UpdatednGuidance onnEPA Review ofFeenSchedulesfor Operatingnnn

PermitnProgramsnUndernTitlenV,nPeteraTsirigotis,aDirector, OAQPS,aU.S.aEPA,atoaaa
RegionaJaAiraDivisionaDirectors, Regionsa1 - 10a("updatedafeeascheduleaguidance"):aaa
https:nlwww.epa.gov/title-v-operating-permits/title-v-operating-permit-policy-and

guidance-document-index. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Example Annual Financial Data Form for 40 CFR Part 70 

Permitting Authority: 
----------------------------

Annual Period: / / to / / (MM/DD/YYYY) 

E = (B*C)+D Presumptive Minimum Cost for the Program 

A < E or Compare Total Program Revenue to Presumptive Minimum Cost 
A :::  E Enter: "Less Than" or "Greater Than" or "Equal To" 

Annual Program Costs 

Annual Program Revenue 

A Total Program Revenue (Fees Paid by Part 70 Sources) $ 

Annual Presumptive Minimum Cost Calculation 

Total Emissions of "Regulated Pollutants (for presumptive fee 
tonsB 

calculation)" 

C Presumptive Minimum Fee Rate During Period ($/ton) $ per ton 

D Total Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Cost Adjustments (as applicable) $ 

$ 

F Direct Labor Costs1 $ 

G Other Direct Costs2 $ 

H = F+G Total Direct Costs $ 

Known Indirect Costs3I $ 

J = K*L Calculated Indirect Costs4 
$ 

%K Indirect Rate 

L Total Cost Base for the Part 70 Program $ 

M = I or J Total Indirect Costs $ 

N = H+M Total Program Costs $ 

Annual Operating Result 
O = A - N  $(Report deficits in parentheses) 

1 This is the sum of all direct labor costs, including regular payroll, overtime payroll, leave, fringe, and any other 
administrative surcharges. 
2 This is the sum of all other direct costs, including travel, materials, equipment, contractor, and any other costs directly 
allocable to the part 70 program. 
3 Indirect Costs may either be known or calculated. If known, enter on this row; if calculated, skip to the next three rows. 
4 rf Indirect Costs are calculated, enter the result here, and enter the rate and base below. Accounting or budgeting personnel 
may be able to provide additional information on or assistance with calculating Indirect Costs. 



Program Balance of Accounts (Report deficits in parentheses) 

p Beginning of Year Ba1ance5 $ 

Q = O  Annual Operating Result $ 

R Fee Revenue Transferred ln (describe in comments) $ 

Non-Exchange Revenue Transferred In (describe in 
s $

comments)a- lnformational Only 

T Fee Revenues Transferred Out (describe in comments) $ ( ) 

U = O+Q+R-T End of Year Balance $ 

COMMENTS: 

Use this section to describe any changes in accounting methods or program elements that 
affect the fee program, categories of revenue or expenses that do not fit into any of the listed 
categories or apply across multiple categories, transfers in or out, or any unusual activities or 
circumstances relevant to fees administration. Attach additional pages i

f
needed. 

5 This is the prior year's "End of Year Balance." 
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BACKGROUND - EXAMPLE ANNUAL FINANCIAL DAT A FORM FOR PART 40 CFR 70 

The Example Annual Financial Data Form is a tool that may be used to collect information from state, 
local, or tribal ("air agencies") part 70 programs concerning their compliance with part 70 requirements 
for fees. The use of this form is not required for any specific air agency or time period and it may be 
revised as appropriate. Air agencies may find this form useful for collecting programmatic information 
for their own internal tracking purposes. 

Fee sufficiency.aThe primary purpose of the revenue, costs, and balance of accounts sections of the 
financial data form is to collect information concerning the sufficiency of fees, consistent with Clean Air 
Act (Act)a§ 502(b)(3)(A) and 40 CFR § 70.9(a). The fee sufficiency requirements include requirements 
for air agencies to collectaannual fees (or the equivalent over some other period) that are sufficient to 
cover all reasonable direct and indirect costs ofathe program and to track if required fees are being 

6 

diverted for non-part 70 purposes.aaaa

Presumptive minimum.aA secondary use for the financial data form is to assess an air agency's status 
with respect to the "presumptive minimum" of part 70.7 This assessment may haveabeenaimportant when
an air agency was originally approved to collect above the "presumptive minimum," but changes made 
over time have resulted in total annual fees being collected that are less than the "presumptive 
minimum."8 This assessment is important because 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(3) requires air agencies that collecta
less than the presumptive minimum to submit a "detailed accounting" to ensure fee sufficiency, and air 
agencies that were originally approved to collect at least the presumptive minimum would not have 
submitted the detailed accounting with the program submittal. Examples of cases where an air agency's 
status in this respect may have changed include where the air agency uses a formula to calculate the 
presumptive minimum that is outdated or inconsistent with 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2) or where the program 
was approved to charge fees to individual sources using the methodology for calculating the 
presumptive minimum pursuant to 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2) and the air agency's requirements for fee 
payment from individual sources are outdated or inconsistent with the part 70 calculation.9 

The EPA may use its discretion to decide when this form should be completed by an air agency and 
which sections of the form should be completed. The EPA will evaluate any information submitted and 
determine appropriate next steps. 

6 The requirements that fees be sufficient to cover all reasonable direct and indirect program costs, and that such fees not be 
diverted for other purposes, applies to all title V permit programs, regardless of whether or not the program was approved to 
collect "not less than" or "less than" the presumptive minimum. 
7 The presumptive minimum of CAAe§ 502(b)(3)(B) and 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2) is generally calculated by multiplying a dollar 
per ton rate (which is adjusted annually for increases in the Consumer Price Index) by the tons of"regulated pollutants (for 
presumptive fee calculation)" emitted by all part 70 sources in an air agency for a year (or equivalent period) and adding a 
"GHG cost adjustment," which is a set dollar amount to reflect certain increased costs for permitting. 
8 Air agencies have flexibility to charge fees to sources on any basis, including to charge emission fees, application fees, 
service-based fees, or other types of fees, regardless of whether or not the program was approved to collect "not less than" or 
"less than" the presumptive minimum. 
9 The presumptive minimum calculation of 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2) was updated in 2015 to add a GHG cost adjustment; see the 
final rule, Standards of Pe,formance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New, Modified and Reconstructed StationOIJ1 

Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units; Final Rule (80 FR 64510, October 23, 2015). See Section XII.E, "Implications for 
Title V Fee Requirements for GHGs" at page 64633: 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg!FR-2015- 10-23/pdf/2015-2283 7.pdf 
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4").aa

Accounting methods: The part 70 rules do not generally require any particular governmental accounting 
standards or tracking systems to be used by air agencies. However, part 70 contains certain requirements 
for tracking permit fees and program costs and for funding the program costs with permit fees that must 
be met by all air agencies, regardless of the accounting standards and tracking systems being used. Due 
to variability and changes in accounting standards, systems, and practices, it is important for air agencies 
to note changes that may affect part 70 fees, costs, and accounting practices in the comments section of 
this form. 

The EPA recognizes the following resources may be helpful in understanding governmental accounting 
standards as they relate to part 70 programs: 

•aa Handbook of Federal Accounting Standards and Other Pronouncements, as Amended, as of Juneaa
30, 2015, Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (F ASAB).aa
http://www.fasab.gov/pdffiles/2015 Jasab _handbook.pd/nn

oaaStatement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 4: Managerial Cost Accountingnn
Standards and Concepts, page 396 of the F ASB Handbook (June 2015) ("SFF AS No.aa

oaaStatement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 7: Accounting for Revenue andnn
Other Financial Sources and Concepts for Reconciling Budgetary and Financialnn
Accounting, page 592 of the FASAB Handbook (June 2015) ("SFFAS No. 7").aa

•aa Statements of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB):
http://www.ngasb.org(jsp/GASB/Page/GASBSectionnPage&cid=J 176 J60042391 #gasbs25.nn

oaaStatement No. 33, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Nonexchange Transactionsnn
(December 1998) ("GASB Statement No. 33"):
http://www.gasb.org(jsp/GASB/Document_CIGASBDocumentPagen?cid=l l n76160029J48nn
&acceptedDisclaimer=true.nn

oaaStatement No. 34, Basic Financial Statements - and Afanagement 's Discussion andnn
Analysis - for State and Local Governments (June 1999) ("GASB Statement No. 34"):aa
http://www.ngasb.org(jsp/GASBIDocument_CIGASBDocumentPage?cid= l l 76160029121nn
&acceptedDisclaimer=true.nn

Definition of terms: Several terms ( e.g., "Direct Labor" and "Indirect Costs") used in the Example 
Annual Financial Data Form are not defined in part 70. Some terms are defined in the EPA's fee 
guidance (particularly the EPA's updated fee schedule guidancea10), in the U.S. Office of Management 
and Budget's (OMB's) Circular A-87 Revised (Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal 
Governments), and in the F ASB Handbook's chapter on Managerial Cost Accounting Standards and 
Concepts (SFF AS No. 4), among other reference documents. 

Supporting information: The information reported on this example form should be based on relevant 
supporting accounting information or documentation. Air agencies that complete the form for submittal 
to the EPA should maintain such supporting information for submittal to the EPA upon request. 

10 Updated Guidance on EPA Review of Fee Schedules for Operating Permit Programs Under Title V, Peter Tsirigotis, 
Director, OAQPS, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I - 10, March 27, 2018, (updated fee schedule guidance). 
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INSTRUCTIONS - EXAMPLE ANNUAL FINANCIAL DAT A FORM FOR PART 70 

These instructions are a general explanation of how to complete the attached Example Annual Financial 
Data Form for Part 70 ("example financial form"). This form is not required to be submitted on any 
frequency by air agencies - it is simply a useful example of how an EPA Region may collect financial 
information related to title V fee requirements. The EPA Regions may revise this form to suit a 
particular air agency or may opt to only require certain sections be completed. 

Annual Program Revenue 

•aa Total Program Revenue (Fees Paid by Part 70 Sources)($):aInclude all title V fees paid directly
by part 70 sources, including emission fees, application fees, and other fees under the air
agency's fee schedule.aa

oaaThe fees collected under a part 70 program are referred to as "Exchange Revenue" or
"Earned Revenue" in governmental accounting guidance because a good or service isaa
provided by a governmental entity (e.g., a permit) in exchange for a price (e.g., a permitaa
1 1  
fee).aAlso, governmental accounting guidance provides that only revenue classified asaa
"Exchange Revenue" should be compared against costs to determine the overall financialaa
results of operations for a period.12 This means that legislative appropriations, taxes, grants,aa
fines, or penalties, which are generally characterized as "Non-Exchange Revenue,"1 3  shouldaa
not be compared against costs to determine if fees are sufficient to cover part 70 program
costs.aa

oaaSome part 70 programs have direct access to permit fees to cover costs. However, other partaa
70 programs are required by state or local law to deposit permit fees into general accounts,
with operating costs subject to legislative appropriation. In both scenarios, if the funds wereaa
originally paid as permit fees and used for part 70 purposes for the report year, the fees maya
be considered "Total Program Revenue" and entered as such on the example financial form.aa
Permit fees that were retained in a prior year and transferred for use in the report year shouldaa
be reported as "Funds Transferred In."aa

oaaNote that any non-part 70 fee revenue ("Non-Exchange Revenue") should only be identified
for informational purposes in the "Program Balance of Accounts" section of the example

1 4  
financial form, specifically the "Non-Exchange Revenue Transferred In" line. 

1 1  See Statement of Recommended Accounting Standards Number 7, A ccountingfor Revenue and Other Financing Sources 
and Concepts for Reconciling Budgetmy and Financial Accounting, issued by the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory 
Board (FASAB) ("FASAB No. 7") at page 2. Also see Statement No. 33, Accounting and Financial Reporting for 
Nonexchange Transactions (December 1998), issued by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board {GASB) at pages 1-
4. Conversely, "Non-Exchange Revenue" arises primarily from the exercise of governmental power to demand payment from 
the public (e.g., income tax, sales tax, property taxes, fines, and penalties) and when a government gives value directlyee
without directly receiving equal value in return (e.g., legislative appropriations and intergovernmental grants). 
12 See FASAB No. 7 at page 8 .  
13 "Non-Exchange Revenue" arises primarily from the exercise of  governmental power to demand payment from the public 
(e.g., income tax, sales tax, property taxes, fines, and penalties) and when a government gives value directly without directly 
receiving equal value in return (e.g., legislative appropriations and intergovernmental grants). 
14 Since "Non-Exchange Revenue" is not allowed to be counted as part 70 fees, they should not be compared to costs or 
carried over to the "Beginning of Year Balance" or "End of Year Balance" lines. 
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Annual Presumptive Minimum Calculation 

This section helps to determine if an air agency's status is considered to be "presumptively adequate" to 
fund program costs for a year.a15 This determination is relevant to part 70 when an air agency's feeaa
schedule was approved to be above the "presumptive minimum," but due to changes over time, it is now 
collecting and retaining fee revenue below the "presumptive minimum." When such a change occurs, 40 
CFR § 70.9(b)(5) requires the air agency to submit a "detailed accounting" to show that its fees are 
sufficient to cover the part 70 program costs. 

•aa Total Emissions of "Regulated Pollutants (for presumptive fee calculation)" (tons/year): Report
the actual emissions of "Regulated Pollutants (for presumptive fee calculation)," as the term isaa
defined in 40 CFR § 70.2, for all part 70 sources for the year. Also see 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(ii)aa
and (iii) for additional information on emissions that may be excluded from the total. The EPA
sometimes refers to these emissions as "Fee Pollutants" since they are only used for feeaa
purposes.aa

•aa Presumptive Minimum Fee Rate During Period ($/ton):aThe EPA calculates the "Presumptiveaa
Minimum Fee Rate" ($/ton) for part 70 in September of each year, and the fee rate is effectiveaa
from September 1 through August 31 of the following year. The EPA publishes the fee rate on
the EPA' s title V permit website.a16 If a part 70 program uses a different 1 2-month period, thenaa
the fee rate in effect at the beginning of the reporting period or an average fee rate (prorated by
month) may be used.aa

•aa Total Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Cost Adjustments, as applicablea($):aA final rule publishedaa
October 23, 2015, included a "GHG Cost Adjustment," which is part of the calculation of the
"presumptive minimum" for an air agency under part 70. 17 The adjustment is intended to reflectaa
the increased costs of permitting GHGs for part 70 programs.aa

•aaPresumptive Minimum Cost for the Program ($): To determine the total "presumptive minimum"aa
for an air agency, multiply the actual emissions of "Regulated Pollutants (for presumptive fee
calculation)" by the "Presumptive Minimum Fee Rate" and add the "GHG Cost Adjustment" (as
applicable) for the period.aa

•aa Compare Revenue to Presumptive Minimum Cost: Compare the "Total Program Revenue" to the
calculated "Presumptive Minimum Cost for the Program" to determine if the fee revenue has
fallen below the "Presumptive Minimum." If the total program revenue is lower, a "detailedaa
accounting" is required to show that fee revenue is sufficient to cover the program costs. 1 8  

1 5 Seet40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(i) through (v) for more on thet"presumptive minimum." 
16 See https:/lwww.epa.gov/title-v-operating-permitslpermit-fees. 
17 See 80 FRt64659 and 40tCFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(i) andt§ 70.9(b)(2)(v) concerning thet"GHG cost adjustment" for part 70. 
18 Seet40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5). 
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Annual Program Costs 

The full cost of a part 70 program is described in accounting terms as being comprised of all reasonable 
"direct and indirect costs." To assess the full cost, one should assess the total resources used to conduct a 
program or complete an activity under a program. Full cost includes all "direct and indirect costs," 
regardless of funding sources. "Indirect costs" exist whether or not the program exists, while "direct 
costs" exist only if the program exists. If, by eliminating the program, a particular cost is eliminated, 
then the cost is labeled a "direct cost." 

Examples of "Direct Labor Costs," "Other Direct Costs," and "Indirect Costs" are provided below. It is 
beyond the scope ohhis example financial form to include a review of whether all part 70 program 
activities described in the separate updated fee schedule guidancea19 are included in the "Direct and 
Indirect Costs;" however, such a review may be part of a "detailed accounting" or other EPA oversight 
activity. 

•aa Direct Labor Costs {$):aSalary and wages for direct work on part 70, including for professional,a
administrative, and supervisory staff. These costs should include fringe benefits (compensationain 
addition to regular salary and wages). Also, include the portion of "Direct Labor Costs" not
covered by employee contributions, such as those associated with employee contributions to
insurance and retirement.aa

•aa Other Direct Costs($):aDirect part 70 expenses, such as materials, equipment, professional
services, official travel (i.e., food and lodging), public notice, public hearings, and contractors.aa

•aa Indirect Costs($):a"Indirect Costs" are funds spent on general administration (sometimesareferred 
to asaoverhead). For a part 70 program, this is a share of costs associated with managingathe 
organization within whichathe permit program resides, represented through an "IndirectaRate." 
For example, to the extent that a program resides within a larger office, the program mayabe 
charged a proportionate share of the overhead expense associated withathe larger office. The
budget or accow1ting office of the environmental division or department may be able to provide
the indirect costs for part 70 or may be able to assist with determining them using one of thea
following methods:aa

oaaKnown Indirect Costs($):aThis is the known value of "Indirect Costs" for a part 70 program,aa
such asamay be provided by an air agency budget or accounting office.aa

oaaCalculated Indirect Costs($):aIf the "Indirect Costs" are not known, then multiply anaa
"Indirect Rate" (e.g., a percentage that represents a fraction of total costs that are indirect
costs) by a known "Total Cost Base" (either "Total Costs" or "Total Labor Costs" for the part
70 program) to calculate "Indirect Costs." If calculated in this manner, the "Indirect Rate"aand 
the "Total Cost Base" should be included on the example financial form.aa

•aa Annual Operating Result ($):aThe difference between the "Total Program Revenue" and "Total
Program Costs" reveals the degree to which the program generated a surplus, deficit, or breaksaa
even. If costs exceed fee revenue, then there was a deficit. If fee revenue exceeds costs, thenathere 
was a surplus. Deficits should be reported in parentheses to indicate a negative number. 

19 See Updated Guidance on EPA Review of Fee Schedules for Operating Permit Programs Under Title V, Peter Tsirigotis, 
Director, OAQPS, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions 1 - 10, March 27, 2018 (updated fee schedule guidance). 
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Program Balance of Accounts 
This section of the example financial fom1 shows the program's overall fiscal status over time based on 
the balance at the beginning of the period, changes in account balances from operations, fund transfers, 
and resulting year-end balance. 

•aa Beginning of Year Balance ($):aThe net balance (surplus or deficit) at the beginning of the year.aa
If unknown, enter zero. This is the prior year's "End of Year Balance."aa

•aa Annual Operating Result ($):aThe amount of fees minus costs for the year. If negative, include ina
parentheses to indicate a deficit for the year.aa

•aa Fee Revenue Transferred In ($):aPermit fee revenue not already accounted for above that isaa
transferred from other accounts, such as fee revenue that was collected and retained in prior
years used to cover costs for this year. Enter the amount of fee revenue and describe the sourceaof 
funds in the comments section (e.g., permit fees retained in prior years) and whether theatransfers 
are temporary ( e.g., one-time) or permanent ( e.g., recurring). If the funds originated asapermit 
fees for the year being reported, enter the amount on the "Total Program Revenue" line,arather 
thanathis line.aa

•aa Non-Exchange Revenue Transferred In ($): Non-Exchange Revenue (e.g., grants, taxes,
penalties, fines, and similar) transferred in to cover program costs. Enter the amount here and
describe the source of funds in the comments section. This line is for information only and will
not be included in any calculations of permit fee revenue on this form.aa

•aa Fee Revenue Transferred Out ($):aPermit fee revenue transferred out of program accounts duringaa
the report year. In the comments section, describe the intended use of the funds and whether thea
transfer is permanent or temporary. If you intend to use the fees inafuture years for the part 70aa
program, please indicate so inacomments. Ifanot, please describe the intended use of funds andaa
whether the fees are in excess of the costs for the year. Any such transfers out will be subject toa
close scrutiny by the EPA.aa

•aa End of Year Balancea($):aThe net balance (surplus or deficit) at the end of the year. In the
comments section, please describe any steps that will be taken to address a significant deficit, ifaa
known or available. 
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EXAMPLES OF TYPICAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS 

The following examples are intended to help permitting staff understand how various types of costs 
would be categorized for accounting purposes. For a complete list of part 70 program activities that 
should be included as part 70 costs, see the EPA's separate updated fee schedule guidance. 

Direct Costs: 
"Direct Costs" consists of two categories: 1 )  "Direct Labor Costs" and 2) "Other Direct Costs." 

•aa Examples of Direct Labor Costs:
- Cost of "direct labor";aa
- Fringe benefits (i.e., retirement, health insurance, and life insurance); andaa
- Leave, holiday, overtime and premium pay, and other personnel costs.aa

•aa Examples of Other Direct Costs:
- Equipment purchases; andaa
- Miscellaneous items, such as supplies and materials, equipment rentals, travel, purchased

services such as printing, and contractual services.aa

Indirect Costs: 
"Indirect Costs" can be thought of as the time spent on administrative support and other office expenses, 
which are not solely related to the program's operation because they benefit multiple programs or cost 
objectives, but are needed to operate a part 70 program. 

•aa Examples of Indirect Costs:aa

- Space rental, utilities, including telephones;aa
- Administrative support related to an office's overall mission, including such costs as

procurement, contracting, office services, property management, vehicle management,
supply, finance, payroll, voucher processing, personnel services, records management,
and document control;aa

- Miscellaneous supplies and materials, including postage;aa
- Data processing, management, and control;aa
- Equipment rentals and costs;aa
- Trainjng and development;aa
- Budget development, planning, and coordination;aa

- Public information and inquiries;aa
- Safety management, including inspection, training, and promotion;aa

- Recurring reports, such as accounting or property reports; andaa
- Unemployment Compensation, Equal Employment Opportunity Office costs and otheraa

affirmative action program costs.aa

9 



DETERMINING THE PROPORTIONAL SHARE OF INDIRECT COSTS 

When "Indirect Costs" are not known, they can be calculated though the use of an "Indirect Rate." 
Generally, an "Indirect Rate" is calculated by dividing total "Indirect Costs" by total "Direct Costs." 
Because air agency accounting methods vary, the indirect and direct costs can be for all environmental 
programs, the environmental department or division, or the air program. The resulting "Indirect Cost 
Rate" is the percentage of"Total Costs" that are "Indirect Costs." The resulting "Indirect Rate" is then 
multiplied by the "Total Cost Base," which may be either "Total Direct Labor Costs" or "Total Costs" 
for part 70, as shown below. 

Indirect Cost Ratea= Total Indirect Costsa/ Total Direct Costs 

=Calculated Indirect Costs Indirect Cost Rate * Total Direct Labor Costs for Part 70 

or 
=Calculated Indirect CostsaaaIndirect Cost Ratea* Total Costs for Part 70 

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON DETERMINING AIR AGENCY COSTS 

For further information on determining costs for state, local, and tribal governments, see 0MB Circular 
A-87 Revised, Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Government (May I 0, 2004) and 0MBaa
Circular A-133, Audits of State, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations (last revisedaa
June 26, 2007). These guidance documents are not specific to part 70 but are generally useful for
understanding costs for the purposes of the part 70 program.aa
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, NC 27711 

OFFICE OF 
AIR QUALITY PLANNING 

AND STANDARDS 
H1AR 2 7 2018 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Updated Guidance on EPA Review of Fee Schedules for Operating Permit Programs 
Under Title V 

ivision Directors, Regions I - l 0 

FROM: Peter Tsirigotis 
Director 

TO: Regional Air 

The attached guidance is being issued in response to the Environmental Protection Agency Office 
of Inspector General's (OIG) 2014 report regarding the impot1ance of enhanced EPA oversight of state, 
local, and tribal I fee practices under title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA).2 Specifically, this guidance 
reflects the EPA's August 22, 2014, commitment to the 010 in response to OlG's Recommendation 1 to 
"assess our existing fee guidance and to re-issue, revise, or supplement such guidance as necessary" (we 
refer to the attached guidance as the "updated fee schedule guidance"). The EPA 's response to the OlG's 
other recommendations are being issued concurrently in a separate memorandum and guidance concerning 
title V program and fee evaluations ("title V evaluation guidance").3 

Title V of the CAA and 40 CFR part 70 contain the minimum requirements for operating permit 
progran1s developed and administered by air agencies, including requirements that each program issue 
operating permits to certain facilities (facilities that are "major sources" of air pollution and certain other 
facilities) and that each program charge fees ("permit fees") to these facilities to fund the permit program. 
These operating permits are intended to identify all federal air pollution control requirements that apply 
to a facility ("applicable requirements") and to require the facility to track and report compliance pursuant 
to a series of recordkeeping and reporting requirements. Section 502(b)(3) of the CAA requires each air 
agency to collect fees "sufficient to cover all reasonable (direct and indirect) costs required to develop and 
administer" its title V permit program.4 The 40 CFR pat1 70 regulations establish the minimum program 

1 As used herein, the term "air agency" refers to state, local. and tribal agencies. 
2 Enhanced EPA Oversight Needed to Address Risks.from Declining Clean Air Act Title V Revenues; U.S. EPA Office of the 
Inspector General. Report No. I 5-P-0006, October 20, 2014 ("OIG Report"). 
3 Program and Fee Evaluation Strategy and Guidance/or 40 CFR Part 70, Peter Tsirigotis, Director, Office of Air Quality 
Planning and Standards (OAQPS), U.S. EPA, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I - I 0, March 27, 2018 ("title V 
evaluation guidance"). See the EPA 's title V guidance website at https:llwww.epa.gov/title-v-operating-permitsltitle-v
operating-permit-policy-and-g11idance-do'c11ment-index. 
4 42 U.S.C. § 7661a(b)(3)(A). 
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requirements for operating permit programs, including requirements for fees to be administered by air 
agencies with approved part 70 programs. 5 

On August 4, 1993, the EPA issued a memorandum, commonly referred to as the "I 993 fee 
schedule guidance," to provide initial guidance on the Agency's approach to reviewing fee schedules for 
part 70 programs.6 Since that time, the EPA has issued a number of memoranda and a final rule7 that have 
touched upon, revised, or clarified certain topics contained in the 1993 fee schedule guidance.8 The 
attached updated fee schedule guidance provides additional direction on how the EPA interprets the title 
V permit issuance and fee collection activities, as well as discussion of other fee requirements for air 
agencies. In addition to the memoranda and final rule noted above, the updated fee schedule guidance 
includes numerous changes to remove outdated regulatory provisions and focuses on the review of 
existing part 70 programs, rather than on initial program submittals.9 

The updated fee schedule guidance sets forth updated principles, which will generally guide the 
EPA 's review of part 70 fee programs. These updates are consistent with the fee requirements of title V 
and part 70, as well as prior guidance on fee requirements. Accordingly, these updates do not themselves 
provide substantively new fee guidance or create any inconsistencies with fee requirements or prior fee 
guidance. 

The development of this guidance included outreach and discussions with stakeholders, including 
the EPA Regions, the National Association of Clean Air Agencies, and the Association of Air Pollution 
Control Agencies. 

If you have any questions concerning the updated fee schedule guidance, please contact Juan 
Santiago, Associate Director, Air Quality Policy Division, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, 
at (919) 541-1084 or sanl iago.juan@epa.gov. 

Attachments: 
1. Updated Guidance on EPA Review of Fee Schedules for Operating Permit Programs under Title V 
2. Attachment A- List of Guidance Relevant to Part 70 Fee Requirements 
3. Attachment B - Example Presumptive Minimum Calculation 

5 40 C.F.R. § 70.9. 
6 See Reissuance of Guidance on Agency Review of State Fee Schedules for Operating Permits Programs under Title V, John 
S. Seitz, Director, OAQPS, U.S. EPA, to Air Division Directors, Regions 1-X (August 4, 1993) (" 1993 fee schedule 
guidance") at page I .  Note that there was an earlier document on this subject that was superseded by the 1993 fee schedule 
guidance. 
7 See the October 23, 2015, final rule, Standards of Pe1/ormanceefor Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New, Modified and 
Reconstructed Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, 80 FR 645 I 0, 64633 (Section XII.E "Implications for 
Title V Fee Requirements for GHGs"). 
8 A list of the relevant title V fee-related guidance memoranda is included as Attachment A. 
9 At this time, all air agencies have EPA-approved part 70 programs. It is conceivable that additional part 70 program 
submittals will be received in the future for a number of Indian tribes, and, if so, the EPA will work closely with the tribes to 
assist them with identifying activities which must be included in costs related to the program submittal and to meet other fee 
requirements of part 70. 
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DISCLAIMER 

These documents explain the requirements of the EPA regulations, describe the EPA policies, and 
recommend procedures for sources and permitting authorities to use to ensure that title V fee schedules 
and fee evaluations are consistent with applicable regulations. These documents are not a rule or 
regulation, and the guidance they contain may not apply to a particular situation based upon the 
individual facts and circumstances. The guidance does not change or substitute for any law, regulation, 
or any other legally binding requirement and is not legally enforceable. The use of non-mandatory 
language such as " guidance," "recommend, " "may," "should," and "can," is intended to describe the 
EPA policies and recommendations. A1andatory terminology, such as "must" and "required, " is 
intended to describe controlling requirements under the terms of the Clean Air Act and the EPA 's 
regulations, but the documents do not establish legally binding requirements in and of themselves. 
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Updated Guidance on EPA Review of 
Fee Schedules for Operating Permit Programs under Title V 

The purpose of this document and the attachments is to provide guidance on the Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA's) review of fee schedules for operating permit programs under 40 CFR part 
70 (part 70), the regulations that set minimum requirements for permit programs administered by state, 
local, and tribal air agencies (referred to here as, "air agencies") authorized under title V of the Clean 
Air Act (CAA or Act). This document updates and clarifies the previous fee schedule guidance issued 
by the EPA on August 4, 1993 (the "1993 fee schedule guidance"). 1 This updated fee schedule guidance 
clarifies which permit program costs must be included in an analysis to demonstrate that adequate fees 
are collected to fund all part 70 program costs. The guidance also discusses other fee-related 
requirements for air agencies. The updated fee schedule guidance focuses on the costs of program 
implementation, rather than on the costs of initial program development (as was the case for the 1993 
fee schedule guidance). 

I. General Principles for Review of Title V Fee Schedules 

Section 502(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires operating permit programs to fund all "reasonable direct and 
indirect costs" of the permit programs through fees collected from "part 70 sources"2 and requires the 
fees to be sufficient to cover all reasonable permit program costs.3 The terms "fee schedule" and "permit 
fees" are sometimes used interchangeably to describe the fees that an air agency charges to part 70 
sources to fulfill this requirement.4 Section II of this guidance provides an explanation of the term 
"direct and indirect costs" and a detailed explanation of specific permit program activities to be included 
in costs for the purpose of analyzing whether the permit fees are sufficient to cover all the pennit 
program costs. 

The fees collected under a part 70 program are classified as "exchange revenue" or "earned revenue" in 
governmental accounting guidance because a good or service (e.g., a permit) is provided by a 
governmental entity in exchange for a price (e.g., a permit fee).t5 Also, governmental accounting 
guidance provides that only revenue classified as "exchange revenue" should be compared to costs to 

1 See Reissuance of Guidance on Agency Review of State Fee Schedules for Operating Permits Programs under Title V, John 
S. Seitz, Director, OAQPS, U.S. EPA, to Air Division Directors, Regions 1-X (August 4, I 993) (" 1993 fee schedule 
guidance"). 
2 The term "part 70 sources" is defined in 40 CFR § 7.2 to mean "any source subject to the permining requirements of this 
part, as provided in 40 CFR §§ 70.3(a) and 70.3(b) of this part." Thus, a source is a part 70 source prior to obtaining a part 70 
permit if the source is subject to pennitting under the applicability provisions of 40 CFR § 70.3. 
3 See 40 CFR § 70.9(a). 
4 The fee schedule is typically included in the regulations that the air agency uses to implement part 70; it is a component of 
the part 70 program. The fee schedule (and other elements of an air agency's regulations for part 70) can vary significantly 
across air agencies. 
5 See Statement of Recommended Accounting Standards Number 7, Accounting for Revenue and Other Financing Sources 
and Concepts for Reconciling Budgeta,y and Financial Accounting, issued by the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory 
Board (FASAB) ("F ASAB No. 7") at page 2. See also Statement No. 33, Accounting and Financial Reporting for 
Nonexchange Transactions (December 1998), issued by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) at pages 1-4 
("GASB No. 33"). 



determine the overall financial results of operations for a period.6 This means that legislative 
appropriations, taxes, grants,7 fines and penalties, which are generally characterized as "nonexchange 
revenue,"8 should not be compared to part 70 program costs to determine if permit fees are sufficient to 
cover costs. 

Any fee required by part 70 must "be used solely for permit program costs" (in other words, the feesaa
must not beadiverted for non-part 70 purposes).9 Manyaair agencies transfer fees that are inaexcess of 
program costs for a particular year into accounts to be used forapart 70 purposes in another year when 
there is expected to beaa fee shortfall, and this is an acceptable practice. However, if title V fees are 
transferred for uses not authorized by part 70 (e.g., highway maintenance or other general obligations of 
government), they would be considered improperly diverted. 

Each air agency is required, as part of its part 70 program submittal, to submit a "fee demonstration" to 
show that its fee schedule would result in the collection and retention of fees sufficient to cover program 
costs, including an "initial accounting" to show that "required fee revenues" would be used solely to 
cover program costs. 10 

The EPA will generally presume that a feeaschedule is sufficient to cover program costs if it results in 
the collection and retention of fees in an amount above the "presumptive minimum" -i.e., "an amount 
notaless than $25 per ton" adjusted annually for increases in the Consumer Price Index11 "times the total 
tons of the actual emissions of each regulated air pollutant (for presumptive fee calculation) emitted 
from part 70 sources," plus any greenhouse gas (GHG) cost adjustments, asaapplicable.12 A fee schedule 
that is expected to result in fees above the "presumptive minimum" isaconsidered to be "presumptively 
adequate." Note that the "presumptive minimum" isaunique to each air agency because the total tons of 
actual emissions of "regulated air pollutants (for presumptive fee calculation)" are unique to each air 
agency. 

As part of a fee demonstration, air agencies with fee schedules that would not be presumptively 
adequate are required to submit a "detailed accounting" to show that collection and retention of fee 

6 See FASAB No. 7 at page 8; GASB No. 33. 
7 Concerning grants, an EPA memo, Use of Clean Air Act Title V Permit Fees as Match for Section 105 Grants, Gerald 
Yamada, Acting General Counsel, U.S. EPA, to Michael H. Shapiro, Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of Air and 
Radiation, U.S. EPA, October 22, 1993, states that part 70 fees are "program income" under 40 CFR § 3 l .25(a), and, because 
·of this, part 70 fees cannot be used as match for section I 05 grants and no air agency may count the same activity for bothtt
grant and part 70 fee purposes.tt
8 "Nonexchange revenue" arises primarily from the exercise of governmental power to demand payment from the public 
(e.g., income tax, sales tax, property taxes, fines, and penalties) and when a government gives value directly without directly 
receiving equal value in return (e.g., legislative appropriations and intergovernmental grants). 
9 See 40 CFR § 70.9(a). 
10 See 40 CFR §§ 70.9(c)-(d) (fee demonstration requirements); 1993 fee schedule guidance (explaining that preparing the fee 
demonstrations that is part of the initial part 70 program submittal). 
11 See CAAt§ 502(b)(3)(B); 40 CFR § 70.9(b). The presumptive minimum fee rate is adjusted for increases in the Consumer 
Price Index each year in September. The fee rate for the period of September I, 2016, through August 31, 2017, is $48.88 per 
ton. For more information, including a list of historical adjustment to the fee rate, see https:llwww.epa.gov/title-v-operating
perm its/perm it-fees. 
12 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2) (emphasis added). The components of the "presumptive minimum" calculation-including certain 
emissions that may be excluded from the calculation, and an upward "GHG cost adjustment" that may apply-are addressed 
in 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(i)-(v). 
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revenue would be sufficient to cover program costs. 13 Air agencies are also required to provide an 
"initial accounting" to show how "required fee revenues" will be used solely to cover permitting 
program costs.t14 Air agencies with fee schedules considered "presumptively adequate" are nevertheless 
required to submit fee demonstrations, 15 but they may be "presumptive minimum program cost" 
demonstrationst16 showing that expected fee revenues are above the "presumptive minimum" calculated 
for the air agency. In order to receive the EPA's approval, any fee demonstration must provide an 
"initial accounting" showing how required fee revenues will be used solely to cover program costs. 17  

• After an air agency fee program is approved by the EPA, there are several fee requirements that may 
apply to the permit program as circumstances dictate. One requirement is for an air agency to submit, as 
required by the EPA, "periodic updates" of the "initial accounting" portion of the fee demonstration to 
show how "required fee revenues" are used solely to cover the costs of the permit program. 18 Further, an 
air agency must submit a "detailed accounting" demonstrating that the fee schedule is adequate to cover 
costs if an air agency changes its fee schedule to collect less than the presumptive minimum or if the 
EPA determines-based on the EPA's own initiative, or based on comments rebutting a presumption of 
fee sufficiency-that there are serious questions regarding whether the fee schedule is sufficient to cover 
the costs.t19 

In addition, title V and part 70 provide general authority for the EPA to conduct oversight activities to 
ensure air agencies adequately administer and enforce the requirements for operating permits programs, 
including that the requirements for fees are being met on an ongoing basis.20 One method the EPA uses 
to perform such oversight is through periodic program or fee evaluations of part 70 programs. As part of 
such an evaluation, the EPA may carefully review how the state has addressed the fee requirements of 
part 70 as previously described and work with the air agency to seek improvements or make corrections 
and adj ustments if any fee concerns are uncovered. Also, as part of such an evaluation, the EPA may 
require "periodic updates" to a fee demonstration or a "detailed accounting" that fees are sufficient to 
cover permit program costs.21  See the EPA's separate Program and Fee Evaluation Strategy and 
Guidance for 40 CFR Part 70 ("title V evaluation guidance") for more on this subject.22 

13 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b). 
14 See 40 CFR § 70.9(d). 
15 See 40 CFR § 70.9(c). 
16 See Sections 1.1 and 3 .2 of the fee demonstration guidance. 
17 See 40 CFR § 70.9(d). 
18 See 40 CFR § 70.9(d). 
19 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5); fee demonstration guidance, Section 2.0 (providing an example ofta "detailed accounting"). The 
scope and content of a "detailed accounting" may vary but will generally involve information on program fees and costs and 
other accounting procedures and practices that will show how the air agency's fee schedule will be sufficient to cover all 
program costs. 
20 See CAA § 502(i); 40 CFR § 70.1 0(b ). 
21 See 40 CFR §§ 70.9(a); 70.9(b)( I), (5)(ii). 
22 Program and Fee Evaluation Strategy and Guidance for 40 CFR Part 70, Peter Tsirigotis, Director, Office of Air Quality 
Planning and Standards (OAQPS), U.S. EPA, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I -10, March 27, 2018. 
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II.aa Types of Costs and Activities Included in Title V Costsaa

A.aOverviewaa

Activities that count as part 70 costs {direct and indirect costs of part 70).tPart 70 uses the term "permit 

program costs" to describe the costs that must count for fee purposes under part 70.23 This term is 
defined in 40 CFR § 70.2 as "all reasonable (direct and indirect) costs required to develop and 
administer a permit program, as set forth in [40 CFR § 70.9(b)] (whether such costs are incurred by the 
permitting authority or other State or local agencies that do not issue permits directly, but that support 
permit issuance or administration)."  At a minimum, any air program activity performed by an air agency 
under title V or part 70 must be included in program costs. Many of the activities required under title V 
or part 70 are described in Sections 11.B through ILK of this guidance. 

As described above, part 70 costs must include all "reasonable direct and indirect costs"24 that are 
incurred by air agencies intthe development, implementation, and enforcement of the part 70 program.
"Direct costs" are expenses that can be directly attributed to part 70 program activities or services. 
"Direct costs" can generally be subdivided into two categories: "direct labor costs" and "other direct 
costs." The term "direct labor costs" refers to salary and wages for direct work on part 70, including 
fringe benefits. The term "other direct costs" refers to other direct part 70 expenses, such as materials, 
equipment, professional services, official travel (e.g., transportation, food and lodging), public notices, 
public hearings, and contracted services. "Indirect costs" are costs for "general administration" or 
"overhead" that are not directly attributable to a part 70 program because they benefit multiple programs 
or cost objectives, but they are needed to operate a part 70 program. "Indirect costs" for a part 70 
program are typically determined based on an indirect rate or a proportional share of the expenses of a 
larger organization. Examples of "indirect costs" include, but are not limited to, costs for utilities, rent, 
general administrative support, data processing charges, training and staff development, budget and 
accounting support, supplies and postage. 

Intaddition, note that air agency accounting practices vary in how they nominally categorize costs as 
"direct costs," "indirect costs," or "other direct costs," depending on the specific nature of the activity. 
An example would be training costs, which are typically treated as "indirect costs" buttsometimes ast
"direct costs," particularly where the training istabout part 70 (e.g., for permit staff development). While 
accounting practices and terminology may vary among air agencies, the important principle to remember 
is that all reasonable direct and indirect costs of the program must be represented in the costs reported to 
the EPA, regardless of how the costs are categorized by the air agency. 

Part 70 and the 1993 fee schedule guidance describe the part 70 activities of "reviewing and acting on 
any application for a part 70 permit"25 and "implementing and enforcing the terms of anytpart 70tt

23 See 40 CFR § 70.9(a). 
24 The phrases, "reasonable direct and indirect costs" and "reasonable (direct and indirect) costs" have the same meaning. The 
phrase "reasonable direct and indirect costs" was initially used by the EPA in the 1993 fee schedule guidance, page I .  The 
phrase "reasonable (direct and indirect) costs" is also found in CAA section 502(b)(3)(A), (C)(iii). 
25 The response to comments document for the part 70 final rule clarifies that the phrase "acting on permit applications" in 
section 503(c) of the Act means the act of issuing or denying a permit, not just beginning review of a permit application. See 
Technical Support Document for Title V Operating Permits Programs (May 1992) at page 4-4, EPA Docket No. EPA-HQ
OAR-2004-0288; Legacy Docket No. A-90-33. 
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permit," and these activities must be included in part 70 costs.26 The following paragraphs use these 
phrases to clarify the extent that certain activities perfo1med by the air agency must be included in part 
70 costs. The phrase "reviewing and acting on any application for a part 70 permit" refers to all 
activities related to processing the permit application and issuing (or denying) the final part 70 permit, 
while the phrase "implementing and enforcing the terms of any pa11 70 permit" refers to all activities 
necessary to administer and enforce final part 70 permits, prior to the filing of an administrative or 
judicial complaint or order.27 

Also, the following paragraphs clarify the extent to which fees must fund the costs of "permit programs 
under provisions of the Act other than title V" (hereafter referred to as "other permits") (e.g., 
preconstruction review permits) and "activities which relate to provisions of the Act in addition to title 
V" (hereafter referred to as "other activities") ( e.g., a requirement for an air agency to develop a case
by-case emissions standard for an existing source).28 

Costs related to "other permits. "29 The costs of "implementing and enforcing" the terms of a part 70 
permit must be treated as a part 70 cost.30 Thus, part 70 costs must include the cost of implementing and 
enforcing any term or condition of a non-pru1 70 permit required under the Act31 that is incorporated into 
a part 70 permit and meets the definition of "applicable requirement"32 in part 70. Similarly, the cost of 
implementing and enforcing any term or condition of a consent decree or order that originates in a non
part 70 permit that has been incorporated into a part 70 permit must be included as a part 70 cost.33 

The costs of implementing and enforcing "applicable requirements" from a non-part 70 permit that will 
go into a part 70 pem1it in the future may be counted as part 70 costs. However, once a source has 

26 The phrases "reviewing and acting on any application for a part 70 pennit" and "implementing and enforcing the terms of 
any part 70 permit" are found at 40 CFR § 70.9(b)( I )(ii) and (iv). Similar phrases are found in the EPA's 1993 fee schedule 
guidance at page 3 and the phrases in the guidance have the same meaning as the phrases in part 70. See also, CAA § 
502(b )(3)(A). 
27 An EPA memo, Matrix of Title V-Rela1ed and Air Gran/-£/igibfe Ac1ivi1ies, OAQPS, U.S. EPA, September 23, 1993 (the 
"matrix guidance"), page 8, which clarifies that enforcement costs are counted for part 70 purposes prior to the filing ofta 
complaint or order. Seepage 8. 
28 The phrases cited here were originally discussed on pages 2 and 3 of the cover memorandum for the I 993 fee schedule 
guidance. 
29 Note that the EPA 's 1993 fee schedule guidance contains the statement that "the costs of reviewing and acting on 
applications for permits required under Act provisions other than title V need not be recouped by title V fee." This statement 
has been interpreted by some to mean that the costs of non-title V pem1its "are not needed" or "may op1iona/ly" be counted 
in title V costs. 
30 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)( I )(iv). 
31 Examples of non-part 70 pennits required under the Act may include ·'minor new source review" (minor NSR) permits, 
"synthetic minor'" permits, Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) pennits, and Nonanainment NSR permits 
authorized under title I of the Act. 
32 "Applicable requirements" are the air quality requirements that must be included in part 70 pennits. See the definition of 
·'applicable requirement" in 40 CFR § 70.2, which includes "any terms and conditions of any preconstruction permits issued 
pursuant to any regulations [under title I]," and certain requirements under titles I, III, IV and VI of the Act. 
33 The EPA has previously explained that consent decrees and orders reflect the conclusion of a judicial or administrative 
process resulting from the enforcement oft"applicable requirements," and, because of this, all CAA-related requirements in 
such consent decrees and orders ·'are appropriately treated as 'applicable requirements' and must be included in title V 
pennits . . .  " See In the Maller of Citgo Refining and Chemicals Company, L. P., Order on Petition Number Vl-2007-0 I, at 12 
(May 28, 2009). 
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submitted a timely and complete part 70 application and paid part 70 fees, all costs of implementing and 
enforcing the non-part 70 permit must be counted as part 70 costs.34 

Also, any implementation and enforcement activities related to a requirement that is incorporated into a 
part 70 permit that is not "federally enforceable" and would not meet the definition of an "applicable 
requirement" (e.g., a "state-only" requirement) need not be treated as a part 70 cost.35 The matrixtt
guidance also clarifies that state-only requirements are air grant-eligible activities, rather than title V
eligible activities. 

Costs of performing certain other activities related to applicable requirements.tCertain activities required 
by the Act or its implementing regulations are not "applicable requirements" as defined in part 70 
because they apply to the permitting authority rather than the source.36 We refer to such activities astt
"other activities." As such, questions often arise as to whether the costs of "other activities" are part 70 
costs, costs of the underlying standard, or costs of the preconstruction review permitting process. 

Examples of applicable requirements associated with "other activities" include, but are not limited to, 
the following: 

•tt Emissions standards or other requirements for new sources under section 111 (b) of the Act;tt

•tt Emissions standards or other requirements for existing sources under section 111 ( d) of the Act;tt

•tt Case-by-case maximum achievable control technology (MACT) standards that may be required
under section 112 of the Act; andtt

•tt Activities required by a state, federal, or tribal implementation plan (SIP, FIP, or TIP), includingtt
section 110 of the Act.tt

The 1993 fee schedule guidance stated that the cost for performing "other activities" would be part 70 
costs only to the extent the activities are "necessary for part 70 purposes."37 The 1993 fee schedulett
guidance has resulted in numerous questions over the years as to the scope of the term "part 70 
purposes." The EPA believes a clearer standard for determining when "other activities" must be 
included i n  part 70 costs would include an evaluation of: the extent to which the air agency is required to 
perform the "other activities" pursuant to part 70, title V, or the approved part 70 program; the extent to 
which the activity is performed to assure compliance with, or enforce, part 70 permit terms and 
conditions; or the extent to which a non-part 70 rule (e.g., a section 111 or 112 standard) requires the air 
agency to perform the activity in the part 70 permitting context. If an "other activity" does not meet any 

34 See EPA memo, Additional Guidance on Funding Support for State and Local Programs, Mary D. Nichols, Assistant 
Administrator for Air and Radiation, U.S. EPA, to Regional Administrators, Regions 1-X, August 28, 1994. 
35 See 40 CFR § 70.6(b)(2). 
36 Although the "other activities" may originate within a federal standard or requirement that we generally refer to as an 
"applicable requirement" and the activities may result in an "applicable requirement," the activities themselves do not meet 
the definition of "applicable requirement" within 40 CFR § 70.2. 
37 See page 2 of the introductory memorandum for the 1993 fee schedule guidance. 
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of these criteria ( e.g., a non-part 70 rule requires an activity in a non-part 70 context), it should not be 
included in part 70 costs. 

Nonetheless, if any activity is an "applicable requirement" for a source, the applicable requirement must 
be included in a part 70 permit and the costs to the air agency of including i t  in the permit (and 
implementing and enforcing) must be treated as part 70 costs.38 

For example, the cost of inco,porating a standard ( e.g., a section I 1 1  (b) standard) into a part 70 
permit- where the task is merely one of copying the requirements from the regulation unchanged into a 
permit-would be a part 70 cost. However, the cost ofdeveloping a source-specific emission limitation 
outside the permit processing context (e.g., a standard pursuant to section 1 1  l(d) emission guidelines) 
would be a section 1 1 1  cost (although the cos t of subsequently incorporating that standard into the part 
70 permit would be a part 70 cost). 

The costs of "other activi ties" related to implementation plans, including section 1 1 0  or 1 1 1  of the Act, 
should not be counted for part 70 purposes if the activities are required as part of the preconstruction 
review process or directly relate to i mplementation plan development, as required by title I of the Act. 39 

On the other hand, part 70 cos ts can include ambient monitoring or emission inventories necessary to 
implement the part 70 program (e.g., development and quality assurance of emissions inventory for 
potential part 70 sources for the purpose of determining applicability).a40 If an air agency is unsure where 
to draw the line on including such activities in part 70 costs, they should contact the EPA for assistance. 

General standard for EPA review of part 70 costs for a particular air agency. In general, the EPA expects 
that part 70 permit fees will fund the activities listed in this guidance. However, in evaluating a part 70 
program, the EPA will consider the particular design and attributes of that program. Because the nature 
of permi t ting-related acti vities can vary across air agencies, the EPA evaluates each program 
individually. The acti vities listed in this guidance may not represent the full range of activities to be 
covered by permit fees.41 Addiationally, some air agencies may have further program needs based on the 
particularities of their own air quality issues and program structure. 

Sections 11.B through ILK of this guidance provide further information on specific permitting activities 
and the extent to which the costs of such activities must be treated as part 70 costs. 

B. The Costs of Part 70 Program Administration 

All part 70 program administration cos ts must be treated as part 70 costs.42 Examples of program 
administration costs include: 

38 Seee§ 70.9(b)(l)(ii), (4). 
39 Implementation plan development is mandated under title I of the Act and costs typically include such activities as 
maintaining state-wide emissions inventories and performing ambient monitoring and emissions modeling of air pollutants 
for which national ambient air quality standards have been set. 
40 See the matrix guidance at page I .  
41 The fee demonstration guidance cites various factors that may affect the types of activities included in a permit program 
and influence costs. See fee demonstration guidance at 4-5. 
42 This section includes many activities that would be categorized as part 70 costs under 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)( I )(i)-(iii) that are 
not covered elsewhere in subsequent sections of this guidance and are necessary to conduct a part 70 program. 
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• Program infrastructure costs ( e.g., development of part 70 regulations, implementation guidance, 
policies, procedures, and forms); 

• Program integration costs (adapting to changes in related programs, such as NSR, section 1 12 
programs, and other programs); 

• Data system implementation costs (including data systems for submitting permitting information 
to the EPA, for permit program administration, implementation and tracking and to provide 
public access to permits or permit information); 

• Costs to operate local or Regional offices for part 70, the costs of interfacing with other state, 
local, or tribal offices ( e.g., briefing legislative or executive staff on program issues and 
responding to internal audits); 

• Costs related to interfacing with the EPA (e.g., related to program oversight, including program 
evaluations, responding to public petitions, revising implementation agreements between the air 
agency and the EPA); and 

• Activities similaar to those above. 

In addition, there are other program implementation costs, such as the costs of making determinations of 
which sources are subjaect to part 70 permitting requiremaents that must be treated as part 70 costs.43 

Examples of such activities include: 

• Maintaining an inventory of part 70 sources ( e.g., for enfoarcement of the requirement for sources 
to obtain a permit or for part 70 fee purposes); 

• Costs of determining if an individual source is a major source (for applicability purposes); 

• Costs of determining if a source qualifies for coverage under a general permit (if the air agency 
chooses to issue them); and 

• Costs of determining if a non-major source is required to obtain a part 70 permit and costs of 
implementing any insignifiacant activity and emission level exemptions under part 70. 

C. The Costs of P art 70 Program Revisions 

All costs of revising an approved part 70 program must be treated as part 70 costs, including the costs of 
developing new program elements to respond to changes in requirements, whether the revisions are the 
air agency's own initiative or required by the EPA.44 Examples of program revision costs include: 

• Costs of revising the program elements that are changing (e.g., progran1 legal authority, 
implementing regulations, data systems, and other program elements); 

43 Many of these activities may also be described as related to reviewing and acting on applications for part 70 permits, as 
provided in 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(l)(ii). 
44 See 40 CFR § 70.4(i). 
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• Costs of documenting the changes; and 

• Costs associated with obtaining the needed approvals, including for submitting program 
revisions to the EPA and any necessary follow-up work related to obtaining approval. 

D. The Costs of Reviewing Applications and Acting on Part 70 Permits 

All costs of reviewing an application for a part 70 permit, developing applicable requirements as part of 
the process of a permit, and ultimately acting upon the application must be treated as part 70 costs.t45 

These costs must include the costs of the application completeness determination, the technical review 
of the application (including the review of any supplemental monitoring that may be needed, review of 
any compliance plans, compliance schedules, and review of initial compliance certifications included in  
the application), drafting permit terms and conditions to reflect the applicable requirements that apply to 
the source, determining if  any permit shields apply, public participation, the EPA and affected air 
agency review, and issuing the pemlit. The cost of these activities must be included for initial permit 
processing, pemlit renewal, permit reopening, and permit modification. 

The costs of developing part 70 permit terms and conditions. All costs associated with the development 
of pem1it tem1S and conditions to reflect the "applicable requirements," including the costs of 
incorporating such terms i n  part 70 permits, must be treated as part 70 costs. The applicable 
requirements include the emissions limitations and standards and other requirements as provided for in 
the definition of applicable requirements in 40 CFR § 70.2. Such costs may include the costs to 
determine the provisions of the applicable requirements that specifically apply to the source, to develop 
operational flexibility provisions, netting/trading conditions, and appropriate compliance conditions 
(e.g., inspection and entry, monitoring and reporting). Appropriate compliance provisions may include 
periodic monitoring and testing under 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B) and monitoring sufficient to assure 
compliance under 40 CFR § 70.6(c)( l ). 

Part 70 also requires certain regulatory provisions to be included in permits, such as citation to the origin 
and authority of each permit term, a statement of permit duration, requirements related to fee payment, 
certain part 70 compliance and reporting requirements, a permit shield (if provided by the air agency), 
and similar terms. The costs of developing such terms must be covered by permit fees.46 

The costs of developing "state-only" permit terms need not be treated as part 70 costs. Air agencies 
should screen or separate "state-only" requirements from federally-enforceable requirements and
whi le the act of separating part 70 terms from state-only terms should be treated as part 70 costs-the 
costs of developing state-only permit terms, putting them in the part 70 permit, and implementing and 
enforcing them as they appear in the part 70 permit need not be treated as part 70 costs for fee 
purposes.t47 

45 See CAA section 502(b)(3)(A)(i); 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(lt)(ii). 
46 See 40 CFR § 70.6. 
47 See the matrix guidance, which notes that state-only requirements in part 70 permits are air-grant-eligible activities, rather 
than title V-eligible activities. 
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The costs of public participation and review (by the EPA and the affected air agency).tAll costs of 
notices (or transmitting information) to the public, affected air agencies and the EPA for part 70 permit 
issuance, renewal, significant modifications and (if required by state or local law) for minor 
modifications (including staff time and publication costs) must be treated as part 70 costs. 48 

Any costs associated with hearings for part 70 permit issuance, renewal, significant modifications, and 
for minor modifications (if required by state or local law), including preparation, administration, 
response, and documentation, must be treated as part 70 costs. 

All costs for the air agency to develop and provide a response to public comments received during the 
public comment period must be treated as part 70 costs. 

Any costs associated with transmitting necessary documentation to the EPA for review and response to 
an EPA objection must be treated as part 70 costs.49 Also, the costs associated with an air agency's 
response to an EPA order granting objection to a part 70 permit and/or the costs of defending challenges 
to part 70 permit terms in state court must be treated as part 70 costs. 

E. The Costs of Implementation and Enforcement of Part 70 Permits 

With some exceptions related to court costs and enforcement actions, the costs of implementing and 
enforcing the terms of any part 70 permit must be treated as part 70 program costs. 50 Implementation and 
enforcement of permit terms and conditions related to part 70 includes requirements for compliance 
plans, schedules of complitance, monitoring reports, deviation reports, and annual certifications. 

The costs of any follow-up activities when compliance/enforcement issues are encountered should be 
treated as part 70 costs. Part 70 costs include such activities as conducting site visits, stack tests, 
inspections, audits, and requests for information either before or after a violation is identified (e.g., 
requests similar to the EPA's CAA section 114 letters). 

Part 70 costs should include the costs for any notices, findings, and letters of violation, and the 
development of cases and referrals up until the filing of the complaint or order. Excluded from permit 
costs are enforcement costs incurred after the filing of an administrative or judicial complaint.5 1 

Part 70 costs must also include the costs of implementing and enforcing any restrictions on potential to 
emit (PTE) that are included in a part 70 permit, whether they originate in the part 70 permit or were 
transferred from a non-part 70 permit, such as a minor NSR permit for a "synthetic minor source." 

48 See 40 CFR § 70.7(h) concerning public participation and 40 CFR § 70.8 concerning the EPA and affected air agency 
review. 
49 See 40 CFR § 70.8(a). 
50 See 40 CFR §§ 70.4(b), 70.6, 70.9(b)( I)(iv), and 70.1t1 .  
5 1  See the matrix guidance at page 8. 
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F. The Costs oflmplementing and Enforcing the Requirements of Non-Title V Permits Required 
Under the Act 

Part 70 fees must cover the costs of implementing and enforcing the terms and conditions of "other 
permits" (non-part 70 permits) required under the Act, such as preconstruction review permits under title 
I ,  that have been incorporated in part 70 permits as "applicable requirements."52 

Also, the costs of implementing and enforcing the terms and conditions of consent decrees and orders 
that originate in a non-part 70 permit that are incorporated into a part 70 permit must be treated as part 
70 costs. See Section II.A of this guidance. 

The costs of implementing and enforcing applicable requirements for "prospective part 70 sources" need 
not be treated as part 70 costs until such time as the source submits a timely and complete permit 
application and pays fees. In addition, the costs of implementing and enforcing "state-only" 
requirements need not be treated as part 70 costs. 

G. The Costs of Performing Certain "Other Activities" Related to Applicable Requirements 

Certain activities are required by the Act but are not "applicable requirements" because they apply to the 
permitting authority, rather than the source; such activities are referred to as "other activities."53 

Examples of applicable requirements that contain these activities include, but are not limited to, 
standards for existing sources under section 111 ( d) of the Act; case-by-case MACT under sections 112 
of the Act; and certain activities required by a SIP, FIP, or TIP, including section 110 of the Act. The 
costs of other activities must be treated as part 70 costs, if the air agency is required to perform the 
activities by part 70, title V, or the air agency's approved part 70 program; if a non-part 70 rule requires 
them to be performed in the part 70 permitting context; or if the activities are needed to assure 
compliance with, or to enforce, the terms and conditions of a part 70 permit. The costs of other activities 
should not be treated as part 70 costs, if they do not meet any of these criteria (e.g., a non-part 70 rule 
requires an activity that occurs in a non-part 70 context). See Section II.A of this guidance. 

H. The Costs of Revising, Reopening, and Renewing Part 70 Permits 

All costs associated with processing permit revi.sions, including for administrative amendments, minor 
modifications (fast-track and group processing)t, and significant modifications, must be treated as part 70 
costs.54 The part 70 costs must include all the costs of reviewing and acting on the application, as well as 
implementing and enforcing the revised permit tenns. 55 The costs of implementing any "operational 
flexibility provisions"56 approved into a program to streamline permit revision procedures must be 
treated as permit program costs (this may also generally be considered to be one of the costs of 
implementing a permit). 

52 Required to be treated as part 70 costs in certain cases by 40 CFR § 70.9(b )( I )(iv). 
53 Required to be treated as part 70 costs in certain cases by 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(l )(ii) and (iv). 
54 Required to be treated as part 70 costs under 40 CFR § 70.9(b)( I )(ii). Also see 40 CFR § 70.7 for more on permit issuance, 
renewal, reopening and revision procedures. 
55 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b){l)(ii) and (iv). 
56 Section 502(b)(I0) of the Act requires the operating permit regulations to include provisions to allow changes within a 
permitted facility without. requiring a permit revision under certain circumstances. The EPA refers to these provisions as 
"operational flexibility provisions." See 40 CFR § 70.4(b){l2). 
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The cost for the air agency to reopen a part 70 permit for cause must be treated as part 70 costs. The 
proceedings to reopen a permit shall follow the same procedures that apply to initial permit issuance, 
and include a requirement for the air agency to provide a notice to the source of the agency's intent to 
reopen the permit. 

When the EPA reopens a part 70 permit for cause, the air agency's costs for the proposed determination 
of termination, modification, or revocation and reissuance, and the costs to resolve the objection in 
accordance with the EPA's objection, must be treated as part 70 costs. 

The cost of renewing permits every 5 years, which involves the same procedural requirements, including 
public participation, and the EPA and affected air agency review, must be treated as part 70 costs, 57 just 
as for initial permit issuance. 

I. The Costs of General and Model Permits 

All costs for development and implementation of general and model permits under part 70 must be 
included in part 70 program costs, including the costs of drafting permits, public participation, the EPA 
review and any affected air agency's review, permit issuance, publication, assessing applications for 
coverage under the general permit, and other related costs. 58 Note that the issuance of general and model 
permits is an option for air agencies, but if such permits are issued by an air agency under part 70, the 
costs must be included in part 70 costs. 

J. The Costs of the Portion of the Small Business Assistance Program (SBAP) Attributable to 
Part 70 Sources 

The SBAP under title V is authorized to provide counseling to help small business stationary sources to 
determine and meet their obligations under the Act.59 The SBAP is authorized to provide assistance to 
small business stationary sources, as defined by CAAt§ 507(c)(l), under the preconstruction and 
operating permit programs; however, air agencies need only to include costs related to assistance with 
part 70 in part 70 costs.60 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(l)(viii). Allowable costs for part 70 include the costs to 
establish a small business ombudsman program to provide information on the applicability of part 70 to 
sources, available assistance for part 70 sources, the rights and obligations of part 70 sources, and 
options for sources subject to part 70. Allowable costs also include the costs associated with part 70 
applicability determinations. 

57 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(lt)(ii). 
58 Required to be included in part 70 costs by 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)( I )(ii) and (iv). Also see 40 CFR § 70.6(d) for more on the 
administration of general pem1its. 
59 For examples of the types of activities of a SBAP that could be attributable to part 70 sources and funded by part 70 fees, 
see Transition to Funding Portions of State and Local Air Programs with Permit Fees Rather than Federal Grants, Mary D. 
Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, U.S. EPA, to Regional Administrators, Regions I - X, July 21, 1994 
("transition guidance"); Letter from Conrad Simon, Director, Air & Waste Management Division, EPA Region II to Mr. 
Billy J. Sexton, Director, Jefferson County Department of Planning and Environmental Management, Air Pollution Control 
District, Louisville, Kentucky, January 23, 1996 ("Sexton memo"). 
60 Note that the preconstruction review permitting costs of assisting non-part 70 sources should generally not be included as 
part 70 costs, except for costs related to implementation and enforcement of permit terms from a preconstruction review 
permit that have been included in a part 70 permit. 
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40 CFR § 70.9(b)(3). 

Part 70 costs for SBAP must include the costs for outreach/publications on the requirements of part 70 
and/or the applicable requirements included in part 70 permits, the costs of assisting part 70 sources 
through a clearinghouse on compliance methods and technologies, including pollution prevention 
approaches, and the costs to assist sources with part 70 permitting, which may include the portion of 
costs for a small business comtpliance advisory panel that are related to part 70. 

K. The C osts of Permit Fee Program Administration 

All costs associated with the administration of an air agency's part 70 fee program must be included in 
part 70 costs, including the costs for revising fee schedules (as needed to cover all required costs), 
periodic updates, detailed accounting (if needed), determining the presumptive minimum for the air 
agency, participating in EPA evaluations of fee programs or similar EPA oversight activities, assisting 
sources with fee issues, auditing fee payment by sources, assessing penalties for fee payment errors, 
responding to internal audits and inquiries, and similar activities.6 1  

III. Flexibility in Fee Schedule Design 

An air agency may design its fee schedule to collect fees from sources using various methods, provided
the fee structure raises sufficient revenue to cover all required program costs.62 Thus, air agencies may 
charge: emissions-based fees based on actual emissions or allowable emissions; fixed fees for certain 
permit processes (different fees for initial permit review, renewals, or for various types of pem1it 
revisions); different fee rates (e.g., dollars per ton of emissions) for certain air pollutants; fees reflecting 
the actual costs of services for sources (such as charging for time and materials for a review); or other 
types of fees, including any combinattion of such fees. Finally, air agencies may charge annual fees or 
fees covering some other period of time. 

This flexibility for fee schedule design i s  available without regard to whether the air agency has set its 
fees to collect above or below the presumptive minimum. Many air agencies have designed their fee 
schedules to collect fees using an emissions-based approach that mirrors the approach of part 70 for 
determining the presumptive minimum program cost for an air agency.63 However, air agencies are not 
required to charge fees to sources in  that manner, and it is possible that such an approach may not 
necessarily result in fees that would be sufficient to cover all part 70 program costs. 

61 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(l)(ii); Overview of Clean Air Title V Financial Management and Reporting - A  Handbook for 
Financial Managers, Environment Finance Center, University of Maryland, Maryland Sea Grant College, University of 
Maryland. Supported by a grant from the U.S. EPA, January 1997 ("Financial Manager's Handbook") (providing an 
overview of air agency application of general government accounting, budgeting, and financial reporting concepts to the part 
70 program). 
62 See 
63 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(i). 
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IV. The EPA Review of Existing Air Agency Fee Programs 

The initial program submittals involved review of data on expected fee revenue, program costs and 
accounting practices that were prospective in nature, since little or no data would have been available on 
actual fees or costs at that time. 

At this point, the EPA review of air agency fee programs generally focuses on a review of actual data on 
fee revenue, program costs, and review of existing accounting practices. The EPA oversight of existing 
fee programs will also likely be conducted as part of a program evaluation, a separate fee evaluation, or 
through submittal of any periodic updates or detailed accountings related to fee demonstration 
requirements. The EPA has issued a separate memorandum and guidance on part 70 program and fee 
evaluations concurrently with this updated fee schedule guidance.t64 

Fee evaluations for existing part 70 programs will generally focus on ce1tain key requirements of the Act 
and part 70 for fees discussed in Section I, General Principles for Review of Title V Fee Schedules, of 
this guidance. Such reviews may cover certain aspects of air agency accounting practices and procedures 
related to fees, particularly fee assessment procedures, tracking of fee collection and revenue uses 
(including transfers in and out of part 70 program accounts), whether all part 70 costs are included in the 
air agency's accounting of costs, and potentially other accounting aspects. 

A fee evaluation may include a review of an air agency's fee program status with respect to the 
presumptive minimum defined in 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2). This may be important in cases where a part 70 
program was initially approved to charge above the presumptive minimum, in order to determine if the 
air agency is now charging less than the presumptive minimum. This is relevant because 40 CFR § 
70.9(b)(5)(i) requires an air agency to submit a detailed accounting to show that its fees would be 
adequate to cover the program costs if the air agency charges less than the presumptive minimum. This 
requirement is ongoing (not restricted to program submittals). 

In addition, the EPA revised the part 70 requirements related to calculating the presumptive minimum to 
add a "GHG cost adjustment" in an October 23, 2015, final rule.65 Although the EPA has announced a 
review of this final rule (82 FR 16330, April 4, 2017), the EPA has not proposed any specific changes to 
the "GHG cost adjustment." Because air agencies are required to collect sufficient fees to cover the costs 
of implementing their operating permit programs, they may still use the "GHG cost adjtustment" (as 
applicable) in calculating the fees owed to reflect the associated administrative burden of considering 
GHGs in the permitting process. The "GHG cost adjustment" is designed to cover the overall added 
administrative burden of adding GHGs to the permitting program in a general sense. 

64 Program and Fee Evaluation Strategy and Guidance for Part 70, Peter Tsirigotis, Director, Office of Air Quality Planning 
and Standards (OAQPS), U.S. EPA, to Regional Air Division Directors, Regions I - 10, March 27, 2018. 
65 The "GHG cost adjustment" was promulgated as part oftan October 23, 2015, final rule titled, Standards of Pe1formance 
for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New, Modified and Reconstructed Stationa,y Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, 
80 FR 64510. Specifically, see Section Xll.E. "Implications for Title V Fee Requirements for GHGs" at page 64633. See also 

40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(v) and (d)(3)(viii). 
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40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(ii)(B). 

"Presumptive Minimum" Calculation 

1 .  Calculate the "Cost of Emissions." The calculation is based on multiplying the actual 
emissions of "fee pollutants"66 (tons) from the air agency's part 70 sources for a preceding 12-
month period by the "presumptive minimum fee rate"67 ($/ton) that is in effect at the time the 
calculation is performed. 

Air agencies may exclude the following types of fee pollutants from the calculation: 
- Actual emissions of each regulated fee pollutant in excess of 4,000 tons per year on 

source-by-source basis. 68 

- Actual emissions of any regulated fee pollutant emitted by a part 70 source that was 
already included in the presumptive minimum fee calculation (i.e., double-counting of 
the same pollutant is not required). 69 

- Insignificant quantities of actual emissions not required in a permit application pursuant 
to 40 CFR § 70.S(c).70 

2. Calculate the "GHG Cost Adjustment" (as applicable)71 The "GHG cost adjtustment" is the 
cost for the air agency to conduct certain application reviews (activities) to determine if GHGs 
have been properly addressed for an annual period. The adjustment is calculated by multiplying 
the total hours to conduct the activities (burden hours) by the average cost of staff time ($/hour) 
to conduct the activities. 

To calculate the total hours for the air agency to conduct the activities, multiply the number of 
activities performed in each category listed in the following table by the corresponding "burden 
hours per activity factor," and sum the results. 72 

Table I. CHG reviews counted/or CHG cost adjustment p111poses 

Activity Burden Hours per 
Activity Factor 

GHG completeness determination 
(for initial permit or updated application) 43 

GHG evaluation for a permit modification or 
related permit action 7 

1 0GHG evaluation at permit renewal 

66 The term "fee pollutants" used here is shorthand for "regulated pollutants (for presumptive fee calculation)," as defined in 
40 CFR § 70.2. 
67 The "presumptive minimum fee rate" is calculated by the EPA in September of each year and is effective from September 
I to August 31 of the following year. The fee rate is adjusted annually for changes in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and is 
published on the following Internet site: https:l/www.epa.gov/title-v-operating-permitslpermir-fees. 
68 See 
69 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(ii)(C). For example, a source may emit an air pollutant that is defined as both a hazardous air 
pollutant and a pollutant for which a national ambient air quality standard has been established, e.g., a volatile organic 
compound. The actual emissions of such a pollutant is not required to be counted twice for fee purposes. 
70 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(ii)(D). 
71 See 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(i) and (v). 
72 The table shown here is found at 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2){v). 

1 5  



V.  

To determine the GHG cost adjustmentt($), the total hours to conduct the reviews (calculated 
above) is multiplied by the average cost of staff time ($/hour). The average cost of staff time 
must include wages, employee benefits, and overhead and will be unique to the air agency. The 
average cost may be known for the air program or may be available from the air agency budget 
office or accounting staff. 

3. C alculate the Total Presaumptive Minimum. The total presumptive minimumt($) for the annual 
period is determined by adding the "cost of emissions" ( determined in Step 1) and the "GHG 
cost adjustment," as applicable (determined in Step 2). 

See Attachment B, Example Presumptive Minimum Calculation, for an example calculation for a 
hypothetical air agency that incorporates the "GHG cost adjustment." 

Future Adjustments to  Fee Schedules 

Air agencies must collect part 70 fees that are sufficient to cover the part 70 permit program costs. 73 

Accordingly, air agencies may need to revise fee schedules periodically to remain in compliance with 
the requirement that permit fees cover all part 70 permit program costs. Changes in costs over time may 
be due to many factors, including but not limited to: changes in the number of sources required to obtain 
part 70 permits; changes in the types of permitting actions being performed; promulgation of new 
emission standards; and minor source permitting requirements for CAA sections 111, 112, or 129 
standards. Air agencies should keep the EPA Regions apprised of any changes to fee schedules over 
time. The EPA will assess the proposed revision and determine whether it must be processed by the EPA 
as a substantial or non-substantial revision. As part of this process, the EPA may request additional 
information, as appropriate. 

73 40 CFR § 70.9(a). 
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ATTACHMENT A 

List of Guidance Relevant to Part 70 Fee Requirements 

EPA Guidance on Part 70 Requirements: 

• January 1992- Guidelines for Implementation of Section 507 of the Clean Air Act Amendmentsa
Final Guidelines, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS), U.S. EPA. See pages 5 
and 11-12 concerning fee flexibility for small business stationary sources: 
http://www.epa.gov/sit es/production/fl les/2015-08/ documents/smbus.pdf 

• July 7, 1993 - Questions and Answers on the Requirements of Operating Permits Program 
Regulations, U.S. EPA. See Section 9: h1tp:l/www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/20I 5-
08/documents/bbrd _qa l .pdf 

• August4, 1993 - Reissuance of Guidance on Agency Review of State Fee Schedules for Operating 
Permits Programs under Title V, John S. Seitz, Director, OAQPS, U.S. EPA, to Air Division 
Directors, Regions I-X ("1993 fee schedule guidance"). Note that there was an earlier document on 
this subj ect that was superseded by this document: 
http://www 3. epa. gov It t n/naaqs/ aq mgu idelcoll eel ionlt 5/fees.pdf 

• August 9, 1993 - Acid Raina-Title V Guidance on Fees and Incorporation by Reference, Brian J. 
McLean, Director, Acid Rain Division, U.S. EPA, to Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Division Directors, 
Regions I, IV, and VI, Air and Waste Management Division Director, Region II, Air and Toxics 
Division Directors, Regions III, VII, VIII, IX and X and Air and Radiation Division Director, 
Region V: h1tp:l/www. epa.govlsites/productionlfiles/20 I5-08/documentslcombo809.pdf 

• September 23, 1993 - Matrix of Title V-Related and Air Granta-Eligible Activities, OAQPS, U.S. 
EPA ("matrix guidance"). The matrix notes that it is to be "read and used in concert with the August 
4, 1993, fee [schedule] guidance": http://www.epa.govl-sites/production/files/2015-
08/documents/matrix.pdf 

• October 22, 1993 - Use of Clean Air Act Title V Permit Fees as Match for Section I 05 Grants, 
Gerald M. Yamada, Acting General Cow1sel, U.S. EPA, to Michael H. Shapiro, Acting 
Administrator, Office of Air and Radiation, U.S. EPA: 
https ://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/ documentslusefees. pdf. 

• November 01, 1993 - Title V Fee Demonstration and Additional Fee Demonstration Guidance. John 
S. Seitz, Director, OAQPS, U.S. EPA, to Director, Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management Division, 
Regions I and IV, Director, Air and Waste Management Division, Region II, Director, Air, Radiation 
and Toxics Division, Region III, Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V, Director, Air, 
Pesticides and Toxics Division, Region VI and Director, Air and Toxics Division, Regions VII, VIII, 
IX and X, U.S. EPA ("fee demonstration guidance"): 
http ://www 3. epa. gov/I tn/naaqs/ aq mguidelcollect ion/t 5/feedemon.pdf 



 

 

 

• July 21,  1994 - Transition to Funding Portions of State and Local Air Programs with Permit Fees 
Rather than Federal Grants, Mary D. Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, U.S. 
EPA, to Regional Administrators, Regions I - X ("transition guidance"): 
http ://www.epa.gov/sites/production/flles/2015-08/ documentslgrantmem. pdf 

• August 28, 1 994 - Additional Guidance on Funding Support for State and Local Programs, Mary D. 
Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, U.S. EPA, to Regional Administrators, 
Regions 1- X ("additional guidance memo"): http://www.epa.gov/siteslproduction/.files/2015-
08/documents/guidline.pdf 

• January 25, 1995 - Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under 
Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Air Act (Act), John S. Seitz, Director for Office of Air Quality 
Planning and Standards, U.S. EPA, to Regional Directors, Regions I - X:  
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documentsllimit-pte-1pl.pdf 

• January 23, 1996 - Letter from Conrad Simon, Director, Air & Waste Management Division, EPA 
Region II to Mr. Billy J. Sexton, Director, Jefferson County Department of Planning and 
Environmental Management, Air Pollution Control District, Louisville, Kentucky ("Sexton memo"): 
hllps://www.epa.gov/sites/productionljiles/2016-04/documentslsexton 1996.pdf 

• January 1997 - Overview of Clean Air Title V Financial Management and Reporting -A Handbook 
for Financial Managers, Environment Finance Center, University of Maryland, Maryland Sea Grant 
College, University of Maryland. Supported by a grant from the U.S. EPA ("financial manager's 
handbook"): http://www.epa.gov/siteslproductionl.files/2015-08/documenlslt5finance. pdf 

• October 23, 2015 - Standards of Pe,formancefor Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New, Modified 
and Reconstructed Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units; Final Rule (80 FR 645t1 0). 
See Section XII.E, "Implications for Title Y_ Fee Requirements for GHGs" at page 64633: 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsyslpkg/FR-2015-l 0-23/pdf/2015-2283 7.pdf 

Guidance on Governmental Accounting Standards Relevant to Part 70: 

• Handbook of Federal Accounting Standards and Other Pronouncements, as Amended, as of June 30, 
2015, Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (F ASAB). 
http://wwwfasab.gov/pdffiles/2015 Jasab _handbook. pdf 

• Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 4: Managerial Cost Accounting Standards and 
Concepts, page 396 of the F ASB Handbook ("SFF AS No. 4"). 

• Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 7: Accounting for Revenue and Other 
Financial Sources and Concepts for Reconciling Budgetary and Financial Accounting, page 592 of 
the F ASAB Handbook ("SFF AS No. 7"). 

Statements of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB): 

• Statement No. 33, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Nonexchange Transactions (December
1998) ("GASB Statement No. 33"): 
http://www.gasb.org/jsp/GASB/Document_CIGASBDocumentPage?cid= l l 76160029148&accepted 
Disclaimer=true. 
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 • Statement No. 34, Basic Financial Statements - and Management 's Discussion and Analysis - for 
State and Local Governments (June 1999) ("GASB Statement No. 34"): 
http://www.gasb. orgljsp/GASB/Document _CIGASBDocumentPage ?cid= 1176160029121 &accepted 
Disclaimer=true. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Example Presumptive Minimum Calculation 

This attachment provides an example calculation of the "presumptive minimum" under 40 CFR part 

70 for a hypothetical air agency ("Air Agency X").t1tt

Background:
•tt The "presumptive minimum" is an amount of fee revenue for an air agency that is presumed to 

be adequate to cover part 70 costs.2 

ott If an air agency's fee schedule would result in fees that would be less than the
presumptive minimum, there is no presumption that its fees would be adequate to cover
part 70 costs and the air agency is required to submit a "detailed accounting" to show that
its fees would be sufficient to cover its part 70 costs.3 

ott If an air agency's fee schedule would result in fees that would be at least equal to the
presumptive minimum, there is a presumption that its fees would be adequate to covertt
costs and a "detailed accounting" is not required. However, a "detailed accounting" is
required whenever the EPA determines, based on comments rebutting the presumption oftt
fee adequacy or on the EPA' s own initiative, that there are serious questions regarding
whether its fees are sufficient to cover part 70 costs.4 

•tt In addition, independent of the air agency's status with respect to the presumptive minimum, at
"detailed accounting" is required whenever the EPA determines on its own initiative that therett
are serious questions regarding whether an air agency's fee schedule is sufficient to cover its parttt
70 costs. This is required because part 70 requires an air agency's fee revenue to be sufficient to 
cover part 70 permit program costs. 5 

•tt The quantity of air pollutants and the "GHG cost adjtustment" are unique to each air agency andtt
vary from year-to-year. As a result, the presumptive minimum calculated for an air agency istt
also unique to that particular agency on a year-to-year basis.tt

•tt No source should use the presumptive minimum calculation described in this attachment to 
calculate its part 70 fees.6 Sources should instead contact their air agency for more informationtt
on how to calculate fees for a source.tt

1 The example calculation follows the requirements of 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(i)-(v).tt
2 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(i).
3 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5) (concerning the "detailed accounting" requirement). 
4 See 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(5)(ii).
5 See 40 CFR §§ 70.9(a) and (b)(I). 
6 See40 CFR § 70.9(b)(3) (providing air agencies with flexibility on how they charge fees to individual sources). 
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• An air agency may calculate the presumptive minimum in several ci rcumstances: 

o As part of a fee demonstration submitted to the EPA when an air agency sets its fee 
schedule to collect at or above the presumptive minimum. 

o As part of a fee evaluation to determine if an air agency with a fee schedule originally 
approved to be at or  above the presumptive minimum now results i n  fees that are below 
the current presumptive minimum. When this occurs, the air agency i s  required to submit 
a "detailed accounting" to show that its fee schedule will be sufficient to cover all 
required program costs. Such a change in the presumptive minimum for an air agency 
may occur for many reasons over time. 7 

o To update the presumptive minimum amount for the air agency to account for changes 
that have occurred since the calculation was last performeda. A common reason for an air 
agency to do this is to recalculate the amount to add the GHG cost adjustment.8 

The presumptive minimum calculation is generally composed of three steps: 

1 .  Calculation of the "cost of emissions. "aThe "cost of emissions" is proportional to the emissions 
of certain air pollutants of part 70 sources. 

2. Calculation of the "GHG cost adjustment" (as applicable). The "GHG cost adjustment," 
promulgated in October 23, 2015, is intended to recover the costs of incorporating GHGs into the 
permitting program. 

3 .  Sum the values calculated in Steps I and 2. 

7 It has been almost two decades since most part 70 programs were approved. Changes may have occurred since then that 
would affect the presumptive minimum calculation for an air agency. For example, changes in the emissions inventory for 
part 70 sources or changes to air agency fee schedules. The part 70 rules were also revised in 2015 to add a "GHG cost 
adjustment" to the calculation of the presumptive minimum fee. 
8 See 80 FR 64633 (October 23, 201t5); 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(v). 
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Example Scenario and Calculation: 

Air Agency X performs its presumptive minimum calculation in  November of 2016 using data for Fiscal 
Year 2016 (FY16 or October 1, 2015, through September 30, 2016). 

Step 1 - C alculate the Cost of Emissions: 
The "cost of emissions" is determined by multiplying the air agency's inventory of actual emissions of 
certain pollutants from part 70 sources ("fee pollutants") by an annual fee rate determined by the EPA. 

A. Determine the Actual Emi s sions of "Fee Pollutants" for a 1 2-month Period Prior to the 
C alculation. 

Note that the term "fee pollutants" used here is shorthand for "regulated pollutants (for 
presumptive fee calculation)," a defined term in part 70,9 which includes air pollutants for which 
a national ambient air quality standard has been set, hazardous air pollutants, and air pollutants 
subject to a standard under section 111 of the Act, excluding carbon monoxide, greenhouse 
gases, and certain other pollutants. 10 Note that any preceding 12-month period may be used, for 
example, a calendar year, a fiscal year, or any other period that is representative of normal source 
operation and consistent with the fee schedule used by the air agency. 

For example, a review of Air Agency X's emissions inventory records for part 70 sources for the 
12-month period (FY16) indicates that the actual emissions of"fee pollutants" were 15,700 tons. 

Total "Fee Pollutants"t= 15,700 tons for FYl 6 

B. Determine the Presumptive Minimum Fee Rate ($/too) Effective at the Time the 
Calculation i s  Performed. 

The presumptive minimum fee rate is updated by the EPA annually and is effective from 
September l until August 31 of the following year. Historical and current fee rates are available 
online: https:l/www.epa.gov/title-v-operating-permits/permit-fees._The fee rate used in the 
calculation is the one that is effective on the date the calculation is performed, rather than the fee 
rate in effect for the annual period of the emissions data. 

For example, Air Agency X calculates its "presumptive minimum" for FY16 in November 2016. 
The air agency first refers to the EPA website (listed above) to find the fee rate effective for 
November 2016. This fee rate ($48.88) is used in the next step to calculate the cost of emissions. 

Presumptive Minimum Fee Rate ($/ton) = $ 48.88 per ton. 

9 The definition of"regulated pollutant (for presumptive fee calculation)" is found at 40 CFR § 70.2. 
10 Note that 40 CFR §§ 70.9(b)(2)(ii) and (iii) provides exclusions for certain air pollutants and includes a definition of 
"actual emissions." 
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C.aCalculate the Cost of Emissions.aa

Calculate the cost of emissions by multiplying the total tons of "fee pollutants" (value found in 
A)tby the presumptive minimum fee rate (value found intB).tt

Cost of Emissionst= "Fee Pollutants" (tons) * Presumptive Minimum Fee Rate ($/ton) 
= 15,700 tonst* $48.88/ton 
= $767,416 

Value Calculated in Step 1: Cost of Emissionsa= $767,416 

Step 2 - Calculate the GHG Cost Adjustment (as applicable): 
The "GHG cost adj ustment" is the cost for the air agency to review applications for certain permitting 
actions to determine i f  GHGs have been properly addressed. 

A.a Determine the Number of GHG Activities for Each Activity Category.aa

Determine the total number of activities processed during the period for each activity category 
listed in the following table [based on table at 40 CFR § 70.9(b)(2)(v)). 

Activity 
Burden Factor 

(hours per activity) 
GHG Completeness Determinations 
(for initial permit or updated application) 

43 

GHG Evaluations for Permit Modification or 
Related Permit Actions 

7 

GHG Evaluations at Permit Renewal 10 

For example, Air Agency X's records were reviewed to determine the number of activities that 
occurred for each activity category during FY 16: 

•tt 2 GHG completeness detem1inations for initial applicationstt
•tt 46 GHG evaluations for permit modifications or related actions

(11 significant modifications and 35 minor modifications) 
•tt 20 GHG evaluations at permit renewaltt

Note that the activities above are assumed to occur for each initial application, permit 
modification, or permit renewal, regardless of whether the source emits GHGs or is subject to 
applicable requirements for GHGs. Thus, there were 20 GHG evaluations at permit renewal 
because there were 20 permit renewals. 
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B. Calculate the GHG Burden for Each Activity Category. 

The GHG burden for each activity category is calculated by multiplying the number of activities 
for each category (identified in A) by the relevant burden factor (hours/activity) listed in the 
table above. 

GHG Burden = Number of activities * Burden factor (hours/activity) 

For example, Air Agency X calculated GHG burden as follows: 
• 2 Completeness Determinations * 43 hours/activity = 86 hours 
• 46 Evaluations for Mods or Related Actions * 7 hours/activityt= 322 hours 
• 20 Evaluations at Permit Renewal * l 0 hours/activity = 200 hours 

C. Calculate the Total GHG Burden (in hours). 

The total GHG burden hours are calculated by summing the GHG burden hours for each activity 
category determined in B.  

For example, Air Agency X calculated total GI-JG burden hours as follows: 
Total GHG Burden Hours = 86 hours + 322 hours + 200 hours 

= 608 hours 

D. Calculate the GHG Cost Adjustment. 

Calculate the GHG cost adjtustment for the period by multiplying the total GHG burden hours 
(value calculated in C) by the cost of staff time. 

GHG Cost Adjustmentt= Total GHG burden hours (hours)t* Cost of staff time ($/hour) 

For example, Air Agency X's budget office reported that the average cost of staff time for the 
Department of Natural Resources (including wages, benefits, and overhead) for FY16 was 
$56/hour. 

GHG Cost Adjustmentt= Total GHG burden hourst* Cost of staff time 
= 608 hours * $56/hour 
= $34,048 

Value Calculated in Step 2: GHG Cost Adj ustmenta= $34,048 
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Step 3 - C alculate the Total Presumptive Minimum: 
Calculate the total for the period by adding the cost of emissions (value calculated in  Step 1) and the 
GHG cost adjustment, as applicable (value calculated in Step 2). 

Presumptive minimumt= Cost of emission ($) + GHG cost adjustmentt($) 
= $767,416 + $34,048 

= $801,464 

TotalaPresumptive Minimum= $801,464 

Conclusion:aa

$801,464 is the Air Agency X's presumptive minimum for FYI 6. This value would be compared against 
the total part 70 fee revenue for the same period to determine if the total fee revenue is greater than or 
less than the presumptive minimum. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 
(P.L. 101-549) establishes an operating permit pro
gram for stationary sources of air pollution. Title V 
requires that state agencies and local air programs col
lect fees from air pennit holders to support operation 
of the permit program. Since the passage of the Clean 
Air Act, states have been working diligently to ad
dress 1he many challenges associated with the imple
mentation of the Title V program. All states and U. S. 
territories (6) have submitted operating pennit pro
grams to EPA for approval. Most of these programs 
have been approved. 

Among the myriad challenges confronting states 
in designing and implementing the Title V operating 
permit program is the need to address associated :fi
nancial management responsibilities. This document 
explores the financial challenges air quality agencies 
face whe~ implementing the Title V program. The 
goal of the document is to help state, local, and feder-
al air program personnel-especially those with limit
ed financial management experience-to understand 
the fundamentals of financial IDfil'!agement and report
ing. It provides an overview of Title V program fi
nancial management challe1;1ges, discusses generally 
how states are addressing these challenges, provides 
state-specific examples of Title V management and re
porting practices, and discusses pros and cons of vari- 1 

ous approaches to financial man~gement. 
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This overview report was developed to be an 
introductory guide to key Title V financial manage

ment responsibilities - but should not be considered 
to be form.al EPA guidance. The report was devel
oped through a broadly designed interview-survey 
process that explored the state/local application of gen
eral government accounting, budgeting, and financial 
reporting concepts to the Title V program. The prima
ry target audience for this document includes state and 
local air quality agencies that are in the process of de
veloping or refining the :financial management and re
porting aspect of their Title V programs. 

The remainder of this report is presented in five 
sections. The next section provides a brief description 
of the Title V management challenges as were identi
fied through the research phase of the project. 
Sections three, four, and five explore the primary fi
nancial management challenges. The findings of the 
study are summarized in the conclusion section of this 
report. 

How Many Air Programs Are There? 

There are 56 state (including the District of 
Columbia and Territories) and 60 local air operating 
permit programs in the United States. Most states in 
the U.S. have a single program account for all air pro
gram operating procedures, fees, and permits within 
their state. 

In eleven states there are also local air programs. 
Some states allow these local programs to collect and 
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distribute their own Title V fees . In other states, 
however, a state agency collects all Title V fees and 
distributes them to the local programs. In California, 
on the other band, there is no state program at all, and 
all 34 local pennitting authorities submit operating 
pennit programs directly to the EPA. 

There are no multi-state Title V permit programs. 
There a;e, however, some multi-state boards which 
discuss certain environmental issues, including air 
pollution and Title V pennits. 

CLEAN AIR ACT 

OPERATING PERMITS PROGRAMS 

Number of Number of Number of 
Region States/ferritories State Programs Local Programs 

I 6 6 0 
II 4 4 0 
Ill 6 6 0 
IV 8 8 10 
V 6 6 0 

VI 5 5 1 
VII 4 4 2 

VIII 6 6 0 
IX 7 7 39 
X 4 4 8 

Total 56 56 60 

Introduction vii 



STATES WITH LOCAL PROGRAMS 

Number of 
Region State Local Programs 

IV Alabama 2 
IV Kentucky 1 
IV North Carolina 3 
IV Tennessee 4 
VI New Mexico 1 

VII Nebraska 2 
IX Arizona 3 
IX California 34 
IX Nevada 2 
X Oregon 1 
X Washington 8 

Overview of Title V Program Management 
Challenges 

The introduction of the Clean Afr Act Title V Fee 
Program presented many challenges to state air quali 
ty agency personnel, specifically in the areas of :finan
cial management and reporting. Historically these 
agencies have been involved with the implementation 
and management of the Section 105 program, funded 
by federal grants. Conversely, T-itle V does not pro
vide federal grants to state air quality agencies for 
program implementation. Instead, the Title V pro
gram is designed to be completely self sufficient, rely
ing on fees received from Title Y permittees to offset 
program expenditures. In many cases, the Title V pro
gram is the first major fee-based program implement
ed by state air quality agencies . 
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Lea.ming to fiscally account for fee-based program 
revenues and expenditures is the primary challenge 
facing air quality age~cies that have historically dealt 
pripiarily with grant-based programs. Further, these 
agencies must now learn to manage fee-based and 
grant-based program resources simultaneously. The 
Title V program requires state air qua1ity agencies to 
account for Title V resources in a fashion that segre
gates them from other air qua1ity programs, requiring 
state agencies to review the methods used to account 
for program resources. 

Based on interviews conducted with state and lo
cal air program personnel, the financial management 
and reporting challenges facing Title V program agen
cies can be broken down into three categories: 

• Time Keeping and Cost Allocation. As a result of 
Title V, air quality agencies modified procedures for 
tracking and distributing labor and non-labor costs 
among Title V and non-Title V programs. A key 
cpallenge these agencies face is addressing the 
manner in which indirect costs are allocated to 
these programs. 

• Accounting Fund Structures and Controls. In es
tablishing the Title V program, air quality agencies 
bad to select an accounting fund structure for the 
Title V program. Different fund structures are rec
ommended for different types of activity by the 
governmental accounting industry. Also, the fund 
structure would need to assure the pemut program 
is managed as a segregated set of accounts to assure 
compliance with the Clean Air Act. 
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• Internal and External Reporting. Finally, those 
agencies jmp]ementing the Title V program are de

veloping internal and external reporting procedures 
for their stakeholders. Assessing the success of the 
Title V program will rely heavily on the use of 
sound reporting practices. 

These categories follow the natural sequence of 
actual fiJ1anciaJ management activities. First, the flow 
of financial information begins with the injtial input 

of labor cost information in the time keeping process. 
Next, financial information is organized in the budget 
and accounting system. Finally, the info1mation is 
reported in financial and other reports that are gener
ated for internal and external reporting. 
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CHAPTER 1: TIME KEEPING 
AND COST ALLOCATION 

Introduction 

Time Keeping 

The ability to accurately track time spent by em
ployees jg just as important in the government sector 
as it is in the private sector. Private sector businesses 
need to keep track of what their employees are doing 
- as well as when they are doing it - in order to 
minimize costs and maximize efficiency. While these 
goals are also important for governments, sound time 
keeping procedures also allow government accounting 
departments and program staff to monitor the labor 
charges from program to program. Government bud
geting and accounting is characterized by strict segre
gation of the numerous programs. 

This same argument holds true for the Title V pro
gram. Funds to be used to pay the engineers, man
agers, and administrative staff for working on Title V 
tasks. must come from the Title V program. The only 
way to ensure the proper segregation of these labor 
charges is through the use of an appropriately de
signed time sheet process. Employees record their 
time on a daily basis by using different time codes, 
each of which refers to a unique account to which 
time is charged. After time sheets are submitted, the 
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total labor hours charged to each project can be calcu
lated, either manually or through a computerized sys
tem. Most importantly, thls information can then be 
used by accounting staff and managers alike to moni
tor the status of Title V, Section 105, or any other spe
cific air quality program. 

Cost Allocation 

A primary function of any government accounting 
system is to record accurately revenues and expendi
tures as they are realized or incurred. Timely record
ing or posting of account activity is necessary in order 
to ensure up-to-date accuracy of financial repons that 
may be scrutinized by a variety of entities. While 
timeliness is important when measuring the effective
ness of ao accounting system, it is also necessary to 
review the manner in which expenditures are allocated 
to various revenue sources. The costs of implementing 
a fee-based program such as Title V should be recov
ered by the revenues realized through the operation of 
that same program. ln order for thls to occur, effective 
governmental accounting systems need to record a]J 
direct and inclirect costs associated with program im
plementation fo a manner that allows those costs to be 
identified or recognized - as a Title V program ex
pense, for example. Once the accounting system has 
identified the program(s) to which the expense is at
tributed, the expense can then be allocated, offsetting 
the corresponding revenue source(s). Figure 1 graphi
cally depicts the flow of information associated with 
the time keeping and cost allocation process. 
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FIGURE 1: COST ALLOCATION 
AND TIME KEEPING ACTMTY 
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Al.locating Title V Costs 

Numerous costs are associated witb Title V pro
gram implementation, all of whjch can be allocated in 
a variety of ways. Direct labor incJudes those profes
sionals who can attribute all or a portion of their work 
to the Title V program. Indirect labor incJudes the ad
ministrative and manage1iaJ personnel who provjde 
general suppo1t for the entire a.ir quality division or 
department, Direct (non-labor) costs are those costs 
incuned through the direct implementation of the Title 
V program. Finally, indirect (non-labor) costs are 
those costs focurred by the entire air quality division 
or department that will benefit all air programs. Ex
amples of each of these types of expense are present
ed below. 

Expen e Category ExampJes 

Direct Jabor • Employees responsible for Title V permitting 

• Air quality engineers conducting penruttee 
inspections 

Indirect labor • Managers of air quality agencies 

• Air quality agency administrative 
support staff 

Direct (non-labor) • TraveJ expense to visit Title V pen:nittee 
• Telephone charges for Title V program tasks 

Indirect (non-labor) • Office supplies for air quality agency 
• Utilities for air quality agency 
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Direct Cost Allocation Overview 

Allocating the appropriate clirect costs to the TjtJe 
V program is best accomplished by using time sheets 
either manual or automated, that can interact with the 
government accounting system. Willi such a system in 
place, assigning direct costs to various air quality pro
grams is a straightforward process. Air quality de
partment employees fill out time sheets weekly or 
bi-weekly to reDect the number of hours spent on var
ious tasks. By assigning a unique accom1t cbarg code 
to each task, accounting staff are able to track, in de
tail, the amom1t of direct labor charged to each air 
quality program. This information allows accounting 
departments to reconcile direct labor charges with the 
Title V program budget and also provides Title V pro
gram managers wjth information on how labor is be
ing disttibuted across various air quality programs 
such as Title V, Section 105, and others. 

rnrect, non-labor charges hould be allocated us
ing the same approach. Air quality employees that 
charge direct expenses, such as travel, to air quality 
programs can use the same accounting charge code 
procedures as for direct labor. 

lndil'ect Cost Allocation Overview 

Charging indirect labor and non-labor costs to var~ 
ious air quality prog1·ams is much more challenging 
than under the direct co t scenario. In order to main
tain efficien,t and accurate accounting practices, air 
quality program accountants and managers alike need 
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to ensure that all indirect costs are recovered, and tha1 
they are recovered equitably. 

Tbe most practical method of allocating indirect 
labor costs to Title V and non-TjtJe V programs in
volves using direct labor charges as an index. Under 
this framework, indirect labor charges are aJlocated to 
Title V and non-Title V programs based on the num
ber of direct labor hours charged to the various air 
programs. For e>;:ampJe, if Title V direct labor charges 
represent sixty percent of the total direct labor charges 
within the air quality division 1 assigning sixty percent 
of the indirect labor costs to the Title V program is 
justifiable. It can be assumed that sixty percent of the 
secretarial and managerial support time is being spent 
on Title V related tasks under this scenario. Percent
age alJocations for indjrect labor costs can be adjusted 
weekly or monthly, based on the direct labor charges 
for that period. 

Allocating indirect non-labor costs among Title V 
and non-Title V is more complicated. As indirect costs 
are to be shared among a variety of programs, they 
should be allocated in a manner where the program 
receiving the greatest benefit from the source of the 
cost is responsible for the majotity of the cost recov
ery. Unfortunately, this presents a tedious and compli
cated task for accounting staff. Instead, common 
practice usually involves the same process as de
scribed for incfuect labor; as the jnclirect non-labor 
costs are allocated based on the percentage direct 
labor charged to each program. However, some state 
program use their own discretion for allocating these 
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costs, often treating indirect non-labor costs as general 
overhead and charging to each air quality program 
equally. State-specific approaches to this type of cost 
allocation are described in the next section. 

State Title V Programs 

Accounting personnel from state air qu.ality divi
sion$ ·acioss.tl;le country were contacted in order to 
determine the common practices regarding cost allo
cation for Title V and non-Title V programs. The ma
jority of the state air quality agencies interviewed re1y 
on the methods described and recommended in the 
previous section of this document when tracking time, 
and allocating and recording costs. 

The table on page 8 contains a sample of the states 
contacted and describes their approach to cost allocation. 

Time Keeping 

Of the state air quality divisions contacted, all but 
one require the completiop of weekly timesheets to 
provide accounting and program staff with a detailed 
acc_ount of wh~re time ,is spent during the week. To 
complete the timesheet, employees must provide the 
number of (direct labor) hours worked daily on each 
particular task, each of which identified by its own 
unique aooount/charge code. The lev.el of detail in the 

accounti:~J;targe ".o·cJ_e system varies from,. state to state, 
but at the very minimum, the Title V program is rep
resented by its own Unique identifier. The majority of 
the time sheet systems in the state air quality agencies 
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TIT.LEV COST ALLOCATION AND TIME KEEPING PROCEDURES 

State Cost Allocation Time Keeping 

Maryla11d 

Mississippi 

North 

Non-labor costs are allocat·ed 
to each program (Title V, non· 
Title V, 105) based on direct 
labor charges to each pro-
gram. Maryland's sophistical-
ed MIS (Management 
Information Systems) allo-
cates these costs based largely 
on the Program Cost Accounts 
(PCAs) employees use lo 
charge their time. 

Non-labor costs are allocated 
to each program (Title V, non-
Tillll V, 105) based on direct 
labor charge,~ to each pro-
gram. 

Non-labor costs are. allocated 

Time sheets are used to allocate la-
bor to appropriate accounts. Til1c V 
will also use the PCA system_,which 
drives a nllIIlber of other fiscal re-
ports as well as indirect charges. 
Tin1e sheet and financial reporting 
systems are very closely integrated. 

Pre-printed time sheets are used and 
interface with MIS by account code. 
Employees are prevented from 
charging non-air-related accounts. 
Title V is only one account code -
more detail is desired by depan-
ment. Summary reports distributed 
to program managers monthly. 

Time sheet system will interface 
Caroli1la to each program (Title V, non- with new accounting software. Time 

Title V, J05) ba6ed 011 direct tracking began in J994 and divide.s 
labor charges to each pro- staff time into a number of cate--
gram. gories. including Title V. Activity 

codes are used to identify specific 
tasks charged to under the Title V 
category. 

Orego11 Non-labor costs are allocated The sophisticated on-line accounting 
to each program (Title V non- system interfaces with the employee 
Title V, l05) based on direct time sheet system, using very de-
labor charges to each pro- tailed task codes to reflect employee 
gram. charges to TIile V. 

Pe11nsylvania Non-labor costs arc allocated Time sheets are filled io manually, 
based on progran1 staffer • but contain codes corre-spond ing to 
recommendations as to the low-level tasks for the Title V pro• 
relative percentages that gram, lofonnation is entered into 
should be charged to Title V MIS and reports are generated show-
& non-Title V. PA is working ing expended funds per employee, 
on a more exact allocation per task, etc, 
system. 
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are computerized and inte1face wjtb the other manage
ment infonnation system(s) (MJS) in place in the 
state. This relationship among computer systems al
lows timesheet information, for example the total 
number of hours charged to Title V for the week, to 
be immediately reflected in the Title V budget system. 

Figure 2 shows an example of a completed Ume 
sheet. ln this example, the actual codes and sub-codes 
used to segregate tasks correctly are hown in the fir t 

two columns under the ''Project" hcadjng. This partic
ular employee has divided his or her time among six 
unique tasks, necessitating six unique account codes. 
The first three activities are " SR" ''New Source 
Review ') subtasks. The last three project functions 
listed are OPP (Operating Permit Program) activities. 
The ~econd column lists the operating permit program 
activity (section code). Ba ed on this information, ac
counting and program personnel can review the time 
sheet and know exactly how much time was spent on 
each task and to what accmmts that time should be 
charged, all without any guesswork. Figure 2 includes 
the actual pages from the same air quality agency that 
list and define the appropriate account sub-codes for 
the state air activities includfog the Title V Operating 
Permit Program. 

Labor Costs: Direct 

Direct labor, thos hours dedicated to a specific 
task, are accounted for using the time sheet system 
descdbed above. Employees simply enter the number 
of hours worked and the account code (or sub-code if 
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POS # 1008 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY - TIME REPORT - REPORT ENDING 04/15/96 

THE FO LOWING STATEMENT APPLIES EMl'LOYEE SIGNATURE: _ _ ______ 
LAST, fost NAME (Print) TO OM..Y NON-EXEMPT EMPLOYEcS 

l certify th3l this sWemenl reprcsentt the hours worked CERTIFIED BY ___________ 

by ~ each worlc day and work week of tlm pay period 
1111d the pay to which J Ml cntillt.d for this pay period 

PROJECT 1 2 3 4 

FUNG. SECT. 0 16 17 18 19 

NSR 014 2.00 4.00 

NSR 024 3.00 

NSR 034 1.00 5.00 

OPP INS 5.00 4.00 

OPP PAA 3.00 4.00 

OPP EIF 1.00 

V.T.T. 

S.L.T. 

M.1. L. 

A.C.T 

TOTAL HOURS 8.00 

ICOMP. EARNED 

8.00 8.00 8.00 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

8.00 6.00 

1.00 1.00 8.00 

5.00 2.00 

2.00 7.00 

1.00 

7 .00 

8.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 0.00 

14 15 

29 30 31 TOTAL 

1.00 21 .00 

3.00 16.00 

4.00 17.00 

18.00 

8.00 

. 8.00 

0 .00 

I 0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
-

0.00 

0.00 . 0,00 

0.00 

0 .00 8.00 0.00 88.00 

0.00 



applicable.) After the time sheets are submitted and 
approved, the actual hours are charged to appropriate 
Title V or non Title V program. 

Figure 2 also shows total direct labor charges for 
an air quality agency employee. The "Total Hours" 
line displays the total hours charged for the day and 
period (two weeks in this case) , while the far right 
-column "Total" shows the number of hours spent on 
each particular task. 

Am. QUALITY DIVISION 

TIME SHEET BUDGET & ACTIVITY CODES 

JUNE 21, 1994 

Operating Permit Program 
Function Code OPP 

Section Code 
(Activity) Explanation 

INS Facility Inspeetions and Report 
Writing/Staff Review 

PAR Operating Permit Application Review 
EIF Emissions Inventory/fee Assessment 
REG Regulation and SIP Development for 

Stationary Sources 

AMM Ambient Monitoring - See March 24, 
1994 budget Chargeable Work 
Activities for list of activities . 

VIS Visibility Monitoring 
CEM CEMs Certification and Audits 
SKT Stack Tests Witness and Review 
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CPL Review of Facility Compliance 

Reports 
SBA Small Business Technical Assistan~ 

Program 
EPA EPA Reporting 
FIL Filing 
AQB Air Quality Advisory Board 
BPT Budget Preparation and Tracking 
CMI Complaint Investigation (Stationary 

Source) 
ENF Enforcement prior to Filing in Court 
ADM General Administrative Duties. 

(Reserved for Administrator 
Secretaries, Program Manager) 

New Source Review (NSR) Function Code NSR 

Section Code (Project/Activity) 

Assigned 
Application# A Unique Application number is 

assigned for each application corre
sponding to company name and date 
of application 

ADM General Administrativ.e Duties 
(Reserved for Program Mgr. and 
Administrator) 
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Non Fee Program (EPA 105 Grant and State General 
Fund) 

Function Code 
(Budget) 105 

Section Code (Activity) and Explanation 

M1M_ Ambient Monitoring (See March 24, 
1994 Budget Chargeable Work 
Activities for full list of activities) 

ASB Asbestos and Indoor Air · 
CNII Complaint Investigation (Not related 

to stationary sources.) 
REG Regulation and SIP Development (Not 

related to stationary sources). 
Budget Preparation and Tracking 
Enforcement Activities-including all 
enforcement actions for asbestos and 
work after filing in court for stationary 
sources. 

ADM General Administrative Duties ' 
(Reserved for Administrator, 
Secretaries, and Program Manager) 

RAD Radiological Activities 
RSI Railroad Safety Initiative 

Labor Costs: Indirect 

For most of the aj.r qualicy agencie interviewed , 
th process of allocating indirect labor cost is based 
on the direct labor tracking system described above. 
Labor costs for air quality division managers and 
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administrative support staff that are not directly attrib
utable to a program activity code are allocated based 
on the percentage of total labor charged to each of the 
air programs, e.g., Title V, Section 105, etc. Using 
the employee time sheet system, the total number of 
direct labor hours charged to each air quality program 
is calculated along with the percentage that program 
represents of total direct 1abor charges. These percent
ages are then multiplied by the total number of indi
rect labor hours charged for the same period , resulting 
in the proper aUocation to be charged to each air qual
ity program. Most air quality agen~ies interviewed 
rely on their MJS to perform these caJculations , while 
others make the calculations manualJy. 

Non-labor Costs 

Direct non-labor costs are allocated and recorded 
differently from state to state. Some agency staff that 
were interviewed rely on the time sheet system to 
track these costs, usually for travel expenditures that 
are to be charged to a particular program, e.g ., a Trne 
V perrnittee inspection . Other agencies use an inde
pendent expense authorization system to approve, pay, 
allocate, and record direct costs . Regardless of the 
subtle procedural differences, all agency staff inter
viewed use an account/charge code to ensure that the 
direct (non-labor) costs are charged to the appropriate 
air quality program, a code that usual)y differs from 
that used to allocate and record Jabor charges within 
the time sheet system. Additionally, all those inter
viewed relied on their agency's MIS at some level to 
charge direct costs to the various air program budgets. 
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As expected, allocating and recording indirect 
non-labor c-osts to the various air quality programs 
presents a greater challenge to the state agencies con
tacted. As described previously, indirect non-labor 
costs would best be allocated among various air pro
grams by assessing the amount of benefit or usage 
each program realizes as a result of incurring the indi
rect cost. Again, measuring the relative contribution of 
each indirect expenditure to each air program could 
present a unacceptable administrative burden as at
tempts are made to calculate, for example, the amount 
of air conditioning costs to be charged to the Title V 
program. Instead, the majority of the state air quality 
agen_cies interviewed relied on the direct labor per
centage calculation described above in order to allo
cate their indirect non-labor costs. The remaining 
states grouped these indirect non-labor costs into an 
overhead-like category, distributing the costs equally 
among all of the air quality programs. Again, all state 
agencies contacted rely on their MIS at some level to 
allocate, record, and post these costs to the proper air 
program budgets. 

Lessons Learned by Air Quality Agencies 

Although the Title V program is relatively new 
and state and local agencies are just now beginning to 
implement the accounting procedures necessary to 
manage the program, a few lessons have been learned 
that can provide insight for local air quality agencies 
as they develop their own programs. 
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Allocation-Methods 

Generally speaking, the methods used by various 
air quality agencies to allocate costs among Title V 
and non-Title V programs have been in use for many 
years. The use of ti.me sheets and the practice of in
dexing indirect labor and indirect non-labor costs to 
direct labor hours has a long history in both public 
and private sectors. However, most of the agencies 
contacted expressed the desire for a more exact or de
tailed approach to indirect cost allocation. While !]lese 
agencies, for the most part, were unable to offer any 
suggestions toward efficient improvements, a few of 
the agencies were in the process of refining their MIS 
to allow for greater control over indirect cost alloca
tion , using.indices in place of or in adaition to direct 
labor hours. 

Some air quality agencies also raised concerns 
over direct non-labor cost allocation practices. While 
most charges are easily categorized and recorded as 
Title V, Section 105,. etc., some direct charges, espe
cially those shared among programs , are more diffi
cult to allocate. For example, an air quality engineer 
incurs travel expenses for a trip to visit a Title V per
mittee. However, on the same trip, that engineer also 
perfortns a site- vish under the Section 105 program. 
To which program should the engineer charge the (di
rect) travel costs? Indirect costs would be allocated 
based on direct labor hours . but travel expenses are 
direct costs and must be charged directly to a specific 
program. In some states, the answer lies in the engi
neer 's own judgement regarrung the extent to wruch 
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the trip was p1imarily to conduct one activjty or an

other. Most states have informal polides or practices 
in place that result in equal sharing of costs between 
air program budget centers such as the Title V pro

gram and the Section 105 grant program. Regardless 
of the process that states have devised jt is irnpoJ1ant 

to pojnt out that these procedures should ·be formally 
documented and communicated to EPA Regional Air 
contacts. Documentation of the practices wj]] belp to 
minimize any misunderstandings regarding cost shar

ing approaches. 

Accou.n.t/Charge Codes 

Many air quality agencies expressed difficulty in 

implementing the time ·sheet system with respect to 
account/charge codes. Jnterviews with agency ac

counting personnel indicated that some time sheet sys
tems contain too many codes , sub-codes, sub-sub
codes , etc. fm charging tasks w1der Title V, or non

Title V programs. In these cases , air quality program 
personnel are sometimes inconsistent with respect to 
charging time to identical tasks. This problem is ag
gravated by the fact that few accounting staff persons 

are reguired to understand the subt1e differences be-
tween these often technical tasks and are unable to 

correct the MIS-coding singlehandedly. 

Conversely, about the same number of agencies 
claim the account/charge codes are not detailed 
enough, with a few air quality agencies using only 

one accmmt/charge code for all Title-V-related tasks. 
This weakness leaves air program manageTs without 
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adequate information concerning the specific tasks 
with which their employees are involved. 

Several agencies indicated that they have already 
modified their activity code lists to facilitate use and 
achieve more accurate recording of time and expense 
charges. It should be expected that agencies will con
tinue to modify their activity codes as they gain more 
experience with the Title V program and identify 
ways of improving the process. 

MIS/Time Sheet System 

Many of the individuals interviewed in air quality 
agencies are currently working to enhance their man
agement information syst~ms (MIS) and to expand the 
role of MIS in air quality program management. 
While all of those interviewed employ MIS to some 
degree, most are moving towards significant system 
enhancements that will present budget comparison re
ports, labor distribution reports, and other financial 
comparisons in real time, talcing into account the most 
up-to-date data in the system. For all of the state air 
quality agencies, these enhancements include sophisti
cated interfaces between the MIS accounting/finance 
modules and the agency's time sheet system, allowing 
up-to-date information on labor cost allocation among 
Title V and other air quality programs. 

Report Reconciliation/Review 

Finally, most of the air quality agencies expressed 
the need for a more thorough review process. with 
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respect to the time sheet system and cost allocation 
procedmes. Specifically, air quality agency accounting 
personnel beheve perjodic interaction is required be
tween accounting staff and air program staff to ensure 
that direct and indirect labor and non-labor charge 
are being allocated and recorded correctly. Because 
most accounting personnel are not familiar with the 
technical nuances among programs and tasks , the re
vjew of time and cost a11ocation procedures should in
clude air program managers to ensure that those 
allocations c]o. ely mirror actual program activities. 

Conclusion 

AU of the tate air quality agencies referenced in 
this section have been quite successful in implement
ing procedures to monjtor time and track indirect and 
direct costs associated with administering the Title V 
program in concert with other non-Title V programs. 
Most agencies are relying on methods of cost alloca
tion that have been in use for many years and yield 
acceptable results, while other state are working to 
jmprove the procedures further. The fiscal manage
ment of the Title V program will continue to be re
fined by state air quality agencies as program and 
accounting staff continue to share lrnowledge and 
expanding management iuformation systems- take on 
greater roles. 
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CHAPTER 2: ACCOUNTING 

FRAMEWORKS FOR TITLE V 
PROGRAl\1S 

Government accounting and financia11eporting 
practices cliffer considerably from those found in the 
private , commercial sector. Generally accepted ac
counting principles (GAAP) for government provide 
strict guidelines concerning the methods used to man
age the resources provided by taxpayers. While 
GAAP standards for business enterprises are designed 
to provide information needed by investors and credi
tors, GAAP standards foJ government are intended to 
en ure legal compliance as well as security for public 
resmuces. ln most cases , GAAP standards are accom
panied by state accounting rules that must also be fol
lowed, resulting in a multi-layered oversight of tbe 
government accounting process. 

One of the primary differences between govern
ment accounting and the prjvate sector is the GAAP
recommended use of fund accounting. Acconiing to 
the Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
(GASB) a fund is defined as: 

A fiscal and accounting entity with a self-balanc
ing set of accounts recording cash and other 
financial resources, together will all related lia
bilities and residual equities or balances, and 
changes therein, which are segregated for the pur
pose of carrying on specific activities or atta£ning 
certain. objectives in accordance with special 
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regulations, restrictions, or limitations. (Source: 
GASB Codification of Governmental Accounting 
and Financial Reporting Standards, Section 1300) 

Simply stated. fund accounting is the practice of 
separating the record keeping activity of any number 
of individual funds. A fund can be viewed a a fiscal 
entity with segregated accounting records used to im
plement a specific program or activity. A federal 
grant, for example might be accounted for in a sepa
rate fund. Most state and local governments have re
lied on fund-based accounting systems for many years 
in order to administer and manage a variety of differ
ent programs. 

Understanding fund accounting is very important 
to the management of Title V permit programs at the 
state and local program level. The assignment of a 
specific fund type to the Title V program by a state/lo
cal program establishes the expected level of segrega
tion from other state funds ; the degree to which the 
fund is meant to be a self-suppo11ing, business-type 
enterprise; and the types of reports that will be avail
able for internal and external reporting. 

This section is designed to familiarize state and lo 
cal program managers with fund accounting as it re
lates to the operation of Title V programs. It provides 
an explanation of fund types that are available for u e 
by states, describes the accounting approach that 
states and local programs are now using, and presents 
criteria for evaluating the need to modify a state's ac
counting structure. 
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Types ofFunds 

1n general, governments can choose from generic 
types of funds to manage programs. These fund types 
are genera1Jy divided into four categories: Govern

ment Fund Prop1fotary Funds , FiduciaTy Funds and 
Account Groups. Each type of fund has its own char
acteristics and is used for different government activi
ties and programs. 

Figure 3 provide a graphical summary of the or
ganization of govenune.nt f1mds. 

Government Funds 

The largest fund category, government funds 

are used to account fm aU genernl government op
erations, such as fire and police protection public 
works, parks , and recreation. There are five flmd 
types within this category: 

J. The General Fund is the chjef operating 
fund of a ta.te or locaJ government and is 
used to account for all program re, ow;ce 
that are :not accounted for in other funds. 
The government uses only one general 
fund, containing the majority of jts finan
cial transactions. 

2. Special Revenue Funds are used to 
account for finances that are legally restric
ted or earmarked for specific purposes , 
such as the state implementation of an 
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environmental mandate. For example, a 
federal grant most likely would reside in a 
fund of this type. 

GASB states that special revenue fund 
types may be used: 

to account for the proceeds of specific rev
enue sources that are legally restricted to 
expenditure for specific purposes. (Source: 
GASB Cod~fication ofGovernmental Ac
counting and Financial Reporting Stan
dards, Section 1300.104) 

It should be noted that the definition of a special 
revenue fund is permissive, not prescriptive. A 
special revenue fund may be used under govern
ment program circumstances described above, 
but it is not a requirement. Many governments 
do not use special revenue funds, choosing in
stead to report (restricted) activities in their gen
eral fund. However, the benefits of special 
revenue fund accounting over that of the general 
fund will be examined later in this document. 

3. Capital Projects Funds account for finances 
used for major capital development. Govern
ments usual1y prefer to account for these re
sources in funds separate from other 
operations. 

4, Debt Service Funds are used to account for 
the repayment of government long-tenn 
debt, such as major bond issuances. 
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FIGURE 3: 
FUND ORGANIZATION CHART 

State .::: 
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Fund Types 

I ! I I 
1. General 2. Special 3. Capital 4. Debt 5. Special 

Fund Revenue Projects Service , Assessment 

It Proprietary 
Fund Types 

I 
I I 

1. 2. lntemal 
Enterprise Service 

Ill. Fiduciary 
Fund Types 

I 
1. Trust and 

Agency Funds 

I 
I I 

Agency Pension Expendable Nonexpend-
Trust Trust able Trust 

~ ,,. 
r, 

. 
- n 
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5. Special Assessments Funds account for the 
funding obtained through special assess
ments for public improvements. For exam
ple, after levying a special assessment tax 
for a new sidewalk, the funds are account
ed for here. 

Proprietary Funds 

In geneial, proprietary funds are used to ac
count for those government activities and pro
grams that are similar to the private commercial 
sector, such as a transportation system or water 
system that receives direct payment for services. 

1. Enterprise Funds are used to acc~mnt for 
activities that are operated much like pri
vate sector business enterprises. Govern
ments need to charge users for a variety of 
public services to recover all or a portion 
of the costs associated with a particular 
program or activity. Public utilities are a 
popular ex~mple of an entity fiscally man
aged within this type of fund. 

According to GASB, this type of fund may 
be used: 

to account/or operations (a) that are fi
nanced and operated in a manner similar 
to private business enterprises - where 
the intent of the governing body is that the 
costs (expenses, including depreciation) of 
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providing goods or se17Jices to the general 
public on a continuing basis be financed 
or recovered primarily through user 
charges; or (b) where the governing body 
has decided that periodic determination or 
revenues eamed, expenses incurred, and/or 
net income is appropriate for capital main
tenance, public policy, management con
trol, accountability, or other purposes. 
(Source: GASB Codification of 
Governmental Accounting and Financial 
Reporting Standards, Section 1300.]04) 

The benefits of using enterprise funds 
to account for the Title V program will be 
presented in the next section. 

2. Internal Service Funds account for opera
tions similar to those found in an enterprise 
fund, but for entities that provide goods 
and services to other government deprut
ments. Government piioting and data pro
cessing are examples of activities 
accounted for :in these funds. 

Fiduciary Funds 

Fiduciary funds are used to account for assets 
held by the government as a third-party trustee or 
agent. Examples of the funds accounted for in
clude government pension plans and willed assets. 
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1. Trust and Agency Funds 

• Agency Funds are used to account for 
non-government assets or assets be
longing to another government, such as 
a county that collects taxes on a coun
ty.wide basis. 

Pension Trust Funds account for gov
ernment pension plans 

• Expendable Trust Funds account for 
government assets that have been pro
vided to that government via a trust or 
other agreement. Under expendable 
trusts, interest and principal may be ex
pended based on the provisions of the 
agreement. Assets left to the govern
ment are often placed in this type of 
fund. 

The use of expendable trust funds to account 
for Title V program resources will be present
ed in the next section. 

• Nonexpendable Trust Funds are similar 
to expendable trusts 1 except that only 
interest earnings may be expended, 
leaving the original principal intact. 
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Government Fund Accounting Reports 

All of the government fund s desc1ibed above are 

designed to ensure effective accounting for public 
monies. In order tote t tllis objective, governments 

rely on financial reports. StakehoJders which include 

tax payers, government accounting department~ and 

program personnel to name a few, have a vested inter
est iu tl1e statu of fund resomce . The creation of peri
odi financiaJ report s such as balance sheets, revenue/ 

expenditur statements budget vs. actual compar-
i ons etc. provide jmportant infom1ation. More spe

dfically, these rnports can be used to verify that 
pecific programs , such as Tit1e V are being imple

mented efficiently and in accordance witll government 
accounting standards. 

As de c1ibed in the following section the reports 
that can be generated and sub equently used to account 

for tbe resources of a government program vary slight
ly based on the specific government fund type used . 

Ac.counting for the Title V Program 

State and local ajr quality agencjes are con erned 

with how Title V resources are managed . Fir t of all , 
agency managers need to know that the program is 
being managed in such a way that user fees are cover~ 

ing program costs. They also need to know that Title 
V staff time and expen e are being covered using 
Title V resources and conversely, that non-Title V 

program expenses are not being recovered through the 
Title V program. Not onJy is this information valuable 
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to the air quality agencies administering the Title V 
program, but also to a number of other stakeholders , 
including the Title V permittees , state and local gov
ernment officials, USEPA, and the general public, 
each of which has an interest in the efficient and ef
fective operation of the Title V program. 

As long as the particular government fund com
plies with GAAP and state or local requirements , 
there are no restrictions as to which accounting fund 
encompasses the Title V program. However, while 
there are numerous fund types in governmental ac
counting, only a few can be c.onsidered viable for 
Title V accounting based on the GASB definition of 
the fund types. In the governmental fund type catego
ry, possible candidates include the general fund and a 
special revenue fund, though it is likely that general 
fuQ.d accounting for a Title V permit program would 
be considered inappropriate because of the lack of 
earmarked fund segregation (see below). Capital 

TrrLE V PROGRAM AccoUNTlNG: 
APPROPRIATE GOVERNMENT FUND TYPES 

Fund Category Fund Type 

Governmental Funds • General Fund 
• Special Revenue Fund 

Proprietary Funds • Enterpdse Fund 

Fiduciary Funds • Expendable Trust 

30 Chapter Zi Accounting Frameworks for Title V Programs 



.

pro:i~ets:.(lebtiserw-ihl.and IspecialIassessme.n11:ffuioo"S 
serve :p~.1np,psessd:i$S3inilt\Mevtho:s1:1;ofitha.:1l1.bi~ V JlWJ,

gra1 Fn, J11u tlnhcgDOJqri-e:t ar~rffimil aateg011Y,1~:.Gilfu-; WlfWWM 
be aecountadcU'ifiinusii.J~ an 1cmim1?riStefuutl .Jiull. llfi).uall!ii 

intcnaal1 servitt-e-fimd:l .Onttic:d1i:lurciinM·fond e:n:t.::-g'1>n)r.. o'l'. 
state 'Jmgµ lflG0ll3b an,O:Xp(il]l(ffihle.-trl1.."-1T.ffmcllrhat,u:wdr.l1 
accoun:ttf@v 'tlflhtTH!<b:: '!i}..I_Am:grran Jlutt,~e:m..1-)y n.mnfw., 
pens iooxt1m1 t-1ttfrrlllOO'lsFru1rl.:nOJlf(Xl!:1ro1tl-atlJe trmiH funrils· 
wou!th.10 tl1b R'J~-rr If. ·runmln~rrlfthlil:-rnJKUt;muif.m~-· 
ble tocneeouBbifc&mttie: ·nnu. '01pragrmmifr ~Jowm !n:eko,,.,w:: 

Tli rgenernl f(maUis.comp,nised off::1.11m:g_r:ennmihnr 
of accounrs•ass6©'11ited~wjth the genern11s.erv..iia.m; ~ 
guiredcb§'~- aJftzyysta.te.'or•municipafay. Thi . .fhnd•imdiw!l~ 
accounts '.f©111pobi0f'l:-and fire protection, parlts -,pnilrliiit 
area , ~ndce11iy,otb~rrgovernment prog:ram1or-aGri~iti)'i1 
that is-not,accou:a,ted for elsewhere in the auoo:un1.1iii:g 
system; If the Title Y. program were to be fiscall! r. · 
managed from the general fund , jt would be ide.utiiillixud1 
as an independent account. separate from other genmF-
al fund accounts. All revenue and expenctiture•aa:uilwi~W 
such as permit fees' (recejpts) and the costs of.'oJ¥ruKit-.. 
ing the program (staff salaries , for example) wGmlli l 
flow in and out'oftbe-·Utle V account within th.I!- J#-eml· 
eral fund. Funds would:not now to or from thfr -Jfail}e -~(! 

account to orfrom1any,'other.·geueraLfu nd1acw0J.UJl! 
withoul! ,some:sort·offfo:gisfative awro~a] l. 

Wh'il it.tinw011frFbtr,xon8icfurecf acmmtafrfo:'. uuutlt'iJ· 
GASB to 1usc: tlfu::~nm:aJ lfiurciltmaacmunt ' ffm t1la11 ''.fi'iirtlk 
V progr.fktnJ.i tri i oH:~imJ~vnut the,besti aJ'tG>.Wtf.. IfJ~mf irrll. 
all, Titr \llorog..i:nm, 00.-[,.wtfoW m·1mt.as-clbtaiil~'llll 1wfu.e.mi 

11 

ii 
I 
!/ 

1 



using the general fund. Under this scenario, Title Vis 
merely one of a large number of accounts, and while 
general information on the program's fiscal activity is 
available through the general fund financial reports, 
the information is not as robust as it would be under 
another government accounting fund type. 

More importantly, most government general funds 
do not restrict the movement of resources among the 
many general fund account groups and accounts. 
Further, it is a common government accounting prac
tice to reallocate program resources among general 
fund accounts. Title V resources must be accounted 
for separately, without interaction between any other 
accounts. This requirement makes the general fund an 
unattractive option for Title V accounting. 

Of the state air quality agencies interviewed, none 
uses the government's general fund to account for the 
Title V program, based on the limitations described 
above. Appendix A contains illustrative general fund 
statements that show the types of reports included as 
part of the general fund process . 

The types of general fund reports provided as part 
of a comprehensive annual financial report include the 
following: 

The statement of revenues, expenditures, and 
changes in fund balance. This statement reports 
the financial performance of the entity over the 
annual reporting period. It is meant to communi
cate the sources, uses, and balances of current 
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financial resources used to run general govern
ment operations. 

The balance sheet. This repOJt is best viewed 

a a snapshot in time of the entity s financial posi

tion. It presents the balance between governmental 
assets and liabilities and fund equity. 

Standard accounting fmmat include presentation 

of combining statements that group all sub-funds into 
a summary report as well as separate statements on 

component units . 

Because Title V is a new program specific inustra

tions of financial statements are not yet available . In 
order to illustrate the way the statements will be pre

ented, illustrative general fund financfal statement 

have been included as an appendix to this repo11. 

Special Reve,zue F(md 

The decision to elect one particular fund type 
over the others bas been primarily credited to hi toric 
precedent. Grant-funded programs and activities such 
as the Section 105 program, have been accounted for 
by state and local governments th.rough special rev
enue funds as common practice for many years. While 

the Title V program does not involve the management 
of federal grants many air quality agencies have 

viewed Title V as a "si ter program'' of sorts to the 
Section 105 program. Subsequently, Tjtle V resources 
have been managed througl, the same government ac

counting fund type - the special revenue fund - a 
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the Section 105 program. In nearly all state and local 
air programs contacted, the Tjtle V program is man
aged within a special revenue fund. 

Special revenue funds are the backbone of govern
ment accounting strucntres, as most governments op
erate numerous special revenue funds to implement a 
variety of programs and activities. As stated previous
ly, special revenue funds account for financial re
sources, often in the form of federal grants, that are in 
some way rest1icted or ear-marked for a specific gov-

, ernment purpose. The permit fees that flow into the 
state Title V programs are restricted just.as a federal 
grant would be, even though these funds originate 
from private sector pennittees and not the federal gov
ernment. Because Title V revenues may not be used 
for any pmpose other than the implementation and 
management of the Title V program 1 a special revenue 
fund is an appropriate accounting entity. All revenues 
and ex.penditw·es flowing in and out of the Title V 
special revenue account are used solely for that pro
gram and may not be co-mingled with any other spe
cial revenue fund without state legislative approval. 

Governments may also account for Title V re
sources using a Title V account within an existing spe
cial revenue fund . Under the scenalio described 
above, the Title V program is accounted for through 
the management of its own special revenue fund. 
Conversely, governments may account for Title V 
simply as an account witrno a special revenue fund 
possessing similar restrictions, such as a Clean Air 
special revenue fund that accounts for resources for 
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Title V and non-Title V programs. In this situation 
Title V (account) re ources are restricted for u e only 
within Title V programs and may not be tran ferred 
outside of the fund without state legislative approval . 
This structure i often used for agencies jn which the 
TWe V program is not 1arge enough to justify egrega
tion into a separate fund. 

With only one exception al] state air quality agen
cies intervjewed use the special reve1me fund to ac
count for the Title V program. Mo. t of the agencies 
account for Title V by utilizing a separate special rev
enue fund (Title V only) , while the remaining use a 
separate Title V account within an existing (multi-pro
gram) special revenue fund. Appendix A presents illus
trations of special revenue fund rep01ts , Because they 
are pait of the general fund , they are presented both as 

a component of tbe combining statements for the gen
eral f-und and as individual special revenue funds . 

Enterprise Fund 

Entei-prise funds are used to account for govern
mental programs and ~clivities that are similar in 
nature to private sector commercial transactions . Ser
vices that require a cash outlay from the purchaser, as 
opposed to those services provided vfa tax revenues, 
are generally accounted for within enterprj e fonds . 
Good examples of these business-like services are 
public transportation systems and public utilities. 
Although Title V programs could fall into thfa catego
ry, no state are cunently using an enterprj se-fund 
stru tur for Title V program . Pending changes by 
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the accounting regulators may, however, change this 
in the near future. 

The Government Accounting Standards Board 
(GASB) is in the process of modifying the require
ments for the use of enterprise funds. Due out in mid-
1997. the new requirements will encourage a broader 
use of enterprise funds for self-supporting activities. If 
the new requirements are passed by GASB, it is possi
ble that Title V programs would need to be classified as 
enterprise funds by states to be in full compliance with 

GAAP. GASB language as now drafted is as follows: 

Business-type activities shou,ld be reported as pro
prietary ( enterprise) funds. To provide more con
sistency among governments, the circumstances 
under which ente,prise accounting may or should 
be used are revised as follows: 

Any activity that charges a fee to users for its 
services may be reported using ente,prise fimd 
accounting and financial reporting. An activity is 
required to be reported using enterprise fimd 
a,ccounting and reporting {{ any one of these 
crileria is met: 

a. The activity issues debt that is secured 
solely by a pledge of the net revenue from 
fees and charges of the activity. 

b. State or local laws or regulations require 
that the activity recover the costs ofpro
viding services including capital use 
charges or debt service, with fees and 
charges . 
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c. The pricing policies of the acti.vity establish 
fees and charges designed to recover the 
costs ofproviding services, including capi
tal use charges or debt service. (Source: 
Prelimina,y Views of the Govemmental Ac
co1mtin.g Standards Board on Major Issues 
Related to Governmental Fincmcial Reporr
ing Model: Core Financial Statements, 
June, 1995) 

Because Title V penninees pay fees directly to the 
Title V program's administering aiJ quality agency, as 
oppo ed to paying for the government program via in
come taxes or other sources, the program acts much 
like a commerciaJ enterp1ise. Thus, an enterprise fund 
may ultimately be the structure used for Title V fee 
programs. 

Enterprise· fund accounting includes the use of 
financiaJ reports that are not found under other gov
ernment fund accountjng scenarios, provjding infor
mation to stakeholders from a iuore business-like 
perspective. Specifically ente1prise fund accounting 
features "Statement of Cash Flows" reporls that would 
be usefuJ in showing the movement of resources :in 
and out of the Title V program. Accounting statements 
provided as part of an enterprise fund are included as 
part of Appendjx A. 
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Expendable Trust 

Expendable trusts are employed by governments 
to .account for resources provided to the government 
under a trust agreement for implementation of a spe
cific objective. These resources are often in the form 
of gifts or donations to the gov~rnment, but have also 
historically taken the form of federal grants . As op
posed to a non-expendable trust, both principal and 
interest of expendable trust resources can be expended 
in accordance with the trust agreement. 

Title V resources can be accounted for under an 
expendable trust structure. While the Title V program 
does not provide any gifts or direct grants to be en
trusted to the state governments, the program does re
sult in revenue generation through pemrittee fees. 
These fees become the resources of the trust and can 
be expended only to implement the Title V program. 

One of the state air quality agencies interviewed 
uses an expendable trust to account for the Title V 
program. 

Summary: Pros and Cons of Title V Accounting 
Structure Alternatives 

While the four government fund options discussed 
may be used for the Title V program, some are clearly 
better than others. The table below summarizes the 
strengths and weaknesses of each option for use in the 
Title V program. 
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Usage by 
Agencies 

Fund Type Strengths Weaknesses Report<. Interviewed 

General Easily imple- Funds can be Statement of None 
Fund mented; all moved from revenues, ex-

states have one account to penditures, 
general flltlds another with and changes 
in place. ease- a vio- in fund bal-

Jation of Title ance; balance 
V guidelines. sheets; budget 

vs. actual. 

Special Funds are seg- Creates anoth- Statement of All states but 
Revenue regaled . Gen- er reporting revenues, ex- one (16 of 17) 
Fund erally requires entlty; many penditures, 

legislative or states have and changes 
gubernatorial numerous spe- in fund bnl-
approval to cial revenue ance; balance 
move to be- funds. Does sheets; budget 
tween funds . not report on vs. actual. 

cash flows . 

Enterprise Behaves Generally not Statement of None 
Fund much like a used for small revenues, ex-

commercjal programs such penditures, 
business as Title V. and changes 
enterprise. in fund bal-
Emphasis is ance; balance 
balancing sheets; budget 
resources with vs. actual; 
expenses. statement of 
Higher im- cash flows. 
plied level of 
segregation. 
Allows cash 
flow reporting. 

Expendable Funds are Not originally Statement of One agency 
Trost segregated intended for revenues, ex- (] of 17) 
Fund for specific fee-based pro- penditures, 

purpose. Pro- grams, histori- and changes 
vides same cally used for in fund bal-
reports as en- federal grants. ance; balance 
terprise fund sheets; budget 
accounting. vs. actual; 

statement of 
cash flows. 
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Criteria for Evaluating the Need to Modify an 
Agency's Title V Accounting Structure 

As most state and local air programs are just be
ginning to work with accounting procedures for the 
Title V program, few have had the opportunity to as-
ess whether or not the selected accounting structure 

(fund type) is acceptable in terms of meeting the re
quirements of the program itself and providing ac
counting staff and Title V program managers with 
information needed to accurately monitor costs . 

In order to assess the adequacy of the Title V ac
counting program, air programs should ask the fol
lowing questions: 

• Does the current accounting structure ensure that 
Title V resources are being managed and report
ed on independently of all other non-Title V pro
grams? 

• Do accounting managers within the state or local 
agency foresee any possibility that Title V funds 
could be transferred to another account for unau
thorized use? If so, which fund structure within 
tbe agency provides the highest level of protec
tion from transfers? 

• Does the current accounting structure aUow for 
the creation of reports that are meaningful to air 
quality agency managers and other stakeholders 
such as permittees and USEPA? 
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• Is the cunent accounting structure flexible 
enough to allow changes in reporting procedures 
- for example, to correct any inadequacies? 

The answers to these questions may indicate that a 
change ju accounting structures is necessary in order 
to manage the Title V program more effectively. 
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CHAPTER 3: MANAGEMENT 
REPORTING AND TRACKING 

Introduction 

Managerial reporting jg one of the most important 
activities in bot]1 the private and public sectors. The 
presentation of current, accurnte infom1ation to the 
stakeholders of a p1ivate busines or government 
program can literally make the difference between 
bankruptcy fm the private business or program in
effectiveness for a government agency. 

Many academics and busines leaders alike agree 
that foforrnation is the most important resource in any 
entity, private or public. For example, a manufactur
ing business needs information on how costs are allo
cated among different products, just as Title V 
program manager are intere ted 1n identifying how 
program per onnel pend their time among Title V 
and non-TitJe V programs. These example reflect the 
need for "intemaJ" rep01ting - prnviding information 
to those within the organization. 

Similarly, information is requjred by those outside 
the organization that have an interest jn the success of 
tbe program. A bank is not going to loan a business 
millions of dollars without fast taking a look at the fi
nancial position of the operation. Similarly stakehold
ers in the Title V program including pemrittees, the 
state legislature, and the federal government need 
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to know that financial resources are being used as 
intended by the U.S. Congress in the Clean Air Act. 
These two examples show the necessity of "external" 
reporting - providing information to stakeholders 
outside of the organization. 

This section represents the third of the three steps 
in the natural sequence of financial management and 
reporting activities. Internal and external reporting 
logically follows the activities that occw- in the first 
two steps. To recap, the first step involves gathering 
the accounting information via tools such as time 
sheets and recording the direct and indirect labor and 
non-labor costs as they are incurred. The second step 
entails introducing the cost infonnation to the particu
lar government fund put in place to manage the Title 
V program. Once the information has been gathered 
and posted to the fund , it is time to put that informa
tion to work in the form of financial reports for inter
nal and external usage. 

Step l: Gather time keeping/cost allocation 
information 

Step 2: Post information to Title V 
accoUDting fund 

Step 3: Develop internal and external 
financial reports 

Internal Reporting 

Internal reporting procedures allow important pro
gram and accounting information concerning the Title 
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V program to be dis~eminated throughout the air pro
gram. This sharfog of information accomplishes sev
eraJ importanl objectives, including: (J) it allows 
program and accounting personnel to understand the 
status of the Title V program in a timely manner, and 
(2) it helps jdentify those areas of the Title V program 

in need of modification or impro~emenl. This second 
point is significant as the Title V program is quite new 
and its constant improvement will require the sharing 
of infmmation throughout tl1e administering agency. 

The Financial Reporting System 

As described above, financiaJ J,'eporting represents 
the third of three main steps to the financial manage
ment and reporting process. Subsequently, the activity 
that occw·s in this final step is a function of what hap

pellS in 1he first t\~o. Most financial reporting systems 
are set up to provjde a standa!'d set of budget and fi
nancial statement reports for internal users~ based on 
the type of governmentaJ accounting fund jn use. For 
example, if the Title V program is accounted for as a 
special revenue fund, the standard repOJts accessible 
via the accmmting system include balance sheets, 
statements of revenues expenditures and changes 
in fund balance, and budget versus actual reports. 
The repoits, usua11y generated monthly, are based on 
(1) tJ1e information provided through recordation of 
permit fee receipts , time sheet and cost allocation 
practices and (2) the type of government fund in use 
for Title V accounting. Because of governmental ac
counting standards, all air programs have the ability to 
reate these reports through their accounting systems, 

showing Title V-specific information. Some have the 
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, ability to access the information on li11e. Appendix A 
shows examples of the types of standard reports that 
can are generated through the government financial 
reporting system. 

Specialized Financial Reporting 

The reports described in the previous section are 
very important to the air program staff, providing in
formation concerning Title V fund account balances 
and actual expenditures and revenues to date. Inter
views conducted with afr program staff revealed, 
however, that reports customized to fit various indi
vidual needs of the users beyond those offered by a 
traditional reporting system can also be extremely 
useful. For some agencies, these specialized reports 
include: 

• Swnmaries of Title V obligations and 
encumbrances 

• List of permittees and fee revenues generated 
• Account balances by object code 

Specialized reports such as these are extremely use
ful to air program managers as they implement a new 
program such as Title V for two main reasons. First, the 
nature of a fee-based program involves constant moni
toring of the balance of revenues and expenditures ne
cessitating up-to-date j.nfonnation on permit fee 
revenues and labor cost allocation, for example. In or
der to recognize whether or not the permit fees are ade
q~ately offsetting program expenditures, a specialized 
level of reporting is needed. Second, specialized reports 
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can be used to monitor internal pe1forrnance character
jstics of the Title V program itself. The amount of di
rect labor spenl per Tjt]e V permittee, for example, may 
be useful .information to Title V ma1iagers as would a 
summary of Title V indirect cost allocation. 

While most of the agencies interviewed desire 
the ability to generate custom reports, few are able to 
accomplish thi s obj ective with their ctment manage
ment infonnation systems (MlS). For many states, 
generating customized Jeports entails submjtting a for
mal request to the accom1ting or MIS department that 
describes- tJ1e financial infonnation requested. De
livery of the report can take up to two weeks in some 
cases ofte11 resulting jn infonuation that is too dated 
to be of much use. A few state.s however, have so
phisticated MlS in place that allow a large variety of 

specialized financial reports to be generated 011-line, 
in i-eal time. In these cases, lhe financial reports re
flect the most up-to-date information possible. 

The state of Wyoming provides a good example of 
the usefulness of customized financial reports. Three 
different fmancial reports are generated by Wyoming s 
MIS. Each of the reports displays accounting infor
nrntion not contained in the standard special revenue 
fund reports described in the previous section. 
Wyoming's system provides another filter to the data 
ubsequently giving Title V program manager de

tailed information on the status of their fee-ba ed pro
gram. The first page of the system includes a 
Smnmary of Obligations representing the costs with 
the amount expended or encumbered, and the remain-
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ing balance. The last line of the first page shows the 
Title V fees that are available to cover these costs. 
This information is crucial to managers of a fee-based 
program, as it provides cash flow informatjoo. The 
last two financial reports present detailed information 
on Title V permit program expenditures, again, infor
mation that is more detailed and more useful than the 
standard special revenue fund repmts. 

Summary: Internal Reporting 

In order to effectively manage resources, Tit]e V 
agencies need access to different type of intern.al re
ports: those general purpose statements that are avail
able through the government fund accounting system, 
and specialized financial reports that can be created 
by Title V managers to provide detailed information 
lacking in the general pmpose reports . Generating 
customized financial repotts is best accomplished 
through the use of a sophisticated MIS that can pro
vide the detailed information on-line. 

Interviews of air program personnel yielded the 
following general information regarding internal re
p011ing: 

• Most Title V programs are incorporated into 
state environmental department-wide general 
purpose financial statements (balance sheets, 
statements of revenues and expenditures, etc.) on 
a regular basis, via their government fund ac
counting systems. Financial repm'ts spec.ific to 
the Title V fund can be requested by state or lo
cal permit program managers. 
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• Mo.st Title V agen ies expressed the need for 
more specialized internal financial reports, 

• A few agencie have the ability to generate de

tailed specialized fina:pdal reports by using so

phisticated MIS; the remaining must submit 
formal requests for such customized reports and 

sometime must wait weeks to receive t1Jem. 

As ajr program begin to identify areas for im
proving thejr implementation of the Title V program 

the variety and detail of internal reports wi1l most 

likely increase. 

External Reporting 

External reporti11g is the practice of providing in
formatjon to entities outside of a business or agency. 
For various reasons, stakeholders Jjke to be kept in
formed as to the financial status of a public or p1ivate 

entity. For the Title V program stakeholde1 s that may 
wish to review the administering agency's financial 
report::; include Title V permittees , tate legislatures, 

orUSEPA. 

Title V Extemal Reporting Status 

In general, external reporting procedures for the 
TitJe V program have yet to be deveJop~d for a couple 
of reasons. First, as the Titl V program is reJatively 
new states have been concentrating on designing and 
implementing the program jtse1f. In order for external 

reporting to be meaningful. Title V program adm.inis
trators first need to get the program establi ·hed and 
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develop measurement criteria that stakeholders will 
find useful. Secondly, Title V stakeholders have yet to 
place external reporting demands on the air programs. 
Stakeholders, Title V permittees in particular, appreci 
ate the fact that the program is still under develop
ment and agency personnel are concentrating on 
implementation for the time being. 

Govemmental Reporting Procedures 

Any descliption of external reporting responsibili
ties for government agencies would be incomplete 
without mentionjng the CAFR. The Comprehensive 
Annual Financial Report (CAFR) is a detailed report 
that encompasses the fiscal activity of every fund and 
account group used by the government. The National 
Council on Governmental Accounting (NCGA) re

qufres completion of a CAFR each year to provide very 
detailed accounting infonnation to a wide audience. In 
addition to the information concerning government ac
counting activity for the year, the CAFR also presents 
other general and stati tical information. A key charac
teristic of the CAFR is that it presents audited fin a.ncial 
statements for the state or local government. 

Through the structure of government fund 
accounting and management information sy terns, ac
counting information on tbe Title V program is pro
vided to upper levels of the governmental entity. 
This information is then summarized and becomes 
part of the CAFR. In most cases the Title V-specific 
info1mation is not readily identifiable in this report, 
even though many Title V programs are accounted for 
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in their own special revenue funds. While tbe CAFR 
presents information on all special revenue funds, 
most Title V programs are far too small in compari on 
to other funds to be Jisted separately. Subsequently, 

the Title V accounting information is buried within 
another special revenue fund summary. 

External Oversight Committees 

As mentioned above typjcal external Teporting 
techniques have yet to materialize for the Trne V pro
gram. However, many agencies have formed extemal 
(third-pm1y) oversight comm.ittees to help monitor the 
fee-based Title V program from a multiple-stakehold
er perspective. These committees will most likely be 
the .impetus to the development of external reporting 
procedures. A number of the agency personnel inter
viewed have set up these committees which are com
posed of Title V pennittees, stale legislators, and other 
regulatory representatives. The mission of the over
sight comrrtittees is to help the Title V administering 
agency develop a program that addresses the needs of 
aD stakeholders, one of those needs being the access 
to information. 

To restate, stakeholders have'yet to put pressure 
on TJtle V agencies for external reporting. As the Title 
V program takes shape, stakeholders will become 
more interested in receiving up to date program infor
mation such as: 

• Current fee levels 
• Costs associated with program implementation 
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• Expenditure and revenue reconciliation 
• Various performance indicators 

Simply stated, the stakeholders, especially those 
that have mobilized into forming oversight commit
tees, will want to know where their fees are going and 
how efficiently they are being used to administer the 
fee-based Title V program. 

External Reporting: Measuring Performance 

A chaUenge that will face Title V agencies as they 
develop external reporting procedures is identifying 
and measuring program performance criteria. Once 
Title V programs are implemented and underway, it is 
safe to assume stakeholders wi11 soon be demanding 
financial and perlormance-based reports. Title V 
stakeholders may desire performance-based reports 
that answer questions such as: 

• How many labor hours does it take to implement 
the Title V program for each pennittee? 

• How many days does it take to review a Title V 
permit? 

• Are Title V-related labor and other costs decreas
ing or increasing over time compared to work
load? 

The air programs must take great care when devel
oping their external reporting program, as the applica
bility of cost and petlormance data may vary widely 
across the Title V program. For example, a report 
showing the relationship between the total number of 
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permittees and the rumual cost of Tjt]e V program im
plementation may provide misleading infonnation as 
the required amount of labor hours (cost) may vary 
among Title V permittees. 

For the most part, the benefits of performance 
tracking outweigh the potential pitfalls de cribed 
above. States should work hard to develop external re
porting processes that provide meaningful measure of 
pe1formance, while till meeting the needs of Title V 

stakeholders. 

External Reporting: New York as Example 

The State of New York's Department of Environ
mental Conservation develops an annual report for tbe 
New York State Operating Permit Program (Title V). 
Selected portions are included in Appendix B. The 
New York report is a useful example of external re
porting in practice. Presented each year to the New 
Ynrk State Legi lature, the Governor and tJ1e Office 
of the State Comptroller (stakeholders) , the report 
summarizes the Tjt1e V program's activity and in
cludes both fiscal and perfonnance-based criteria, 
such as the estimated versus actual costs of program 
implementation, the average number of permits issued 
annually, a well as future fiscal year projectjons. 

Summary: Extemal Reporting 

Most agencies are fo the process of implementing 
and refining their T1tle V programs and have not yet 
addressed external reporting. However, based on the 
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interviews conducted, the following similarities have 
been identified: 

• St~eholders such as permittees and regulatory 
agencies have not yet demanded external report
ing from the Title V agencies as the program 
continues to be implemented. 

• Governmental fund accounting systems support 
external reporting to be used for the 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR). However, due to the relatively small 
size of the Title V program, it is rarely identified 
in the CAFR. 

• Some agencies have organized oversight com
mittees to provide feedback to Title V-adminis
tering agencies. These committees will be the 
driving force in the creation of external reports 
for stakeholders in those states. 

• Agencies will need to begin to develop external 
reporting to respond to requests from stakehold
ers. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Clean Air Act Tjtle V Operating Pemlit Program 

prese11ts new requirements for state and local air quality 

agencies. Most of these requirements are a challenge to 

agencies that have histmicaJJy managed grant-based pro
grams such as Section J05 . Fee-based program need 

special considerations in te1ms of time keeping, cost al
location accounting fund type selection , and reporting. 

This study found that state and local air programs 

are making great strides in addressing the many finru1-
cial management challenges associated with the Title V 

program. However, because the program is beginnfog 

the implementation pha ·e, it is likely that state and lo

cal programs wm need to adjust the financial manage

ment of the progrru11 as they gain more expe1ience. 

Conditions in tJ1e three primary financial manage

ment activities identified in the study are as follows: 

1. Tjme Keeping and Cost Allocation 

• Air quality agencies must refine procedures 

for tracking labor and non-labor cost among 

Title V ru1d non-TWe V programs . Of those 

interviewed, all but one agency utilize time 
sheets to record Jabor costs incurred for Title 

V and nou-Thle V programs . Some of these 

systems are very sophisticated and interact 

with the management information system 

(MIS) to generate detailed reports. 
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• These agencies must also address the manner 
in which indirect costs are allocated to these 
programs. All individuals interviewed have 
procedures in place to record and allocate in
direct labor and non-labor costs to appropri
ate Title V and non-Title V program 
accounts. State and local programs would 
benefit from documenting these procedures if 
they have not done so. 

2. Accounting Fund Structures and Controls 

• Air quality agencies must review their ac
counting structures and assess whether the 
current procedures are adequate for managing 
the resources of a fee-based program or if 
new accounting methods are required for pro
gram efficiency and/or compliance with Title 
V requirements. 

• All agencies interviewed are currently em
ploying acceptable methods of accounting for 
Title V resources independently of non-Title 
V programs. All but one of the agencies in
terviewed rely on special revenue accounts 
for Title V program management, while the 
remaining agency accounts for Title V via an 
expendable trust fund. Agencies should be 
aware that government accounting regulators 
may impose a fund definition that would ne
cessitate a change in the Title V fund struc
ture - changing Title V to an ~nterprise 
fund. Such a change will result in financial 
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reports for Title V that more closely reflect 
the fact tbat the Title V program is user fee 
supported. 

3 . Internal and External Reporting 

• Agencies are challenged with identifyfog the 
financial data they require in :internal program 
reports to manage the program. While the 
budget process wm provide regular repmting 
on encumbrances against account codes, other 
detailed information will be available through 
the accounting system to evaluate costs and 
revenues on a reguJar basis. 

• Many state and local programs have yet to be
com adept at manipulating the accounting 
system to provide management infollhation. 
However, where programs are fmther along in 
implementation, it seems that internal track
ing infonnation is more readily available. 

• External reporting is an area that, to a great 
extent, has not developed at the state and local 
level. As the programs move from the start-up 
period to the operation period, interests in pro
viding external information will increase. 
While there are difficulties in overly simplistic 
perfonuance measures that do not consider the 
nonnal vaiiability of individual activities, the 
development of useful summary performance 
information is a worthwhile endeavor that 
Title- V programs should undenake. 
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APPENDIX A 

Excerpted from Governmental Accounting , Auditing and Financial 
Reporting (Government finance Officers Association). ---
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GENERAL FUND 

The general fund is used to account for resources , traditionally 
associated with government, which are not required legally or by 
sound financial management to be accounted for in another fund . 

NAME OF GOVERNMENT 
GENERAL FuND 

Comparative Statements of Revenues, Expenditures 
and Changes in Fund Balances 

For the fiscal years ended December 31 , 19X4 and 19X3 
(amounts expressed in thousands) 

19X4 19X3 

Revenues: 
Taxes: 

Property ... .... . ... . . . .. .. ... . ..... . ...... . ...... . 
Sales ..... .. ..... . .... . .... . . , .. , . . , ,,, . . , . . . ... . 
Franchise , .. .. . . , . .. • • . , ....... . ... ... ....... . ... . 

Licenses and permits ... . ......... . , . ... , . ... . ... . , .. . 
Intergovernmental . .... . ...• . , , .... , . .. . •. , . , ....... . 
Charges for services ...... . .. . . . .. . . .. .. . ........... . 
Fines . . ....... . ... . ... , .. .. ... , , . .••. , . , . . .... ... . 
Interest . . . ... . .. , , . ........... . .. , .. ............. . 
Contributions .. .... . . . ..... . , . ........ , . . ... . .... . . . 
Payments in lieu of taxes . . , . , . , , . , .. . ... . .. . . , •... . .. . 
Drug forfeitures .. . . ... . .. . . . .•. . .. , .. ... . . .. . . . .• ... 
Total revenues ..• , . , .•....•... ••.•• ••••••.•• ...• • •• 

Expenditures: 
Current: 

General government •.• . •• .••.•...•..•. • •..... . ....• 
Public safety .. . . . •.• ••. .• ••• ••.••.. • . •. ••• • , •••. •. 
Highways and streets .............................. . . 
Sanitation ... , . .. . , ... , , • , .. . , ••.... , • . • . . • . , , ....•. 
Culture and recreation • •...•.....•............... . .. . 

Debi service: 
Principal , • , ..• •.•• ••••.••• , .•.......... • , .•. , • , • • 
Bond issuance costs ............. , ...... , ......... . . 

Total expenditures •. . ••• •• • , •.••.•. .• ..•••••••.• , •• 
Excess of revenues over expenditures: . . . , .......... . . 

$14,133 
6,642 
4,293 
2,041 
5,770 
2,300 

808 
623 
145 
365 

75 
37,195 

4,232 
13,438 
3,735 
3,726 
5,899 

15 
150 

31 ,195 
6,000 

$13,886 
5,253 
4,126 
1,820 
4,469 
2,335 

521 
476 

314 

33,200 

3,844 
13,150 
3,389 
3,404 
6,167 

29,954 
3,246 
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19X4 19X3 

Other financing sources (uses): 
Operattng transfer in-electric fund . . .. . ...• •. .•... .. . • .. , . 1,576 
Operating transfers out: 

Debt service fund ...•... ..... ... • . ..•.. .. ..• . ..... .. (3,327) (3,331) 
Pipeline construction fund ... .. .. .. ....... . ... . ...... . (1,210) 
Componentunlt .. . ............... . . . ...... •...... • , (25) 
CDBG revitalization project fund ........... . ... .. . ... .. . (63) 

Capital leases ••... .. ..... . . ......... .. ........... . . 140 
Safes of general fixed assets . .. .... . ........... . . . .. . . . 5 

Total other financing sources (uses) , . .. , . ... . . . . • .. .... (2,094) (3,331) 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues and other financing 
sources over (under) expenditures 

and other financing uses .. .. ... . , . .. .... . , . , .. .. .. • , . 3,096 (85) 
Fund balances, January 1 . ... .• • ..• • . • • , .. , .•.. , • , .• •. 1,807 1,892 
Residual equity transfers out-fleet 

management fund ... . . . •. .. .... .. .. , . ..... .. . .... , , (45) 
Fund balances, December 31 ......... .. .. . . ....... .. . . $4,858 $1,807 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 

GENERAL FUND 

Comparative. Statements of Revenues, Expenditures and 
Changes in Fund Balances - Budget and Actual 

For the fiscal years ended December 31 , 19X4 and 19X3 
(amounts exptessed in thousands) 

19X4 19X3 

Budget Actual 

Variance 
Favorable 

(unfavorable) Budget Actual 

Variance 
Favorable 

(Unfavorable) 

Revenues· 
TaKes: 

Property ···• ········· 
Sales ....... . . .. ... . . 

$14,007 
5,900 

$14,133 
6,642 

$126 
742 

$1 3,844 
5,198 

$13,886 
5253 

$ 42 
55 

F1anchise •... . ....... . 4,312 4,293 (19) 4,124 4,126 2 
Ucenses and permits . ••. i,827 2,041 214 1,503 1.820 317 

Intergovernmental . . ... , .. s,as1 5,770 109 5,395 4,469 (926) 
Charges for servicas • ••• • . 2,158 2,300 142 2,095 2,335 240 
Fines .. .. .. ........... . 810 808 (2) 467 521 94 
Interest . ........ . ....... 555 623 68 520 476 (44) 
ConlribuHons . .......... . 145 145 
Payments In lieu of taxes . .. 345 365 20 314 314 0 
Drug forfeitures . . ........ 75 75 
Total revenues . . . . ....... 35,575 37,195 1,620 33,460 33,200 (280) 

Expenditures: 
Current: 

General Government 
Council ............. 110 92 18 94 113 (19) 
Commissions ........ . 86 64 22 71 63 8 
Manager .......... . . 490 505 (15) 426 414 12 
Attorney ..•......... . 380 387 (7) 216 206 10 
Cieri( .. . •..... , • .. , , , 275 250 25 247 237 10 
Personnel ... ... .. ... 356 304 52 274 249 25 
Finance and admin. . ... 904 868 36 846 B30 16 
Other-unclassified .•• . . 2,256 1,762 494 1,884 1.732 152 
Total general gov'!. ..... 4,857 4,232 625 4,058 3,844 214 

Public safety: 
Police ...... , ,. .. . ,. 6,513 6,354 159 6,026 6,801 (775) 
Rre ............ .... 6,040 6,031 9 5,521 5,415 106 
lnspeelion . , .. , . ... .. 1,092 1,053 39 970 934 36 
Total pubnc safety . ...• 13,645 13,438 207 12,517 13,1 50 (e33) 

Highways and Streets: 
Engineering • • • . . .. . .. B14 796 18 717 762 15 
Mainten anee ..... ... . 3,052 2,939 113 2,681 2,627 54 
Total highways & Sts.. . . 3,8e6 3,735 131 3,458 3,389 69 

Sani!atlon , . , , •• , , . , . , . 3,848 3,726 122 3.426 3,404 22 
Culture &recreation ... , , 5,950 5,899 51 s,m 6,167 (690) 
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19X4 19X3 

Budget Actual 

Variance 
Favorable 

(Unfavorable) Budget A~tual 

Variance 
Favorable 

(Unfavorable) 

Dept. service: 
Principal ........ . . 15 (1 5) 

Bond issuance costs ••... 150 150 0 
Total debt service . ...... 150 165 (15) 
Total expenditures ...... 32,316 31 ,1 95 1.1;!1 28,930 29.954 (1 ,018) 

Excess of revenues 
over expenditures .. , . 3,259 6,000 2,741 4,544 3,246 {1,298) 

Olher financing sources (uses): 
Operating transfers in ... . . 1,576 1,576 0 
Operaling transfers ou1: 
Debt service fund • ... . . • (3.400) (3,327) 73 (3 ,350) (3,331) 19 
Pipeline oonslr.lund ... . . (1300} (1 ,210) 90 
Component unit .. . ..... {25) (25) 
CDBG revttalization pro/. , (63) (63) 

Capital leases ....... ... 140 140 
Sales ot gen. fixed assets 34 5 (29) 
Total other financing 

sources (uses) . . . .. .. (3,090) (2,904) 186 (3,350) (3 ,331 ) 19 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues and other financing sources 
over (under) expenditures and 
other financing uses .... 169 3,096 2,927 1, 94 (85) (1,279) 

Fund balances, January 1 .. 1,807 1,807 0 1,892 1,892 0 
Residual , , ..... . ...... , . (60) (45) 15 
Fund balances, Dec 3i I •• ♦ $ 1,916 $4,858 $2,942 S 3,086 $1,807 $(1,279) 

The no/es to the financial s/atements are an integral part of this statement. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 
GENERAL FUND 

Comparative Balance Sheets 
December 31 , 19x4 and 19x3 

(amounts expressed in thousands) 

19X4 19X3 

Assets . .. ........ . ... ... . . ........ .. . ..... .. .. . ... . $ 557 
Cash and cash equivalents ... . . .... ... •• , . , . , ••••.•••.• 1,226 
Investments 
Receivables (net of allowances for uncollectibles): 
Interest , ....... , .. . . .... . ... . . .. . . ... , . , . . , . , . . .. . . 92 48 
Taxes: 

Property .... ..... •....... , , ... ... . .. ....... . . ... .. . 86 74 
Property-interest and penalties .. . ........... . ....•.... . 11 4 
Liens ...... • . . . ...... , ............. .. , .. .. . . .. . .. . 25 19 
Sales .. . . ... , . . , .. . ... . ... . ...... ... .. , . . . . . . .. . . . 830 800 

Accounts ... ,., . ... . , .. . , ... ....... .....•.... , ..... . 72 59 
Intergovernmental: 

Federal .. . . , . , . .. ... ....... , . . . ... ............•.•• 150 
County .. .... .. ......... . .......• •• .•• •.•••• . •••.•• 215 127 

Due from other funds: 
Transportation fund .. . •.•.. , • •• , • .• • . •••••.• .• •••••• • 38 
Water and Sewer fund ...................• . .......... . 65 193 
Fleet management fund . .... . , . .. , ........ .. . , . , . . , . , . 8 

Due from component unit .... . . , . . .. ... . , . . .. . . ... ..... . 12 
lnterlund receivables: 
Fleet management tund . .. , .•.. . , . , ... .. .. . .. . . . . . . .. . 8 
Management information systems fund .... .. .. .. . . . . . ... . 24 

Inventories ..... . ... . •. , . , . . ..... . . . ..... , .. .. , ..... . 39 37 
Advances to other funds: 

Fleet management fund .......... . .. . . .. . ............ . 32 
Management information systems fund ... ... .. .. ... . ... , . 46 50 

Total assets ....... . .... .. .. ...... ........ .. ... .. . . . . 6,753 3,382 
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19X4 19X3 

Liabllitles and fund balances 
Liabilities: 
Accounts Payable ... , .. . . .. . , .. . . , .. .. , . . . .... ... .. . 887 874 
Compensated absences .... . . .... .. .. . . ... .. . . . . .. . . . . 225 201 
Contracts payable ... ... . , . , .. . . , . . . .. ... .. .... , .. , . . 67 151 
Due to other funds: 

Pipeline construction fund ..... . .... , . , . . . •. , . . .. .. . . , 335 
Wate r and sewer fund , . , ... . , . . . , . . .. . . . . . • . ... .. , .. 37 21 
Flee! management ILmd • . .. .. .• .. . .......... , . , . . . . . . 47 
Management information systems Jund . . .......•. . .... .. 57 98 

Deferred revenue: 
Interest .. . ..... . . . . .. . . .. ... .... ..... .. ... . ... ... . 48 
Property taxes ... . .. .. ... . . , .... , . , . , . , ... , .. .... . . . 24 75 
Interest and penalties-property taxes . . . . . . ..... . . .• . .. .. . 10 3 
Tax liens , . .... , . . . . . . • , ... .. . , ..... ...... . , . , .. . . , . 25 19 
Federal government ... .. . . . . .. . . . ... .. .. . .. . .. . ... .. . 181 85 
Total liabilities . . .... . .. ... . ...... . . . ...... .. .. .. . . . 1,895 1,575 

Fund balances: 
Reserved for encumbrances , , ... , . , . .. . .. . . . .... .. ... . 320 211 
Reserved for senior recreation program . . . .. . . . .. . . .. . , .. . 145 
Reserved for drug enforcement .... . . , . . , .. .. , . ... , . , . , . 75 
Reserved for advances . , ... •. ... ..• . . ..... . .. ... . . . . , 78 50 
Unreserved, undeslgnated ... .. , . , .. . . ... .... . . , ... . , . , 4,240 1,546; 
Total fund balances . , ...... , .... , , . .. .... . , . , .. , . . . . 4,858 1,807 

Total liabilities and fund balances .. . . . , ... .. ..... . . . . .. . . . 6,753 3,382 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this slalemenl. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 

SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS 

Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and 
Changes in Fund Balances 

For the fiscal year ended December 31 , 19x4 
(With comparative to1als for the fiscal year ended December 19x3) 

(amounts expressed in thousands) 

Parks CDBG 
Trans- Maln• Revltali• -Totals-

portalioo tenance zallon 19X4 19x3 

Revenues: 
Motor fuel lax: .... . . . ..•.... , . 729 729 355 
Alcoholicbeverage tax-. , ... . . .. 799 799 651 

lntergovemmenlal .. ... . , . , . .. . 100 338 438 28 
Interest .. . ... .. . . .. . ..... . .. n 39 116 70 
Donations .... ..... .. ... .. ... 149 149 239 
Total revenue I IO I I I • >4 > ♦ •I I ♦ 906 987 33B 2,231 1,343 

Expenditures: 
Current: 
Highways and streets t • I • t • • • I 742 742 
Economic and physical 

Development , , , . . .. ...... , . 401 401 28 
Culture and Recreation .. ...... 1,001 1,001 605 
Total 8):penditures .......... .. 742 1,001 401 2,1 44 633 

Excess (deliclency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures . , . , .. . 164 (14) (63) B7 710 
Other financing source: 

Operating transfer: 
General fund . ...• . ........• 63 63 5 

Excess (deficiency) of revenues and other financing sources 
over (under) expenditures and 
,other financing uses . .. ...... , . 

Fund balances, January 1 , .. ..•.. 
Fund balances, December 31 ! I I 4 I 

164 
744 
908 

(14) 
480 
466 

5 
5 

150 
1, 229 
1,379 

71 
514 

1,229 

The notes to the financlal statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS 

SpeciaJ revenue funds are used to account for specific revenues 
that are legally restricted lo expenditures for particular purposes. 

Transportation Fund - This fund is used to account for the 
government's share of motor fuel tax revenues and special state 
grants that are legally restricted to the maintenance of state high
ways within the government's boundaries. 

Parks Maz'ntenance Fund-This fund is used to account for 
private donations and alcoholic beverage tax revenues (approved 
by voters in 19X3) that are specificalJy J'estricted to the maintc~ 
nance of the government's parks. 

CDBG Revitalization Project Fund - This fund is used to ac
count for the community development block grant that is funding 
the revitalization project for substandard housing in tbe govern
ment's jurisdjction. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 
SPECIAL REVENUE FONDS 

Combining Balance Sheet · 
Dece,mber 31, 19x4 

(with comparative totals for December 31 , 19x3) 
(amounts expressed In thousands) 

Parks CDBG 
Trans- Main• Revltall- -Totals--

portallon tenan~e zallon 19X4 19x3 

Assets 
Cash and cash equivalents .. .. .. . 
Investments .... ••.. . • .. . . , , •• , 
Interest receivable . • . . , . . .. , • . . . 

65 
1,174 

1 

146 
403 

1 

211 
1,577 

2 

188 
1,144 

12 

Cash-restricted .... . ... . , . ... . . 
Intergovernmental receivable 
restricted , . . .. , . .. . .. .. , . . . . . 

Total assets . • , .. . .... . .. , . , . • . 1,240 550 

4 

19 
23 

4 

19 
1,813 

5 
1,349 

llablllties and fund balances 
Liabilities: 
Accounts payable .. , .• . . , . , . .. 
Due to other funds-genera/ fund . . 
Liabll!tles payable from 

restricted·assets , .. . .. .. , ... , 
Total llabililles ... . . . . ... . ..... 

332 

332 

84 

84 
18 
18 

416 

18 
434 

82 
38 

120 

Fund balances: 
Reserved for encumbrances . . . . . 
Unreserved, undeslgnated . .. . . .. 
Total fund balances .. . . . .. .. . . 

353 
555 
908 

8 
458 
466 

5 

5 

366 
1,013 
1,379 

159 
1,070 
1,229 

Total liabilities and 
fund balances .... . . . . , . .. . , . 1,240 550 23 1,813 1,349 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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E NTER PR ISE FUNDS 

Enterprise Funds are used to account for operations that are fi
nanced and operated in a manner similar to private business enter
prises - where the intent of the government's council is that the 
costs of providing goods or services to the general public on a con
tinuing basis be finruJced or recovered pl'imarily through u er 
charge ; or where the government's council bas dedded that peri
odic determination of net income is appropriate for accountability 
purposes. 

Water and Sewer Authoriry Fund - This fund is used to ac
count for tbe activities of the Water and Sewer Authority (a blended 
component urut of the NAME OF GOVERNlvfENT). 

Electric 'Fund - This fund is used to account for the activities 
of the government's e]ectrjc disn·ibutfon operation . 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 

ENTERPRISE FUNDS 

Combining Balance Sheet 
December 31 , 19X4 

(With comparative totals for December 31 , 19X3) 
(amounts expressed in thousands) 

Water 
and Sewer - Totals -
Authority Electric 19X4 19X3 

ASSETS 

Current Assets: 
C~h and cash equivalents ....•............... $1 ,366 $4,253 $5,619 $4,121 
Cash with fiscal agent . . •. . .. . . .. . .. . . , .. .. , .. 123 123 
Investments .. ..............• . ...... . ...... 14,610 1,795 16.405 B,879 
Interest receivable • . ...................•.... 409 51 460 435 
Accounts receivable (net of 

allowance for uncoltectibles) ....... •. . ....•... 2,621 1,378 3,999 3,55 1 
Due from other funds: . . .... • ... . .. . .... , ..... 
General fund .. .. .•. • . . . ... . . . . . , . .. •.. ... 37 37 39 
Fleet management fund . . . . ... . . . .. . ....... , 2 2 

Inventories .... .. • . . ..• • , , , .•.••.••.•••..•• 308 637 945 930 
Total current assets . ..... ,. .............. . 19,476 8,114 27,590 17,955 

Restricted assets: 
Customer deposits .... , . . .. . . ... • ... , , . , . , .• 1,543 188 1,731 1,375 
Revenue bond operations 
and maintenance account . . . .. ... . . . , ....... . 1.294 1,294 1,023 

Revenue bond construction account , . ...... . ... . 18,542 18,452 
Revenue bond current debt service account ... . . . . 3,706 3,706 1,380 
Revenue bond future debt service account •. . , . • . , 737 737 523 
Revenue bond renewal and replacement account ... 1,632 1,632 1, 165 

Total restricted assets . • . . . .. . .. . . . ... . . . . . . 27,454 188 27,642 5,466 
Deferred charges . . ...•.... . .. . .... . . . ..... . . 568 568 469 

Fixed assets: 
Land ... . .... . .................. . ...... • .. 604 451 1,055 1,055 
Buildings and system ....... . .. . ...... . .. . . . . 20,928 7,043 27,971 19,817 
Accumulated depreciation-buildings and system . .. . (2.476) (3,013) (5.489) (4,769) 
Improvements other than buildings .... . .. .. .. . . . 1,250 1,250 1,250 
Accumulated depreciation-
Improvements other than buildings . . . . . . . . . . . . . (342) (342) (188) 

Machinery and equipment . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . • . .• . 104,283 1,094 105,377 104,761 
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Water 
and Sewer - Totals -
Authority Electric 19X4 19X3 

Accumulated depreclation-
machinery and equlpment . .... . .. , . . . . . . . ... . (14,723) (558) (15,281) (13,429) 

Conslruction in progress .. . .. . .... . .. .. . . . .. .. 7,118 7,118 
Fixed assets (nel ofaccumulated depreciation) . ... 116,642 5,017 121,659 108,407 

Tolal assets .... .... ..... ...... ......... .... S164,140 $13,319 177,459 132,387 

LIABI LITIES AND EQUITY 

Curre nt liabilities : 
Accounts payable .... ... .. . ... . .. ... . .. .. . . . $1,237 $1,130 $2,367 $ 2,281 
Compensated absences payable . . ... . • . ....• . . 374 16 390 37B 
Retainage payable .. .... . . ... . . . . •.•. •. . .. .. 536 536 

Due to other funds: 
General fund . , . . . . . ....... , .. . , . . ... _. 65 65 193 
Fleet management fund . .... .. ... . . . . ... . . . 17 17 
Management into. sys. fund . .... .. .. . .. , . . . • 5 5 14 

Intergovernmental payable .. . . .. . . .. .. ....• . . 11 
Matured bonds payable . .... . .. • . • . , . . . ... . 68 68 
Matured interest payable .... . . . , . . , . ... . , , .. 55 55 
Accrued interest payable . .. . . . ..... ... . . . . • . 1,045 1,045 
General obligation bonds 
payable-current ... . . . . ...... . ... .. . ... .. . , ,480 1,480 1,360 

Capital leases payable-current . ...... .... • .... 23 23 
Total curren1 liabilities ...... . . . , ... .. , . . .. . . 4,905 1,146 6,051 5,337 

Current liabilities payable from restricted assets: 
Customer deposits payable . , . ... , . . . , . . . . . . . , . 1,543 188 1,731 1,375 
Revenue bonds payable . . ... . .... . . . . .... . .. . 1,484 1,484 530 
Accrued Interest payable . . ... . . . . . ..... , . , ... . 1,331 1,331 448 

Total current liabiliti es payable 
from restricted assets .. ... . . . ... ... . . . . . . . . 4,358 188 4,546 2,353 

Noncurrents liabilities: 
General obligation bonds payable 

(net of unamortized discounts) ... .. , . , . , . , . 30,818 30,818 23,798 
Revenue bonds payable (net of 
unamortized discounts) .... .... ... . .. . .. . . .. , . 31,975 31,975 8,580 
Capital leases payable . . .. . . , .. . , , .. . , .• . , .. . 78 78 
Total noncurrent liabilities .. , •. . • . , , • .. .. .. . .. 62,871 62,871 32,378 
Total liabilities , . . . . .. . . . . . , . , .. . , . . . . . ... , 72,134 1,334 73,468 40,068 
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Waler 
and Sewer - Totals-
Authority Electric 19X4 19X3 

Equity: 
Contributed capital: 
Government . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,033 4,033 803 
Customers .... ... .. . .... ; ... . . , ..... . .. , . 14,062 14,062 13,854 
Developers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . 35,241 3,138 38,379 34,293 
Intergovernmental .. . . . .. . , . . .. , . , . : .... , . . . 5,588 5,588 5,588 
Total contributed capital . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,924 3. 138 62,062 54,538 

Retained earnings: 
Reserved !or revenue bond 
operations and maintenance . • • . • • • • . . • . • • • • . . 1,294 1,294 1.023 

Rese,ved for revenue bond 
current debt service •.•. . , • . . . . . • • • . . • • . . • . . 891 891 402 

Reserved renewal and replacement . . . . . . . • . . . . • 1,632 1,632 1, 165 
Unreserved .... •• , , ...• • • , , ••• •• , • • • • • • . • . • 29,265 8,847 38,112 35,191 

Total retained earnings ..... . ....... , • . •.. .. . 33,082 8,847 41,929 37,781 
Total equity • . . . • . . . . • • • . • • • . . • . . . • • • • . • . • 92;006 11,985 103,991 92,319 

Total liabililies and equity . •••.••• .•.. , ••• , .•.. ,$164,140 $1 3,319 $177,459 $132,387 

The notes to the financial statements are an 7ntegral part of this statement. 
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AME OF GOVERNMENT 
EJ".\TTERPRISE F'oNDs 

I 
Combining Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes In Retained Earnings 

for the fiscal year ended December 31, 19X4 
(Wilh comparative totals for the fiscal year ended December 31, 19X3) 

(amounts expressed in thousands) 

Water 
and Sewer -Totals -
Authority Electric 19X4 19X3 

Operating revenues: 
Charges !or sale~ and services: 

Waler sales • • · t • • ••1 • t • t • • • ,. t • • , ........ , ' 
Sewer charges .......... .. .. . .............. 
Tap tees , .. , . , ..................... _. , .... 
Electric sales • 0 I ,• I • I • I • I• P + I••• I •1, • • • • • • • 

Total operating revenues ............. . ....... 

$ 9,227 
5,671 
1,521 

16,419 
15,250 
15,250 

$9,227 
5,671 
1,521 

15,250 
31 ,669 

$ 7,588 
4,344 
1, 155 

15, 11 0 
28,197 

Operating expenses: 
Costs of sales and services I < o < t , • I • > + • • • • ~ • 1 

Administration ...... , ... ...... , .. . . . . ....... 
Deprecialion ....... .. ....... . .. ...• .. . ..... 
Total operatlng expenses • ' . •• ' ••. • ' ••••••• •1. 

Operating income ... . ... . . •. . . ...... .... .. 

6,997 
3,137 
2,436 

12,570 
3,849 

10,772 
1,482 

318 
12,573 
2,677 

17,769 
4,620 
2,754 

25,1 43 
6,526 

16,879 
4,342 
2,597 

23,818 
4,379 

Nonoperating revenues {expenses): 
Intergovernmental ........................... 
Interest revenue . . , ......... . . ... , .. . ....... 
Interest expense ... .. , ... , . , . •. , ..... . . . . ... 
Bond issuance costs ......................... 
Loss on sales of tilled assets ' ......... ' . . .... -
Total nonoperating revenues 

(expenses) .. ... ... , . ..... .. ............ , 
Income before operating transfers •<I• • • I I< •1 • , 

350 
1,753 

(3,439) 
(25) 
(10) 

(1,371) 
2,478 

46 
523 

569 
3,246 

396 
2,276 

(3,439) 
.(25) 
(10) 

(802) 
5,724 

1·72 
2,357 

(2,765) 
(10) 

(246) 
4,133 

Transfer (to) other funds: 
General fund IO, , o j •, •I 4 < • • o, p I• o I O I •••• • , • (1,576) (1,576) 

Net income . , ........ , .. , . . ..... , . .. .. , . . ... 2,478 
Retained earnings, January 1 <••I•>••< I IO I• I•••• 30,604 
Retained earnings December 31 . .. , . ...... ...... $33,082 

1,670 
7,177 

S 8,847 

4,148 
37,781 

$41,929 

4,133 
33,648 

$37,781 

The notes to the t/nancia./ statements are ar, integral part of this statement. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 

E TERPRISE FUNDS 

Combining Statement of Cash Flows 
For fiscal year ended December 31, 19X4 

(With comparative totals for fiscal year ended December 31 , 19X3) 
(amounts expressed in thousands) 

Water 
and Sewer - Totals -
Authority Electric 19X4 19X3 

Cash flows from operating activities: 
Cash received from customers .. ... . ........... $16,151 $15,097 $31,248 $27,364 
Cash paid lo suppliers • • . . . .... .. ... , . . . . , . , (5,813) (10,558) (16,371) (16,064) 
Cash paid for quasi-external transactions . . . . . . . . . (1,202) (1,202) 
Cash paid to employees . . . . .. . . .. . . .. . . . . . .. . (3,117) (1,903) (5,020) (4,338) 
Net cash provided by operating aclivltfes , . . . • . . . 6,019 2,636 8,655 6,962 

Cash flows from noncapltal financing activities: 
Transfer to general fund ...... , . . .. .... .... .. , (1,576) (1,576) 
Subsidy from federal grant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 350 46 396 172 
Net cash provided (used) by 

noncapital financing activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 350 (1,530) (1,180) 172 

Cash flows from capital and related financing activities: 
Proceeds from general obligation bonds . . . . . . . . . . 8,423 8.423 
Proceeds from revenue bonds . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 34, 150 34,150 
Principal payments-bonds . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . (11,170) (11, 170) (1,885) 
Principal payments-capital leases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (12) {12) 
Interest paid . .. . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. . .. . .. . . .. .. . (2,310) (2,310) (2,887) 
Proceeds from sales or fixed assets . . • . . . • . . . . . . 5 s 
Purchase of fixed assets .. . ..... . . . •.. . •.•. . . , (494) (494) (1, 637) 
Capital lease obligation down payments . . . . . . . . . . (6) (6) 
Construction (including capitalized 

interest costs) .... .. ....................... (11,396) (11,396) 
Contributed capital . .... . .....•. , ..• , • . • . . . . • 4,294 4,294 6,744 

Net cash provided (used) by capital and 
related financing activities ....... . .... . ... , . . 21 ,978 (494) 21,484 335 

Cash flows from investing activities: 
Proceeds from sale of investmenls , ......... . . , . 1,568 2,038 3,606 2,987 
Purchase of investments . .. ... .. ... ... ..... .. . (23,860) (2,276) (26,136) (9,896) 
Interest received . • . •... . . . . , . . . . . . . . • .. .... 1,347 593 1,940 2,316 

Net cash provided (used) by 
investing activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (20,945) 355 (20,590) (4,593) 
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Water 
and Sewer -Totals -
Authority Elec-tric 19X4 19X3 

Net increase (decrease) fn cash 
and cash equlvalen1s- . . . . . . .... .. , ....... . .. . 7,402' 

Cash and cash equivalents, January 1 
(incll)ding $8,611 in reslric1ed accounts) , .... . .. , . 2,698 

Cash and cash equivalents, 
December 31 (Including $188 
in restricted accounts} . , .......... . . .. . . . . .... $10,100 

967 

3,474 

$ 4,441 

8,369 

6, 172 

$14,541 

2,876 

3,296 

$ 6,172 

R.EC0NCILIATJO I OF OPERATING INCOME TO ET 

CASH PROVIDED BY OPERATING ACTIVITIES 

Water 
and Sewer -Totals-
Authority Electric 19X4 19X3 

Operating income . . . . . . • , .•• ... , ... ... .. . .. . . $ 3,849 $ 2,677 $6,526 $ 4,379 

Adjustments to reconcile operating Income 
to net cash provided by operating activilles: 

Deprecia1fon expense . ... .....•.•........... 2,436 318 2,754 2,597 
(Increase} in accounts receivable ......•••...•. (508) (1 53) (661) (40) 
Increase in due from other funds f • 1 • • • 1 • • • f •I • (1 1) 
(Increase) in allowance for 

uncollecllble accounls • • ;, • • • • I • • • • r • ~ • • ' • • I 213 213 110 
(lnorease) decrease in Inventories .... ' . ' ' . '. ' .. 153 (168) (15) (100) 
Increase in customer deposits < Or • d •' • O • O • O •. O O 233 12 245 84 
Increase (decrease) in accounts payable , . .. ..... 133 (47} 86 (34) 
(Increase) in amounts payable 

related lo equipment purchase .. .. .. . ....... . (374) (374) 
Increase (decrease) in 

compensated absences payable , . . . . , . , ... •. . 15 (3) 12 (2) 
Increase {decrease) in inter-governmental 

payables .... ..... . . ....... , .. . ..... .. .. (11 ) (11 ) 4 
Increase (decrease) in due to other funds .. .. .... (120) (120) 5 

Total ad)ustmenls . .......... .. . .•. . • .•.• . . 2,170 (41) 2,129 2,583 
Net cash provided by operating acllviUes •• 1 • • •••• • $6,019 $ 2,636 $8,655 $6,962 

Noncash Investing, Capital and financing Activities 
Borrowing under capital lease • .. . ... ..... , •.. , . . 101 
Contributions of fixed assets from government .. . ... 3,230 
Purchase of equipment on account ...... .. . .. . . .. 374 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral parl of this statement. 
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TRUST AND AGENCY FUNDS 

Trust funds are used to account for assets held by the govern

ment in a trustee capacity. Agency funds are used to account for 
assets held by the government as an agent for individuals, private 
organizations, other governments and/or other funds. 

Senior Citizens' Transportation Fund - This fund is used to 
account for donations that are received pursuant to a trust agree
ment that restricts the use of those donations to providing subsidies 

for senior citizens' transportation to special government sponsored 
events. 

Perpetaal Care Fund - This fund is used to account for princi
pal trust amounts recejved and re1ated interest income. The interest 

portion of the trust can be used to maintain the community cemetery. 

Public Safety Employees Retirements System Fund - This 
fund is used to account for the accumulation of resources for pen
sion benefit payments to qualified public safety employees. 

Deferred Compensation Fund - Trus fund is used to account 
for assets held for employees in accordance with the provisions 
of Internal Revenue Code Section 457. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 
TRUST AND AGENCY F'uNDs 

Combining Balance Sheet 
December 31, 19X4 

(With comparative totals for December 31, 19X3) 
(amounts expressed in thousands) 

Hon-
Expendable Elpendable PeMlon 

Trust i ru,t Trust Agency 

Senior Pll!ille Oefer1ed' 
Cftlzens' Perpetual S.lety Compen- --Totals--

Tr111sportation Care Employees slrtlon 19X4 19X3 

A.ssels 
Cash and casti equivalents . , $11 $231 $ 33 $18 $293 $87 
lnves1ments . . .... . ...... 41 1,752 14,335 1,198 17,327 15,394 
Interest receivable .. .. .... 6 82 346 434 163 
Total asse1s . . . . , . . •.. . .. $ 58 $ 2.066 $14,714 $ 1,216 $18,054 $15,644 

Llablllties and fund balances 
Llabllllies: 
Accounts payable . ....... $7 $13 $18 $98 $36 
Deferred compensation 
benefits payable ... ..... 1,216 1,216 900 
Total llabllities .... .... .. 7 13 18 1,216 1,254 936 

Fund balances: 
Reserved for 
perpeluaIcare ...... . .. 1,102 1,102 1,102 

Reserved for employees 
retirement system . .... . 16,802 16,802 14,248 

Unreserved, 
undeslgnated . . . ...... . 51 951 (2,106) (1 ,104) (642) 
Total fund balances .•. . . 51 2,053 14,696 16,800 14,708 

Total liabiltties and 
fund balances ... . .... . $ 58 $2,066 $14,714 $1,216 $18,054 $15,644 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 

SENIOR CITIZENS' TRANSPORTATION 
EXPENDABLE TRUST FUND 

Comparative Balance sheets 
December 31, 19X4 and 19X3 

(amounts expressed In thousands) 

19X4 19X3 

Assets 
Cash and cash equivalents . . .... .. .. . .. .. .... . .. . . .. . •. $11 $ 16 
Investments . . •. .. . . ... ... , .. . . • , , . .... . .. ... . . •.•... 41 33 
Interest receivable . , • . . .... ... , . . . . . .. . .. . . . ... .. .... . 6 2 
Total assets .. , .. . . , . . ... .. •. ... . •.............. .. . . . $58 $ 51 

Llabllltles and fund balances 
liabilities: 
Accounts payable . . . .. ....... . . .. .. . . ... ... .. ....... . $ 7 $ 2 

Fund balances: 
Unreserved, undesignated . , . .. ..... .. . .. . . . , ..... . . . . . 51 49 

Total llabilltfes and fund balances ... .. .. . ......... ... . . .. . $ 58 $ 51 

The notes ta the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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NAME OF GOVERNMENT 

SENIOR CITIZENS' TRANSPORTATJON 
EXPENDABLE TRUST FuND 

Comparative Statements of Revenues, E:xpe11ditures 
and Changes in Fund Balances for fiscal years ended 

December Si, 19X4 and 19X3 
(amounts expressed in thousands) 

19X4 19X3 

Revenues: 
Interest .. , . . . .. . . , ... , .... , ....... . , .... . . ..•. , . , . $ 6 $ 2 
Donations .. . .............. . .............. . . , .... , . 82 52 
Total revenues ......... .. , .. .. .. , .. .. , . . .. , . . ... .. . 88 54 

Expenditures: 
Current: 

Genera/ government .... ..... ... ...... .. . .......... . 86 29 
Excess of revenues over expenditures ...... , .. , ........ .. . 2 25 
fund balances, January 1 . ... .. . ... . . . .... .... ........ . 49 24 
Fund balances, December 31 ...... . ....... •....... . .... . $ 51 $ 49 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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APPENDIX B 

Excerpted from New York State 
Operating Perrrnt Program, Annual Report 1996 (pp. 6-13). 
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FISCAL REPORT 

Operating Permit Program Fee 
Beginning in 1994 , Title V facilitles were required to pay the tonnag ased' 

OPP fee . pursuant to section 72-0303 of 1J1e ECL. OPP fees collected are de
posited in the OPP Account of the Qean A1r Fund establi hed y State Finance 
Law. Non-Title V urces cominue to pay Air Quality Control Program fees 1.hal 
are deposited to the Environme11tal Regulatory Account established in 1983. 

Both the federal Act and the NYSCACA require fee revenue sufficje-nt to 

cover all reasonable direct and indirect cost required to develop, administer and 
enforce the State 's Title V permit program. Once EPA approves the State's pla11 
for delegation of the Title V program to the State Tid V/OPP fee can only be 

u ed to fund Title V peon.ii program activities . .Prfor to approval . Tille V activities 
cau be funded from any ources available 10 the Stace. For fis al year 1994/95 
and 1995/96, tbe DEC's TiUe V workload has been funded from he General Fund, 
the Utility Regulatory Account, Federal Fw1ds and the OPP Account. 

In 1994/95, Title V activities constituted 35% of the DEC s air program ef

fort, however the OPP Account only paid for 26% of DEC' ajr program costs. It 
is anticipated tJmt as newly authorized positions funded from the OPP Account 
ure filled dwing J 995/96 the amount expended from the OPP Account will ap
proach JOO% of the Title V program co t . Many of the employee. wh will be 
recruited to the new OPP jobs wiJJ be transferring from existing positions cur
rently funded by the Section l 05 federal grant. Section 105 funds may not be 
used for Title V cost once federal approval of tbe OPP j obtained. Those grant 
funds are expected to be reduced accordingly by the federal government. 

The State legislation requires that commencing January I 1994 and annual
ly thereafter, the Department u:c a fonnttla to calculate the fee per ton of emis
sions that subject sour es are required to pay and that the calculation and fee be 
e. tablished as a rule through publication in the Environmental Notice Bulletin . 
The foe is calculated by dividing tJJe current State fiscal year appropriation for 
tne OPP by the total tons of emissions of regulated air contaminants from 
sources subject to the OPP during the prior calendar year, with co.nsjdcrntion 

given to any Sllrplu or defidt in the OPP Account of the CJeao Air Fund, a11y 
Imm repayment from the Mobile Source Account of the Clean Air .Pnnd and the 
rate of collection of bi11s issued for the fee . The fee i limited to a maximum fee 
of $25 per ton, increased by the percentage, if any, by wbkh the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) exceeds the CPI for the prior year. Ba ·eel upon this ceiling , the 1994 
fee was $25.69 and the 1995 fee wa $26.44. 
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CJcan Air Compliance Act Reporting Requirements 
The NYSCACA specifies the fiscal information that this report must con

tain. These are as follows; rhe actual dfrect and indirect costs and revenues re
ceived in State fiscal year (SFY) 1994/95: SFY 1995/96 estimates for direct and 
indirect cosrs, revenues and the year end balance of the Clean Air Fund's OPP 
Account; SFY 1996/97 projections for direct and indirect costs and tonna.ge of 
polJutants that will be subject to OPP fees; and finally, a recommendation on an 

adjustment to the fees to assure adequate funding dming futtu-e fiscal years. 
Each of these requirements js addressed under subheadings below, 

Cost figures provided in this report are actual or projected expenditures be
·tween April I and Maxch 31 for a given State fiscal year. Expenditure figures 
rather than appro_priations are used in U1is report since expenditures provide 
.more accurate ret1ection of actual program costs. Appropriations only reflect the 
level of spending the Legislature b.as authorized iu a particular year, m1d autho
rized funds may not be disbursed in that year. A legislative appropriation is usu
ally based on anticipated revenues. If acntal revenues generated by the OPP fees 
are less than the appropriation, the full appropriation cannot be spent. 
Expenditures may be made agau1st a prior year's approprjations, current year ap
propriations or a reappropriation depending 011 when the liability was incurred. 

State Fiscal Year 1994/95 
The actual direct and indirect costs of the OPP iJ.1 SFY 1994/95 were 

$10,687,799. This amount includes expenditlll·es by the Departments of Environ
mental Consetvation, Health, Economic Development, and the Environmental 
Facilities Corporation. A detailed summary is included in Figure l. The sources 
of funds for the program were OPP Account t7 ,413,029 with the balance com
ing from the General Fund, Federal Funds, and the Utility Regulatory Account. 
Tomi revenues received by the OPP account during SFY 1994-95 were 
$11,084,735 . Revenues included fees, interest and penalties. 

State Fiscal Year 1995/96 
The estimated direct and indu·ect costs of the OPP in SFY 1995/96 are 

$13,653,881. This amount reflects ex,peuditures by the Departments of Environ
mental Conservation, Health, Economic Development, and the Environment.ti 

Facilities Corporation. A detailed surnmary is included in Figure 2. 
Revenues anticipated to be received in SPY 1995-96 total $10,427,629. This 

amount is based on emission tonnage billing of 453,320 tons tirnes a per ton fee 
of$26.44 minus a 13% uncollectible figure. This revenue estimate does not in-
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cJude any additional funds tha1 may be collected from prior year fees, penalties 

and interest. 
DEC estimates that the balance in the OPP Account at the end of SFY 

J995/95 will be $4,564,498 . This estimate is based on: 

B eginojng balance .. ..... .... ..... ... .. .... .. $7 ,711 ,618 
Anticipated revenues .................. ... $10,427,629 

Projected expenrutures ............... ... $13 ,653,88] 
Ending balance ....... ....... ., ............. ... $4,485,366 

State Fiscal Year 1996/97 
The estimated direct and indirccl costs of the OPP in SPY 1996/96 are 

$14,590 658. This amount reflects projected expenditures by the Departments of 

Envfronmental Conservation , Health , Economic Development and the Environ
mental Facilities Corporation. A detailed summary is included in Figure 3, 

Under current legislation , revenues estimated to be received in SFY 1996/97 
totaJ $10,522,530. This amount is based on au emis ion tonnage billing of 
430,000 tons times a per ton fee of $27. I 9 minus a I0% uncollectible figure. The 
fee of $27 .J 9 is the maximum aUowed by the ceiling cun-ently prescribed in the 
NYSCACA. 

Recommended Fee Adjustment 
The l 996/97 appropriations requested by DEC for the OPP represent no fm

tber enl1ancernent. Rather, the request i merely for the full annual value of the 
program levels authorized on a pan-year basis by the 1993/94 and 1994/95 bud
gets . DEC is making no recommendation for an adjustment at this time. 
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FIGURE 1: 
1994-1995 OPERATING PERMIT ACTUAL COSTS 

Personal Fringe Nonpersonal 
Category Service Benefits Service Capital Total 

Direct Program Costs 
Environmental Conservation • . •. , , . 4,234,341 1,253,520 985,050 343,708 6,816,619 
Health .................. .... .. 448,686 137,836 116,543 0 703,065 
Economic Development ........ .. 222,649 68,398 441,716 0 732,763 
Environmental Fadlities Corp....... 0 0 556,853 0 558,853 

Total Direct Costs· .... . ,•. , . . " . . 4,905,676 1,459,754 2,100,162 343,708 8,809,300 

Indirect Program Costs 
Environmental Conservation . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . 1,716,141 
Health .. , , . ... . .. . ...... , , . , , ••• .••.••• . .. ... · , -· ,. , • ••. , ,,,, ,,,,,, ·,,, . , 150,736 
Economic Development •... .. ... .. . •• , , , ...•....•..• ... ••..••••• ..... ....... , 111,622 
Environmental Facilfties Corp••• •••. ..• . .•.••• . ..• .. , . . ..... .• .. ••.• . ..••• .. •... 0 

Tota! indirect costs ••••••••• , . , •• •• ••••••••••••••.••.••• ••• , ••••••••••••••••• 1,878,499 

Total Operating Permit Program Costs ........ ........ .... ... , .... ............ . 10,687,799 

ASSUMPTIONS: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION: 

Direct costs were based on Ttn'le and Activity records including adjustments made by supervisory staff. It was 
determined that 95¾ of Air staff time was devoted to Operating Permit Program actMlies in SFY 1994---f)S. This 
percentage was applied to the total Air expenditure. in SFY 1994-95. Indirect costs were calculated al 31.8% of 
personal service and fringe benefit costs and reflect costs associated with agency operations, auKlliary support 
staH and other state overhead responslbllities. 

Departments of Health and Economic Development: Reports containing expenditure Information were provided 
lo DEC by these agencies. 
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FIGURE 2: 
1995-96 OPERATING PERMIT ESTIMATED Cosrs 

Personal Fringe Nonpersonal 
Category Service Benefits Subtotal Service Capital Total 

Dlrec1 Program Costs 
Environmental 
Conservalion .... .. . . . 4,476,601 1,399,833 5,876,434 1,B79,788 1,500,000 9,256,222 

Health . . .. .. .. , , , , , , , 249,579 78,043 327 622 15,312 0 243,934 
Economic 
Development • , •• , , ... 403,345 126,126 529,471 613-,731 0 1,143,202 

Environmental 
Faclllties Corp. . .... .. 0 0 0 1,040,614 0 1,040,614 

Total Direct Costs .. ... 6,129,525 1,604,002 6,733,527 

Indirect Program Costs 
Environmental Conservafion . . .. ... . . , , •. . ... . .••• . ... . ... . 
Health .. . ...... •..• . ... . . .. ....... .. ... . .•.. •. •..... . . 
Economic Development , . •. . .. . .. ,•• . . ... ..• ... . .. • , , , . , , 
Environmental Facilities Corp . . . . .• , , , , ... .. . .••.. . ••.• • , • , 

Tolal Indirect Costs . ... . .. • , , , , • . •. . .. , . , .•• , •• , .... • . . . . 

3,549,445 

1,754,116 
97,796 
18,998 

0 

1,870,909 

1,500,000 

0 
D 
0 
0 

0 

11 ,782,972 

1,754,116 
97,795 
18,998 

0 

1,870,909 

Total Operating Costs . . 5,129,525 1,604,002 6,733,527 5,420,354 1,500,000 13,663,881 

/ISSUMPTIONS: 

Environmental Conservation: 
Personal Service expenditures reflect actual cariy•in from 1994-95 plus 12 month projected expend~ures for 66 
positions carried over from 1994-95 and 3 month projected expenditures for 42 direct positions to be filled dur
ing the current fiscal year. 

Funding for 11 positions from SFY 1994-95 and 8 posillons from SFY 1995-96 that are assigned to the Dlvfsion 
-of Regulatory Services and other support offices Is shown under the Indirect Program costs heading. 

Nonpersonal service expenditures refleol actual carry-in from 1994,-95 projected 12 month disbursements 
againsl 199H appropriations (88% ol planned In 12 month period). 

Capital expenditures assume 100%of planned amount. 

Environmental FaciliUes Corporation 
Nonpersona,I service expendilures reflect actual carry-in from 1994-95 plus projected 12 month dlsbuJsements 
against 1995-96 appropriations. (BB% of planned in 12 monlh period). 

Fringe Benefits/Indirect: 
Fringe benerrts. for all aQencies are calcu lated at 31 ,27% of personal service 
Indirect costs for Environmental Conservation and Health are calculated at 29.85% of personal 
service and fringe benefits. 

Indirect costs for Economic development are 4.71% of personal service. 

AppMdix B 87 



FIGURE 3: 
1996-97 OPERATING PERMIT EsTIMATED COSTS 

Personal Fringe Nonpersonal 
Category Service Benefits Subtotal Service Capital Total 

'Direct Program Costs 
Environmental 
Conservation , • , • : , . . . 

Health . .......... ... . 
Economic 
Development . ..... .. . 

Environmental 
Facilfttes Corp. .... ,' ' 

5,210,708 
249,579 

399,366 

0 

1,629,388 
78,043 

124,882 

0 

6,640,096 
327,622 

524,248 

0 

1,929,032 
75,312 

558,296 

1,000..000 

1,000,000 
0 

0 

0 

9,809,128 
402,934 

1,082,544 

1,000,000 

Total Direct Costs , , ... 5,859,653 1,~2,313 7,691,966 3,602,640 1,000,000 12,294,606 

Indirect Program Costs 
Envrronmental Conservation ..... . . , . , .... . .. . .... . .. , . . .. . 
Heallh • ........ ••••. ..•.. •••. , , . ... .• . .... ........ .. .. 
Economtc Development ..... .... ..... . .. .. . . . . ..... .. . . . . 
Environmental FaciliUes Corp . . .. . . ... . . . , , , , , , , ..... .. . .•. 

2,041,769 
97,795 

156,488 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2,041,769 
97,769 

156,488 
0 

Total Indirect Costs . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 2,296,052 0 2,296,052 

Total Operating Costs . . . 5,859,653 1,832,313 7,691,966 5,898,692 1,000,000 14,590,658 

ASSUMPTIONS: 
Planned expenditures for all agencies rerlec1 projecled·carry-in amounts against 1995-96 appropriations plus 
99% of requested personal service and 88% of non-personal service appropriations. 

Capital expenditures are estimated at 1,000,000, 

FRINGE BENEFITS/INDIRECT: 
Fringe benefits for aO agencies are calculated at 31.27% or personal service. 
Indirect costs for all agencies are calculaled al 29.85% of personal service and fringe benems. 
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STATE FISCAL YEAR 1994/95 
DETAILS AND PROJECTIONS 

The NYSCACA requires DEC to report the number of Operating Permit ap

p1ications 011 which final action was taken in the previous fiscal year with details 
on average review tune per pennit, number of person how-s spent per permit and 
the number of complete permit application filed. Since tbe State did not have a 
federally approved OPP in effect in SFY J994/95, no Title V pennits were re
vjewed or issued and actual data on average review time per pennit is not avail

able. However, the Dc:.partmenl has projected, to the extent possible, the 
mjnimurn number of perntit revjews that will be necessa.ry to implcmeut the pro

gram over the next five years. These are reflected in Figure 4 . 

FIGURE 4: 
PROJECTED NUMBER OF PERMITS 

SUBJECT TO REVIEW IN ORDER TO JMPLEMENT TITLE V 

Permits to be reviewed Average Review 
Permit Type over the next 5 years Time• (days/permit) 

Existing majorfacill11es .. .... ............ . ...... . 876 40 
No)( and VOC Reasonable Achievable Technological 
Cont. (RACT) perml1 modific<1itons . , ............. •. 200 15 
11tle V General Permits .. ... ..........•.......... 150 10 
New source review (Tltle I) lncludesPSD reviews, 
neltingltradlng permit modilifatlons . .. • •• .. • .• •• .. • . • 100 80 
Known MACT (Section 112) sources ... .......... . . . 150"' 30 
Capping oul of Title Vand RACT ... , , , .. . , . , , , .•. .. 9650'" 

• This timerepresents estimated technical review time by Division of Air stafl o ly. Specific permit app/i
cailons could take considerably more or less lime depending on the size and comple~lty of lhe lacllily. 
Also the review lime does no1 Include thal required by Division or Regul~tory Affairs lo process and issue 
permils. 

•• The numbers in tl1e table are estimates of the ettor1 required to review permits for six categories of 
sources for which MACT standa rds have been adopted by EPA. There are 174 categories for which 
MACT standards are Ulllmalely required to be developed.As new MACT standards are promulgated there 
will be a significant Increase In both !he number of facili ties that require permits and the effort necesary to 
review those permits. 

This includes the approxima1ely 6000 New York City sources that wi ll need modiflca1ions to their permits 
in order to cap out of TIiie V, 
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OTHER INVOLVED AGENCIES 

The NYSCACA does not specifically require that the activities of other in
volved agencies be reported. However, the Department of Health, Department of 

Economic Development and the Environmental Facili,ties Corporation were 
asked to report so that the direct costs of the fiscal portion of this report could be 
determined. Expenditures reported by those agencies have been included in this 
report. Their submissions to DEC are included as appendices to this report. 
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Thel~nvironmental Finance Center is part·ofthe_<;oastal and Environmental 
._ )'olicy:Progr~ (CEPP/and 1s·hpsted by the fy,laryland Sea Grant"College. 

=- - . - . ' -· 
• • I ,. 

A6-out CEPP. ' : 
The Coastal and-E~vironnrental Policy Prograrq is a non-degre·e granting prQ

. gram co~p'osed ofthec'C!njversity of M:ifYland· Sea Grant,Prowam, the S~bool 
of Pub.lic.Affairs,:.the College'ofAgrip'ilture; the Sch'ooJ ·of-Law, and _the . 

~.Center Foi'Envirq~e~'lal <!.nd Estµari~e Stuclies~ CEPP prov1de; irifopna
ti6nal,-educatio_nal and1'ese3!~h p9licy analysis and t~chnical problem~solvin_g 

• .assistance. ':• 

A ,,,,. ~ J ._, 

About sea·Grant 
·- ..The Nati~;JJ,] s~ ~~(_Program encourages w,ise stew-3fdship-of our marine 
- r~sgurces.througbJesearc~·.educaJ:ion,_o'iltreachAfid t·ecbnology transfer. 

, -~arylan·d .Se;a·_Gran~ i~·onrof twentY,-nin'e.Sea Grantprogi:ams ac~gs_s·.the · . 

• . •C<?l.lflto' _!P,art of'.a n~onal partne~p_sµp_p.<;>rt,ed jointly. by state and fe'deral ' 
· •. funds, fromthe·Natiorial Ocirui.ic and Atmospheric A¢ninistration. 

, ,,.·· - . .,. - . ~ . . ' . 

Abo1ft theEFC .; ' _·-~ - . -_ - ' . 
. :Witb.~~W~rt f;<;>m th~-U.~. Envjomne~tal Prot: ctionAgency (E~A) and'the 

__.Jaaj,J~d-Se!I Gr~t College·_Prpgtam, the E~vironmental Finance Center . 
. ' (EFC) yvas _created to train, provide assistance an_d act in ;:in advisory 'capacity 

.to .;tit~-at1d local -govemm; pts ,on issu~s relat~d to1mvironm~ntal finan9e. . ~ 

,.The ce'uter'pro~~te's a comprehen,sive and iritegT~tiv~ l.9ok 'at environmental 
·finante from .a :stra~gjc mana'gemept perspective fbat ~uggests that sound 

'·en'vk9-Q.!ll~lital i,ractices_encom_pass ~broad-specl:!1Jm of af't:ivities·... fi.c,tivitie~ . 
..•suchas_ n~eqs assessme_pts, issue prioritiz~t:ion, ·fdentificaflqn· ot:'rel~vant-envi~ 

· .. · -fo~~iaJ_ r~~]~t:i~n·s ~cl c_o~pliance i,s;ues, d~velopment of capital .f~cilities 
. plans, identification ofrevenue·sources, an'd community participation are _pre- -

cursgr~ _to~ecuring funding that fonn pai:t ofth~-EFC/,s ho~tic app~oacb. ., 
' I, - ;~ • ' • - J • • .:." 

.~ ~ : . To-fuiil o~t more. abo~t the En~jronmental Fhiance C~riter visit our \veb 
, ·._\.-'.·paie:;bttp://..yw...2md;g,uml~du/MDSG/EFC1indyx,h~ . • 
I , -~- I : ., 
-:. \. • <># .. . •. -. .~- ·- , ..·- \ . ' 
..:f: - r-,;. ,. r . , i 

... 
. ,_ 

. . 
• I 

! - ..: ·, ... . . .. ... ·, . . ..... 



TITLE V OF THE CLEAN Am AcT 

One of the most impof!ant benefits of the_new. Title V operating permits.progra~ of th~ CleanA!~ Act,is 
that the program itself wilJ ensure that adequate resources are 'available for its administra,tion. By col
lecting fees fron:i s!.itionary_a~ pollutiOTJ sources in (!Xchange for perI)l.its which !egufate leveis of emis-
sion~. states and 1,;icalities can,ach.ieve a nu~ber of desired ~oats:- · · 

Use revenues ge(\erated·by those regu_ljl.ted to monitor, enforce, and report on stationary 
air emissions· 

,. Create incentives for those sources to reduce emissions by forcing permit holders to internaiize 
th~ costs of emitting air pollutant§ - · · 

•. ·Begin· to track ·ajr pollution control requirerrie.nts and performance so· it becomes easier-to·man-
age programs across ~edia, such as ajr, water, and land · 

I/revenues generated from a program go to support O\ber state efforts, ~en [!Ofonly will the progra'm 
;suffer·from !~ck of reso1!fces, but those paying the permit fees will no~ rec~ive tlie level of service-that 
they·arepaying fot. 

Tflis handbook_identifies ways a state or local air program agc;ncy can collect, segregat~. al!d ac~_ount for 
Title V fees so that they are not com~gled with other efforts: · ' , · 

&EPA 
ISSUES IN ENVIJtQNMEN~L Fp:.iANCE 

-Envirprunental Fina~ce Center ■ University of Maryland.System 
. - http://www.mdsg.umd.edu/MDSG/EFC/index:iitml .- , . ' . ~ 



Appendix F. SDAPCD Fee Information 
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Title V Revenue 
Fiscal Year Revenue 

FY1819 $40,658 
FY1920 $23,692 
FY2021 $86,154 



            
        
      
      
      
       
      
        
       
       
      
      
       
       
       
       
      
      
       
       
      
      
       
      
      
       
        
           
        
            
               
           
               
           
          
        
         
              
         
       
       
           
        
            
       
            
       
           
         
        
         
        
             
        
              
             
        
         
          
        
       
       
       
       
        
             
             
          
          
           
           
           

SITE_RECORD_ID TITLE_V_PROGRAM APP_RECORD_ID OPEN_DATE RECORD_STATUS FACILITY INVOICE_NBR TRANSACTION_DATE TRANSACTION_AMOUNT FEE_SCHEDULE FEE_ITEM_CODE FEE_DESCRIPTION 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005393 04/30/2018 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3298915 12/09/2020 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005991 08/29/2019 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3282028 11/12/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005991 08/29/2019 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3282026 11/12/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005991 08/29/2019 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3292236 11/24/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005991 08/29/2019 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3293581 11/30/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005991 08/29/2019 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3294826 12/02/2020 $239.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005991 08/29/2019 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3298913 12/09/2020 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006212 02/24/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3350687 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3298910 12/09/2020 $82.80 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3307198 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3308694 12/21/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3309252 12/22/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3309313 12/23/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3309315 12/23/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3311039 12/29/2020 $1,008.90 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3311078 12/29/2020 $615.60 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3312178 01/04/2021 $752.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3312179 01/04/2021 $239.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3311919 01/04/2021 $820.80 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3312724 01/05/2021 $564.30 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3313164 01/06/2021 $598.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3313663 01/07/2021 $684.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3323360 01/19/2021 $222.30 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3323420 01/20/2021 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3328974 01/28/2021 $510.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006308 06/01/2020 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3335972 02/09/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006729 04/19/2021 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3426368 06/07/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006729 04/19/2021 Open General Dynamics NASSCO 3435442 06/17/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006524 11/12/2020 Open Solar Turbines Incorporated 3282927 11/16/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006051 10/11/2019 Open City of San Diego ‐ PUD Point Loma Water Treatment Plant 3437281 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006323 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 3435469 06/17/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006484 10/13/2020 Open City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 3258451 10/15/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006484 10/13/2020 Open City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 3435463 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005185 10/24/2017 Open Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3437359 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006230 03/16/2020 Open Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3294077 12/01/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006230 03/16/2020 Open Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3297949 12/07/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006385 07/23/2020 Open Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3336531 02/10/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006385 07/23/2020 Open Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3435464 06/17/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005961 08/07/2019 Open SFPP, LP 3350650 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005961 08/07/2019 Open SFPP, LP 3437310 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006542 11/30/2020 Open SFPP, LP 3295426 12/03/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006542 11/30/2020 Open SFPP, LP 3435459 06/17/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006689 03/24/2021 Open SFPP, LP 3367612 03/24/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006689 03/24/2021 Open SFPP, LP 3435444 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006741 04/30/2021 Open SFPP LP 3394653 05/03/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006741 04/30/2021 Open SFPP LP 3395800 05/05/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006742 04/30/2021 Open SFPP LP 3394667 05/03/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005964 08/09/2019 Open USN Air Station NORIS 3350652 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005964 08/09/2019 Open USN Air Station NORIS 3437308 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006196 02/07/2020 Open USN Air Station NORIS 3350502 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006196 02/07/2020 Open USN Air Station NORIS 3437278 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006345 10/29/2020 Open USN Air Station NORIS 3273322 11/02/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006345 10/29/2020 Open USN Air Station NORIS 3435466 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005404 05/17/2018 Cancelled Cabrillo Power I LLC 2702934 01/28/2021 $174.87 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005404 05/17/2018 Cancelled Cabrillo Power I LLC 2702934 01/28/2021 $389.40 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005818 05/02/2019 Open Carlsbad Energy Center LLC 3295666 12/03/2020 $207.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005818 05/02/2019 Open Carlsbad Energy Center LLC 3437313 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005733 02/27/2019 Cancelled Otay Landfill Gas, LLC 3271619 10/28/2020 $207.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐03596 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005293 02/02/2018 Open Sycamore Landfill Inc 3283052 11/16/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005292 02/02/2018 Open Otay Landfill Inc 3257808 10/13/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005292 02/02/2018 Open Otay Landfill Inc 3258257 10/14/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005292 02/02/2018 Open Otay Landfill Inc 3282027 11/12/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005292 02/02/2018 Open Otay Landfill Inc 3425388 06/03/2021 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005292 02/02/2018 Open Otay Landfill Inc 3426622 06/07/2021 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005736 02/27/2019 Open City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 3350619 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005736 02/27/2019 Open City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 3437319 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005745 03/04/2019 Open City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3273447 11/02/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005745 03/04/2019 Open City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3289177 11/18/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005745 03/04/2019 Open City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3293582 11/30/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005745 03/04/2019 Open City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3294829 12/02/2020 $68.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005745 03/04/2019 Open City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3437317 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 



                 
             
             
             
            
             
             
            
            
             
            
            
            
             
            
           
            
           
            
           
           
           
           
            
      
     
     
     
      
       
       
       
       
       
            
            
            
          
          
           
          
               
          
         
           
          
           
          
          
          
           
          
           
          
          
          
          
           
           
          
           
          
          
              
          
          
           
           
           
          
               
          

APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006545 12/04/2020 Open City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 3326499 01/22/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006545 12/04/2020 Open City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 3435453 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3258255 10/14/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3258663 10/15/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3268978 10/20/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3269505 10/21/2020 $684.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3270065 10/22/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3271387 10/27/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3273446 11/02/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3274475 11/04/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3278250 11/09/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3290028 11/19/2020 $769.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3291404 11/23/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3424755 06/02/2021 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005299 01/22/2018 Open SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 3425340 06/03/2021 $598.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006052 10/11/2019 Open City of San Diego ‐ PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3350607 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006052 10/11/2019 Open City of San Diego ‐ PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3437282 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3294828 12/02/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3294931 12/03/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3297958 12/07/2020 $239.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3298544 12/09/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3299468 12/10/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3299844 12/10/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006321 06/09/2020 Open City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3435470 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005446 06/26/2018 Open SDG&E Miramar 3380955 04/15/2021 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005446 06/26/2018 Open SDG&E Miramar 3390058 04/21/2021 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005446 06/26/2018 Open SDG&E Miramar 3390054 04/21/2021 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005446 06/26/2018 Open SDG&E Miramar 3425876 06/04/2021 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005446 06/26/2018 Open SDG&E Miramar 3435352 06/17/2021 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005446 06/26/2018 Open SDG&E Miramar 3437352 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005696 01/17/2019 Open SDG&E ‐Miramar Energy Facility 3273445 11/02/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005696 01/17/2019 Open SDG&E ‐Miramar Energy Facility 3277895 11/09/2020 $68.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005696 01/17/2019 Open SDG&E ‐Miramar Energy Facility 3277899 11/09/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005696 01/17/2019 Open SDG&E ‐Miramar Energy Facility 3437324 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006050 10/11/2019 Open City of San Diego ‐ PUD NC LGE ‐ South 3437279 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09778 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005425 06/12/2018 Open Minnesota Methane LLC San Diego Miramar Facility 3437356 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐005735 02/27/2019 Open City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3437323 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1999‐SITE‐10882 No APCD2018‐APP‐005554 09/24/2018 Open Otay Mesa Energy Center LLC 3350604 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1999‐SITE‐10882 No APCD2018‐APP‐005554 09/24/2018 Open Otay Mesa Energy Center LLC 3437337 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1999‐SITE‐10882 No APCD2018‐APP‐005651 12/14/2018 Open Otay Mesa Energy Center LLC 3393471 04/29/2021 $103.50 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1999‐SITE‐10882 No APCD2018‐APP‐005651 12/14/2018 Open Otay Mesa Energy Center LLC 3437334 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3234222 09/08/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3317085 01/14/2021 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3317087 01/14/2021 $752.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3327501 01/25/2021 $459.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3327908 01/26/2021 $340.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3329179 01/28/2021 $595.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3335974 02/09/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3345684 02/17/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3345627 02/17/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3346323 02/18/2021 $340.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3348354 02/24/2021 $850.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3349113 02/25/2021 $1,020.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3350640 03/02/2021 $408.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3351368 03/03/2021 $884.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3355154 03/08/2021 $221.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3355787 03/09/2021 $68.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3357539 03/11/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3358599 03/15/2021 $102.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3364930 03/17/2021 $68.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3399622 05/12/2021 $272.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3400240 05/13/2021 $442.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006444 09/04/2020 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3444108 06/29/2021 $255.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006597 01/19/2021 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3326686 01/22/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006597 01/19/2021 Open Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 3435446 06/17/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005184 10/23/2017 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3434904 06/17/2021 $425.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005184 10/23/2017 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3434873 06/17/2021 $850.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005184 10/23/2017 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3443499 06/28/2021 $255.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005201 11/07/2017 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3431953 06/16/2021 $850.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005201 11/07/2017 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3434898 06/17/2021 $425.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3244335 09/21/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3315189 01/11/2021 $188.10 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 



         
          
          
           
          
           
          
          
           
           
           
           
          
           
          
           
          
           
          
           
           
          
           
        
        
           
        
        
       
          
         
             
         
        
        
        
        
       
       
        
        
        
        
       
       
       
       
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
       
       
        
        
       
       
        
        
       
       
        
        
       
       
       

APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3315736 01/12/2021 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3316273 01/13/2021 $940.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3323362 01/19/2021 $718.20 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3326235 01/21/2021 $935.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3327500 01/25/2021 $391.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3335975 02/09/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3345687 02/17/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3351370 03/03/2021 $68.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3351372 03/03/2021 $51.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3353541 03/04/2021 $697.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3355151 03/08/2021 $595.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3357535 03/11/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3357536 03/11/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3358601 03/15/2021 $272.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3399620 05/12/2021 $340.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3400245 05/13/2021 $425.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3402747 05/17/2021 $442.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3403153 05/18/2021 $255.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3403897 05/20/2021 $323.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3410819 05/27/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3413223 06/01/2021 $221.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3424737 06/02/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006451 09/18/2020 Open SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 3434913 06/17/2021 $136.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006001 09/13/2019 Open CalPeak Power ‐ Enterprise LLC 3350653 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006001 09/13/2019 Open CalPeak Power ‐ Enterprise LLC 3437291 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006508 11/04/2020 Open CalPeak Power ‐ Enterprise LLC 3274388 11/04/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006508 11/04/2020 Open CalPeak Power ‐ Enterprise LLC 3435462 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006330 06/11/2020 Open Larkspur Energy Facility 3399141 05/12/2021 $136.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006330 06/11/2020 Open Larkspur Energy Facility 3435467 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006002 09/13/2019 Open CalPeak Power Border LLC 3350681 03/02/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 Yes APCD2019‐APP‐006002 09/13/2019 Open CalPeak Power Border LLC 3437290 06/21/2021 $20.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006509 11/04/2020 Open CalPeak Power Border LLC 3274964 11/05/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 Yes APCD2020‐APP‐006509 11/04/2020 Open CalPeak Power Border LLC 3435460 06/17/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3243345 09/17/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3243345 09/17/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3243659 09/17/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3243659 09/17/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3271848 10/28/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3271848 10/28/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3291405 11/23/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3291405 11/23/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3292245 11/24/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3292245 11/24/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3292244 11/24/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3292244 11/24/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3293580 11/30/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3293580 11/30/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3294085 12/01/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3294085 12/01/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3294833 12/02/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3294833 12/02/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3294932 12/03/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3294932 12/03/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3297959 12/07/2020 $444.60 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3297959 12/07/2020 $444.60 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3298542 12/09/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3298542 12/09/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3299470 12/10/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3299470 12/10/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3299852 12/10/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3299852 12/10/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307194 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307194 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307192 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307192 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307196 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307196 12/16/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307345 12/17/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3307345 12/17/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3308690 12/21/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3308690 12/21/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3309314 12/23/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 



       
        
        
       
       
        
        
       
       
        
        
         
         
         
         
        
        
              
            
              
              
            
            
            
           
          
          
           
          
           
        
         
         
        
        
         
        
        
        
        
        
        
          
         
        
         
         
         
        
         
          
        
        
        
         
         
         
        
         
        
         
        
        
        
        
        
        
          
              
              

        

APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3309314 12/23/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3311093 12/29/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3311093 12/29/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3312727 01/05/2021 $119.70 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3312727 01/05/2021 $119.70 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3313171 01/06/2021 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3313171 01/06/2021 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3316277 01/13/2021 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3316277 01/13/2021 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3335976 02/09/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3335976 02/09/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3347869 02/23/2021 $1,190.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3347869 02/23/2021 $1,190.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3350632 03/02/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3350632 03/02/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3437730 06/21/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2017‐APP‐005134 09/13/2017 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3437730 06/21/2021 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005375 04/16/2018 Open San Diego Gas & Electric Company Palomar Energy Center 3243562 09/17/2020 $103.50 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005375 04/16/2018 Open San Diego Gas & Electric Company Palomar Energy Center 3298408 12/08/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005375 04/16/2018 Open San Diego Gas & Electric Company Palomar Energy Center 3355791 03/09/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2018‐APP‐005375 04/16/2018 Open San Diego Gas & Electric Company Palomar Energy Center 3390425 04/21/2021 $85.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006807 06/28/2021 Open SDG&E Palomar Energy Center 3444138 06/29/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006807 06/28/2021 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3444138 06/29/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 Yes APCD2021‐APP‐006807 06/28/2021 Open SDG&E PALOMAR ENERGY CENTER 3444138 06/29/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2003‐SITE‐04824 No APCD2018‐APP‐005657 12/18/2018 Open Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region 3310151 12/24/2020 $517.50 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2003‐SITE‐04824 No APCD2018‐APP‐005657 12/18/2018 Open Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region 3311796 12/31/2020 $414.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2003‐SITE‐04824 No APCD2018‐APP‐005657 12/18/2018 Open Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region 3311797 12/31/2020 $621.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2003‐SITE‐04824 No APCD2018‐APP‐005657 12/18/2018 Open Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region 3381053 04/15/2021 $828.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2003‐SITE‐04824 No APCD2018‐APP‐005657 12/18/2018 Open Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region 3404688 05/20/2021 $1,035.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2003‐SITE‐04824 No APCD2018‐APP‐005657 12/18/2018 Open Hanson Aggregates Pacific Southwest Region 3404689 05/20/2021 $207.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3243134 09/16/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3243215 09/17/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3243653 09/17/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3246226 09/22/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3246888 09/23/2020 $684.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3247442 09/24/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3250018 09/30/2020 $598.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3250744 10/01/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3254404 10/05/2020 $684.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3254870 10/06/2020 $855.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3255394 10/07/2020 $427.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3255510 10/08/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3258739 10/15/2020 $207.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3267001 10/19/2020 $513.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3268967 10/20/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3269471 10/21/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3271849 10/28/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3272342 10/29/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3273896 11/03/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3274421 11/04/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3275259 11/05/2020 $414.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3280274 11/10/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3288766 11/17/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3288767 11/17/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3289282 11/18/2020 $256.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3291403 11/23/2020 $684.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3292242 11/24/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3293578 11/30/2020 $342.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3294095 12/01/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3297957 12/07/2020 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3298549 12/09/2020 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3311084 12/29/2020 $153.90 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3312180 01/04/2021 $102.60 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3311920 01/04/2021 $205.20 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3312726 01/05/2021 $239.40 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3313168 01/06/2021 $85.50 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3313664 01/07/2021 $171.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3396632 05/06/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2017‐APP‐005154 10/02/2017 Approved Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3357864 05/12/2021 $604.10 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 No APCD2021‐APP‐006779 06/07/2021 Open Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 3437769 06/21/2021 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 

APCD2019‐APP‐005685 01/09/2019 Open El Cajon Energy, LLC 3437327 06/21/2021 $41.40 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 



Total $84,373.07 



        
               
              
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   

 

SITE_RECORD_ID FACILITY TRAN_DATE INVOICE_NBR COST/INVOICED REVENUE/PAYMENT FEE_ITEM FEE_DESCTIPTION 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 Solar Turbines Inc 09/17/2020 09:01:41 AM 3141530 $494.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 SFPP LP 03/18/2021 11:22:19 AM 3141527 $315.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 02/16/2021 12:48:58 PM 3344978 ‐$248.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 02/18/2021 03:04:55 PM 3346238 $496.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 03/10/2021 10:19:30 AM 3346238 $496.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 02/16/2021 12:50:33 PM 3344980 ‐$237.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 02/18/2021 02:53:33 PM 3346226 $475.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 03/10/2021 10:53:10 AM 3346226 $475.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 

Total $486.00 $1,781.20 



         
             
               
               
               
            
                     
                   
                  
                
                
              
                
                
              
              
                 
                   
                    
                  
                   
               
               
                

SITE_RECORD_ID APP_RECORD_ID FACILITY INVOICE_NBR TRANSACTION_DATE TRANSACTION_AMOUNT FEE_SCHEDULE FEE_ITEM_CODE FEE_DESCRIPTION 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 3101180 01/29/2020 $1,049.10 APCD_TIV APCD_TIV Title V 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 APCD2019‐APP‐005991 General Dynamics NASSCO 2997087 08/30/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 APCD2020‐APP‐006212 General Dynamics NASSCO 3121262 02/25/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 APCD2020‐APP‐006308 General Dynamics NASSCO 3178341 06/03/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 APCD2019‐APP‐005862 Solar Turbines Incorporated 3115788 02/13/2020 $207.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 APCD2019‐APP‐006051 City of San Diego ‐ PUD Point Loma Water Treatment Plant 3026764 10/16/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 APCD2019‐APP‐006051 City of San Diego ‐ PUD Point Loma Water Treatment Plant 3026763 10/16/2019 $6.15 APCD_MISC APCD_CONVEN 2.19% Convenience Fee 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 APCD2020‐APP‐006323 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 3181964 06/10/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 APCD2020‐APP‐006230 Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3130075 03/16/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 APCD2020‐APP‐006301 Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 3175095 05/22/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 APCD2019‐APP‐005961 SFPP, LP 2976812 08/07/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 APCD2019‐APP‐005964 USN Air Station NORIS 2979991 08/09/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 APCD2020‐APP‐006196 USN Air Station NORIS 3106781 02/10/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 APCD2018‐APP‐005297 APPLIED ENERGY LLC NAVAL STATION 3121984 02/26/2020 $101.50 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 APCD2018‐APP‐005363 Applied Energy LLC North Island 3121988 02/26/2020 $142.10 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 APCD2019‐APP‐006052 City of San Diego ‐ PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3026765 10/16/2019 $6.15 APCD_MISC APCD_CONVEN 2.19% Convenience Fee 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 APCD2019‐APP‐006052 City of San Diego ‐ PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3026769 10/16/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 APCD2020‐APP‐006321 City of San Diego PUD, Metro Biosolids Center 3181963 06/10/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2019‐APP‐006050 City of San Diego ‐ PUD NC LGE ‐ South 3026760 10/16/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 3076199 12/18/2019 $3,021.68 APCD_MISC APCD_REF_FRF Forfeited Refund to Customer [Calc] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 APCD2019‐APP‐006001 CalPeak Power ‐ Enterprise LLC 3013857 09/18/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 APCD2020‐APP‐006330 Larkspur Energy Facility 3183133 06/12/2020 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 APCD2019‐APP‐006002 CalPeak Power Border LLC 3013868 09/18/2019 $74.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 

Total $5,717.68 



        
                
               
               
               
               
                  
                  
                 
                 
              
                
                
                
            
               
               
                
                
               
               
                
               
               
               
               
                   
                    
                    
               
               
                   
                   
                   
                   
             
             
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                 
                 
                 
                 
                
                
                 

SITE_RECORD_ID FACILITY TRAN_DATE INVOICE_NBR COST/INVOICED REVENUE/PAYMENT FEE_ITEM FEE_DESCTIPTION 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 03/26/2020 09:43:45 PM 3141335 $261.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 General Dynamics NASSCO 10/30/2019 12:50:29 PM 2831314 $1,286.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 General Dynamics NASSCO 03/27/2020 12:08:09 PM 3141483 $2,422.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 General Dynamics NASSCO 04/22/2020 11:37:22 AM 3141483 $2,422.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 Solar Turbines Inc 03/27/2020 12:50:40 PM 3141530 $494.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 03/27/2020 12:35:16 PM 3141509 $309.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 05/27/2020 10:28:47 AM 3141509 $309.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Navy Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 03/27/2020 12:02:31 PM 3141479 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Navy Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 06/05/2020 12:17:47 PM 3141479 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 SFPP LP 03/27/2020 12:48:37 PM 3141527 $315.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 01/07/2020 12:54:33 PM 2831113 $450.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 03/27/2020 11:50:53 AM 3141469 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 05/20/2020 09:51:47 AM 3141469 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 03/26/2020 10:28:37 PM 3141336 $400.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Cabrillo Power LLC 03/27/2020 11:10:44 AM 3141437 $737.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Cabrillo Power LLC 04/24/2020 12:12:47 PM 3141437 $737.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 03/27/2020 12:19:57 PM 3141496 $354.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 04/29/2020 09:25:17 AM 3141496 $354.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03594 Sycamore Energy LLC 03/27/2020 12:52:49 PM 3141531 $407.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03594 Sycamore Energy LLC 05/15/2020 08:59:56 AM 3141531 $407.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 Applied Energy North Island 03/27/2020 11:04:34 AM 3141429 $308.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐03596 Sycamore Landfill Inc 03/27/2020 12:57:38 PM 3141537 $268.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐03596 Sycamore Landfill Inc 05/18/2020 11:08:15 AM 3141537 $268.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Otay Landfill Inc 03/27/2020 12:16:10 PM 3141494 $1,463.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Otay Landfill Inc 05/15/2020 02:07:16 PM 3141494 $1,463.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 03/27/2020 11:47:55 AM 3141464 $248.40 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 03/27/2020 12:25:07 PM 3141500 $369.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 05/01/2020 02:53:39 PM 3141500 $369.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1992‐SITE‐08447 Goal Line LP 03/27/2020 12:10:47 PM 3141486 $307.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1992‐SITE‐08447 Goal Line LP 04/28/2020 11:52:10 AM 3141486 $307.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 03/27/2020 12:31:25 PM 3141505 $425.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 03/27/2020 01:28:23 PM 3141559 $509.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 04/13/2020 09:57:22 AM 3146405 ‐$425.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 05/27/2020 10:23:48 AM 3141559 $509.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 SDG&E 03/27/2020 12:42:24 PM 3141514 $483.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 SDG&E 04/27/2020 09:16:02 AM 3141514 $483.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 03/27/2020 11:44:07 AM 3141462 $250.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 05/27/2020 10:50:50 AM 3141462 $250.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09778 Minnesota Methane LLC San Diego Miramar Facility 03/27/2020 12:05:29 PM 3141481 $342.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09778 Minnesota Methane LLC San Diego Miramar Facility 05/15/2020 12:08:57 PM 3141481 $342.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 03/27/2020 11:33:37 AM 3141452 $237.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1999‐SITE‐10882 Otay Mesa Energy Center LLC 03/27/2020 12:22:07 PM 3141499 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1999‐SITE‐10882 Otay Mesa Energy Center LLC 05/06/2020 09:35:12 AM 3141499 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 03/27/2020 11:29:38 AM 3141449 $567.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 04/28/2020 11:53:04 AM 3141449 $567.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 Escondido Energy Center LLC 03/27/2020 12:00:23 PM 3141475 $403.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 Escondido Energy Center LLC 04/28/2020 11:57:23 AM 3141475 $403.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 03/27/2020 12:45:57 PM 3141522 $301.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 



                 
                
                
               
               
               
               
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
             
             

 

APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 04/27/2020 09:14:17 AM 3141522 $301.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 CalPeak Power Enterprise LLC 03/27/2020 11:23:23 AM 3141446 $1,633.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 CalPeak Power Enterprise LLC 04/22/2020 11:41:03 AM 3141446 $1,633.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Larkspur Energy Facility 03/27/2020 12:59:45 PM 3141539 $294.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Larkspur Energy Facility 03/27/2020 01:12:46 PM 3141551 $210.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Larkspur Energy Facility 04/13/2020 09:49:27 AM 3146402 ‐$294.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Larkspur Energy Facility 04/29/2020 09:15:39 AM 3141551 $210.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 CalPeak Power Border LLC 03/27/2020 11:17:15 AM 3141443 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 CalPeak Power Border LLC 04/22/2020 11:39:12 AM 3141443 $560.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 SDG&E Palomar Energy Center 03/27/2020 12:28:17 PM 3141503 $399.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 SDG&E Palomar Energy Center 04/27/2020 09:13:30 AM 3141503 $399.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 Orange Grove Energy LP 03/27/2020 12:12:55 PM 3141490 $483.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 Orange Grove Energy LP 04/21/2020 11:42:08 AM 3141490 $483.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2009‐SITE‐06554 El Cajon Energy LLC 03/27/2020 11:55:19 AM 3141472 $728.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2009‐SITE‐06554 El Cajon Energy LLC 05/04/2020 11:44:47 AM 3141472 $728.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 01/29/2020 11:33:37 AM 3101180 $1,049.10 APCD_TIV Title V 
APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 01/29/2020 11:34:50 AM 3101180 $1,049.10 APCD_TIV Title V 

Total $18,503.10 $17,974.60 



       
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
               
              
                    
           
           
        
           
              
                 
             
             
             
               
               
             
             
             
             
             
                
                  
                  
              
            
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
                 
                 
               
                
               
                  
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               

SITE_RECORD_ID APP_RECORD_ID FACILITY INVOICE_NBR TRANSACTION_DATE TRANSACTION_AMOUNT FEE_SCHEDULE FEE_ITEM_CODE FEE_DESCRIPTION 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2697316 07/27/2018 $616.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2697315 07/27/2018 $616.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2697915 07/30/2018 $616.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2700730 08/03/2018 $1,232.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2700332 08/03/2018 $924.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2728299 09/12/2018 $616.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 APCD2017‐APP‐004918 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 2728300 09/12/2018 $616.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 APCD2019‐APP‐005862 Solar Turbines Incorporated 2930221 06/03/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 APCD2018‐APP‐005411 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 2684390 07/12/2018 $385.70 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 APCD2018‐APP‐005411 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 2759384 10/22/2018 $2.30 APCD_MISC APCD_APP_MIS Labor charges to close Trust Account remaining balance [Calc] 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 APCD2018‐APP‐005519 Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 2735142 09/17/2018 $154.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 APCD2018‐APP‐005423 SFPP, LP 2700533 08/03/2018 $79.20 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 APCD2018‐APP‐005423 SFPP, LP 2717463 08/20/2018 $4.80 APCD_TIV APCD_TIV Title V 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 APCD2018‐APP‐005535 SFPP, LP 2724907 09/05/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 APCD2018‐APP‐005535 SFPP, LP 2775692 11/15/2018 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 APCD2018‐APP‐005535 SFPP, LP 2823790 01/23/2019 $1.00 APCD_MISC APCD_APP_MIS Labor charges to close Trust Account remaining balance [Calc] 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 APCD2017‐APP‐004903 USN Air Station NORIS 2806095 12/27/2018 $177.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 APCD2018‐APP‐005297 APPLIED ENERGY LLC NAVAL STATION 2824812 01/25/2019 $170.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 APCD2018‐APP‐005297 APPLIED ENERGY LLC NAVAL STATION 2825221 01/25/2019 $255.00 APCD_94 APCD_94C Associate Engineer 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 APCD2019‐APP‐005818 Carlsbad Energy Center LLC 2889669 05/02/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 APCD2019‐APP‐005733 Otay Landfill Gas, LLC 2847630 02/27/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 APCD2018‐APP‐005363 Applied Energy LLC North Island 2717063 08/17/2018 $308.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 APCD2018‐APP‐005363 Applied Energy LLC North Island 2728332 09/12/2018 $462.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 APCD2018‐APP‐005363 Applied Energy LLC North Island 2728329 09/12/2018 $308.00 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 APCD2018‐APP‐005363 Applied Energy LLC North Island 2729091 09/13/2018 $46.20 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1988‐SITE‐00024 APCD2018‐APP‐005363 Applied Energy LLC North Island 2729092 09/13/2018 $261.80 APCD_94 APCD_94B Assistant Engineer 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 APCD2019‐APP‐005736 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 2848337 02/28/2019 $6.67 APCD_MISC APCD_CONVEN 2.2% Convenience Fee 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 APCD2019‐APP‐005736 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 2848343 02/28/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 APCD2019‐APP‐005745 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2850036 03/05/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 APCD2019‐APP‐005696 SDG&E ‐Miramar Energy Facility 2822339 01/17/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 APCD2019‐APP‐005696 SDG&E ‐Miramar Energy Facility 2822333 01/17/2019 $11.02 APCD_MISC APCD_CONVEN 2.2% Convenience Fee 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2681678 07/06/2018 $336.60 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2693224 07/18/2018 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2693858 07/19/2018 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2694445 07/20/2018 $118.80 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2695872 07/24/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2695870 07/24/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2702052 08/07/2018 $297.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2702915 08/08/2018 $297.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2709542 08/14/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2723192 08/31/2018 $495.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2723194 08/31/2018 $297.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2724533 09/05/2018 $198.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2735171 09/17/2018 $118.80 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2735056 09/17/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2853403 03/07/2019 $792.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2853388 03/07/2019 $792.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2853468 03/07/2019 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2749252 04/10/2019 $693.40 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2749252 04/10/2019 $176.38 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005414 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2873409 04/10/2019 $1,299.20 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005666 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2805535 12/24/2018 $13.33 APCD_MISC APCD_CONVEN 2.2% Convenience Fee 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005666 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2853746 03/07/2019 $594.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 APCD2018‐APP‐005666 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 2947354 06/17/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2697038 07/26/2018 $891.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2698140 07/30/2018 $495.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2698882 07/31/2018 $495.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2699687 08/02/2018 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2709520 08/14/2018 $118.80 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2709877 08/15/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2721401 08/29/2018 $237.60 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2722170 08/30/2018 $198.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2735052 09/17/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2735051 09/17/2018 $99.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 



               
               
               
                 
               
                 
                 
              
              
                
                  
               
               
             
                 
                  

               

APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2735903 09/18/2018 $118.80 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2853517 03/07/2019 $792.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2853522 03/07/2019 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2749253 04/10/2019 $185.42 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2873286 04/10/2019 $142.10 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005413 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2749253 04/10/2019 $344.60 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005637 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept 2787501 12/04/2018 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005637 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept 2853763 03/07/2019 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2018‐APP‐005637 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept 2853764 03/07/2019 $396.00 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2019‐APP‐005735 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2848323 02/28/2019 $6.67 APCD_MISC APCD_CONVEN 2.2% Convenience Fee 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 APCD2019‐APP‐005735 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 2848345 02/28/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 APCD2017‐APP‐005203 Escondido Energy Center LLC 2693458 07/18/2018 $188.44 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 APCD2017‐APP‐005203 Escondido Energy Center LLC 2693458 07/18/2018 $379.80 APCD_MISC APCD_LGL_NOT Reimbursement of cost of Legal Notices 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 APCD2017‐APP‐005203 Escondido Energy Center LLC 2693458 07/18/2018 $2,760.80 APCD_94 APCD_94D Senior Engineer 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 APCD2018‐APP‐005385 CalPeak Power ‐ Enterprise LLC 2823317 01/22/2019 $2.60 APCD_MISC APCD_APP_MIS Labor charges to close Trust Account remaining balance [Calc] 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 APCD2018‐APP‐005384 CalPeak Power Border LLC 2759277 10/22/2018 $2.60 APCD_MISC APCD_APP_MIS Labor charges to close Trust Account remaining balance [Calc] 

APCD2019‐APP‐005685 El Cajon Energy, LLC 2820534 01/15/2019 $105.00 APCD_MISC APCD_NBF New Application Base Fee [FF] 

Total $26,465.43 



        
                
                
               
               
               
               
               
                  
                  
                  
                  
                 
                 
                 
              
              
                
                
                
                
                
            
            
            
            
               
                
                
                
                
               
               
               
               
                   
                   
                    
                    
               
               
                   
                   
             
             
                   
                   
                   
                   

SITE_RECORD_ID FACILITY TRAN_DATE INVOICE_NBR COST/INVOICED REVENUE/PAYMENT FEE_ITEM FEE_DESCTIPTION 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 02/07/2019 08:43:44 AM 2831058 $478.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00007 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 03/07/2019 09:59:19 AM 2831058 $478.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 General Dynamics NASSCO 02/07/2019 09:06:33 AM 2831092 $599.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 General Dynamics NASSCO 02/07/2019 12:53:17 PM 2831314 $1,286.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐00145 General Dynamics NASSCO 02/07/2019 12:58:46 PM 2831322 ‐$599.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 Solar Turbines Inc 02/07/2019 09:09:02 AM 2831094 $163.10 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐01130 Solar Turbines Inc 02/28/2019 09:57:08 AM 2831094 $163.10 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 02/07/2019 09:10:25 AM 2831096 $211.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 02/07/2019 09:12:19 AM 2831098 $475.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 02/07/2019 09:13:56 AM 2831099 ‐$475.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1976‐SITE‐02083 City of San Diego‐Metropolitan Wastewater Dept 03/18/2019 11:09:34 AM 2831096 $211.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Navy Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 02/07/2019 09:18:21 AM 2831106 $475.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Navy Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 03/13/2019 01:28:49 PM 2831106 $475.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1978‐SITE‐02756 Navy Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 05/10/2019 10:53:26 AM 2577248 $297.70 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 SFPP LP 02/07/2019 09:19:40 AM 2831108 $302.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1979‐SITE‐00623 SFPP LP 03/06/2019 12:59:18 PM 2831108 $302.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 02/07/2019 09:21:45 AM 2831109 $45,030.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 02/07/2019 09:22:50 AM 2831110 $302.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 02/07/2019 09:23:58 AM 2831111 ‐$45,030.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 02/07/2019 09:25:04 AM 2831112 ‐$302.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1980‐SITE‐02754 Commander Navy Region SW 02/07/2019 09:25:52 AM 2831113 $450.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 02/07/2019 09:29:01 AM 2831115 $302.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 02/07/2019 01:05:45 PM 2831324 $588.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 02/07/2019 01:06:52 PM 2831326 ‐$302.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1981‐SITE‐00250 03/07/2019 10:00:30 AM 2831324 $588.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1982‐SITE‐00195 Cabrillo Power LLC 06/24/2019 01:26:20 PM 2577398 $376.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 02/07/2019 09:46:06 AM 2831134 $139.10 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 02/07/2019 10:53:27 AM 2831210 $1,354.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 02/07/2019 10:55:54 AM 2831213 ‐$139.10 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1984‐SITE‐03438 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 02/27/2019 01:32:39 PM 2831210 $1,354.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐03596 Sycamore Landfill Inc 02/07/2019 10:59:18 AM 2831217 $529.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐03596 Sycamore Landfill Inc 03/11/2019 12:59:43 PM 2831217 $529.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Otay Landfill Inc 02/07/2019 11:02:54 AM 2831222 $597.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07494 Otay Landfill Inc 03/11/2019 12:53:59 PM 2831222 $597.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 02/07/2019 11:11:15 AM 2831234 $1,065.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1989‐SITE‐07515 City of San Diego/Environmental Svc Dept/Miramar Landfill 03/18/2019 11:07:56 AM 2831234 $1,065.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 02/07/2019 01:34:43 PM 2831351 $156.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1990‐SITE‐03325 SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos Landfill 03/11/2019 01:23:33 PM 2831351 $156.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1992‐SITE‐08447 Goal Line LP 02/07/2019 01:37:26 PM 2831353 $793.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1992‐SITE‐08447 Goal Line LP 03/06/2019 01:00:23 PM 2831353 $793.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 02/07/2019 01:40:10 PM 2831356 $402.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1994‐SITE‐07517 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 03/21/2019 01:06:38 PM 2831356 $402.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 SDG&E 02/07/2019 01:42:24 PM 2831359 $189.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1995‐SITE‐09138 SDG&E 03/04/2019 01:13:09 PM 2831359 $189.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 02/07/2019 01:44:22 PM 2831361 $465.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09688 City of San Diego Public Utilities Department 03/21/2019 01:07:51 PM 2831361 $465.80 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09778 Minnesota Methane LLC San Diego Miramar Facility 02/07/2019 01:47:14 PM 2831363 $430.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09778 Minnesota Methane LLC San Diego Miramar Facility 05/08/2019 01:08:07 PM 2831363 $430.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 



                   
                   
                 
                 
                
                
                 
                 
                
                
               
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
           
           

 

APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 02/07/2019 01:49:57 PM 2831365 $687.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD1996‐SITE‐09779 City of San Diego Environmental Services Dept 03/21/2019 01:09:05 PM 2831365 $687.30 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 02/07/2019 01:52:11 PM 2831368 $554.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03752 Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 03/04/2019 01:35:44 PM 2831368 $554.00 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 Escondido Energy Center LLC 02/07/2019 01:53:59 PM 2831369 $437.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2000‐SITE‐03769 Escondido Energy Center LLC 03/04/2019 01:34:29 PM 2831369 $437.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 02/07/2019 01:56:30 PM 2831371 $279.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04087 SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 03/04/2019 01:10:31 PM 2831371 $279.60 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 CalPeak Power Enterprise LLC 02/07/2019 01:58:31 PM 2831374 $135.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04089 CalPeak Power Enterprise LLC 03/07/2019 10:06:30 AM 2831374 $135.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04109 Larkspur Energy Facility 03/14/2019 11:22:16 AM 2579272 $166.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 CalPeak Power Border LLC 02/07/2019 02:02:17 PM 2831378 $785.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04211 CalPeak Power Border LLC 03/07/2019 10:06:30 AM 2831378 $785.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 SDG&E Palomar Energy Center 02/07/2019 02:03:53 PM 2831379 $437.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2001‐SITE‐04276 SDG&E Palomar Energy Center 03/04/2019 01:08:34 PM 2831379 $437.90 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 Orange Grove Energy LP 02/07/2019 02:05:28 PM 2831380 $541.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 Orange Grove Energy LP 02/07/2019 02:06:59 PM 2831382 $1,284.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 Orange Grove Energy LP 02/08/2019 11:22:32 AM 2831828 ‐$1,284.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2007‐SITE‐06289 Orange Grove Energy LP 03/18/2019 01:03:48 PM 2831380 $541.50 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2009‐SITE‐06554 El Cajon Energy LLC 02/08/2019 10:52:37 AM 2831802 $1,284.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2009‐SITE‐06554 El Cajon Energy LLC 03/01/2019 02:46:57 PM 2831802 $1,284.20 APCD_TVR Federal Title V report review 
APCD2018‐APP‐005423 SFPP, LP 08/20/2018 08:55:12 AM 2717463 $4.80 APCD_TIV Title V 
APCD2018‐APP‐005423 SFPP, LP 08/20/2018 08:55:49 AM 2717463 $4.80 APCD_TIV Title V 

Total $15,089.20 $14,192.80 
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Retention Policy Schedule Report for Owning Department:APCD 09/09/2019 

Series Description Retention Time Frame File Number Authority Code Trusted System Owning Dept 
ADMIN - APCD COMMITTEE 
FILES 

Internal/external advisory a committee, MT meetings, CAPCOA 
files. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security -
Sensitive) 

2 years Operational-3100-115 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

ADMIN-SPECIAL PROJECT 
RECORDS 

Departmental documents on any special projects. Board Res 11-
0159 (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security - Sensitive) 

After Completion +5 Years Administrative-2000-119 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

COM-AIR POLLUTION 
CONTROL HEARING BOARD 
RECORDS 

Staff files involving hearing board matters including 
correspondence and research, notes, inspections reports and 
Variances and Petitions. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) (Historical 
- No) (Security - Sensitive) 

After Completion +7 Years Operational-2000-101 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

COM-ENFORCEMENT Potential violations list, emission standards violations (HS Code 5 years Administrative-13000-138 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
REPORTING AND 42706), CEM reports, cooling tower notification & registrations. 
MONITORING RECORDS Burn program: permissive burn report permits. Title V: Annual 

Certification, semi-annual records & monitoring, deviation reports, 
correspondence. NESHAP reports, ATCM reports. HS 42406, 
42409, 13CCR2450 et.seq. 40CFR Pt.31.42, 40CFR Pt.51 et seq. 
40CFR Pt. 61 40 CFR Pt. 70 et. (Vital - No) (Historical - No) 
(Security - Open to Public) 

COM-
INSPECTION/INVESTIGATION 
RECORDS, PORTABLE 
EQUIPMENT REGISTRATION 
PROGRAM (PERP) ASBESTOS 
RECORDS AND VAPOR 
RECOVERY RECORDS 

Compliance inspection reports (excluding complaint 
investigations), Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP), 
inspection fees, district registration program reports, breakdown 
reports, bulk terminal notifications, asbestos test results, asbestos 
notifications and respirator trainings records, vapor recovery test 
results and notifications. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security- Open to Public) 

5 years Administrative-2000-124 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

COM-NOTICE TO COMPLY, 
NOTICE OF VIOLATION FILES, 
COMPLAINT RECORDS 

Notice to comply/Notice of Violation NTC/NOV files. Complaint 
inspection reports and log sheets. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security - Confidential) 

After Completion +7 Years Administrative-13000-104 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

ENG-EMISSION INVENTORY Includes emission statements, correspondence, source test data, 8 years Administrative-12000-106 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
TOXIC HOT SPOTS NON HRA data requests, data submitted by facility, Trade Secret 

information submitted for emission inventory and non-HRA Hot 
Spots documents Board Res 11-0159 
(Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security - Confidential) 
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Retention Policy Schedule Report for Owning Department:APCD 09/09/2019 

Series Description Retention Time Frame File Number Authority Code Trusted System Owning Dept 
ENG-EMISSION REDUCTION Emission Reduction Credit (ERC), ERC Transfers submitted for After Surrender +7 Years Fiscal-1000-107 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
CREDIT (ERC) BANKING emission inventory and Trade Secret Information. Surrendered 

means that entire amount of the originally issued ERC has been 
surrendered to the District and that no amount is left. (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security - Confidential) 

ENG-PERMIT FILES Incl but not limited to App Records, Complete-Incomplete Letters, 
Relevant Correspondence, 
Public Notification, Eng Evals (signed by the Senior eng), BACT 
Analysis, HRA, AQIA, Calculations, Authority to Construct, Field 
inspection rpts and pictures, VR test results, Engineer Compliance 
docs, Startup Authorization, Hearing Board Decisions, Lead 
agency CEQA docs, Title V docs (including 502(b)(10)) and Trade 
Secret information. 
(Vital – No) (Historical – No) (Security – Confidential) 

After Permit is Retired +5 
Years 

Operational-3100-140 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

ENG-TOXIC HOT SPOTS HRA Toxic Hot Spots HRAs and associated documents: 
Public Notification 
Risk Reduction 
Inventory documents 
HRA supporting documents Board Res. 11-0159 (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security - Confidential) 

After Obsolescence +4 Years Administrative-12000-104 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

MTS - CYLINDER RECEIVING The APCD receives hazardous materials (compressed gases). 
(Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

3 years Operational-6100-109 49CFR172.201(e) No APCD 

MTS - CYLINDER SHIPPING The APCD ships hazardous materials (compressed gases). (Vital -
No) (Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

3 years Operational-6100-115 49CFR172.201(e) No APCD 

MTS - DEPT OF HEALTH 
FACILITY PERMIT 

DEH permit for businesses that generate hazardous waste which 
must be regulated for public safety. (Vital - No) (Historical - No) 
(Security - Open to Public) 

After Expiration of Permit Operational-5300-106 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - EPA ID VERIFICATION 
REPORTS 

Submit chemical information regarding hazardous materials and 
waste to EPA. (Vital - No) (Hisotrical - No) (Security - Open to 
Public) 

After Expiration of Report Operational-5300-107 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - FIRE INSPECTION 
REPORTS 

Annual inspections by the fire department to assess and mitigate 
potential fire and life-safety hazards. (Vital - No) (Historical - No) 
(Security - Open to Public) 

3 years Operational-6100-124 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

Page 2 of 5 



---- -------- ---------------- --------- ----------- ------------ ----------

Retention Policy Schedule Report for Owning Department:APCD 09/09/2019 

Series Description Retention Time Frame File Number Authority Code Trusted System Owning Dept 
MTS - FORECASTING AND 
SMOKE MANAGEMENT 

Forecast files and smoke management plans. 17CCR80145 (Vital 
- Yes) (Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

25 years Operational-3100-118 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - HAZARDOUS WASTE 
MANIFESTS 

A shipping document that tracks hazardous waste from the point 
of generation to ultimate disposal. This system is commonly 
referred to as the "cradle to grave" system of hazardous waste 
management. 22 CCR 66262.40 (Vital - No) (Historical - No) 
(Security - Open to Public) 

5 years Operational-6100-135 40CFR262.40(a) No APCD 

MTS - HAZMAT INSPECTION 
REPORTS 

DEH/Hazmat inspects all laboratory safety operations with respect 
to Federal, State and Local requirements every 3 years. (Vital -
No) (Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

3 years Operational-6100-134 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - HOOD INSPECTION DEH inspects the hoods annualyy by measuring capture or fce 
velocity and smoke testing (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security -
Open to Public) 

After Equipment Retires +5 
Years 

Operational-6100-138 8CCR 5154.1(c)(2) 
(C) 

No APCD 

MTS - INDUSTRIAL City of San Diego Discharge Permit of industrial wastewater 5 years Operational-6100-139 40CFR403.12(o) No APCD 
DISCHARGE REPORTS including sampling methods, dates, and times, dates of analyses 

and methods used, City staff names performing tests. (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

MTS - LABORATORY Records of scheduled and periodic inspections required by 2 years Operational-6100-141 8CCR3203(b)(1) No APCD 
INSPECTIONS subsection (a)(4) to identify unsafe conditions and work practices, 

including person(s) conducting the inspection, the unsafe 
conditions and work practices that have been identified and action 
taken to correct the identified unsafe conditions and work 
practices. (Vital – No) (Historical – No) (Security - Open to 
Public) 

MTS - LABORATORY RECORDS Laboratory records and QAQC Reports; data generated from 
laboratory instruments collected from field samplers. (Vital – No) 
(Historical – No) (Security - Open to Public) 

10 years Operational-6100-142 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - LABORATORY SAFETY 
TRAINING 

Training and enforcement of laboratory safety policies, safety 
review of experimental designs; handling hazardous materials and 
waste and the use of Personal Protective Equipment (PPE). (Vital 
- No) (Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

After Termination +3 Years Administrative-12000-103 40CFR265.16(e) No APCD 
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Series Description Retention Time Frame File Number Authority Code Trusted System Owning Dept 
MTS – LIQUID NITROGEN 
TANK INSPECTION REPORTS 

Recommended maintenance schedule for periodic 
inspections/examinations of compressed gas cylinders or related 
equipment. (Vital – No) (Historical – No) (Security – No) 

5 years Operational-6100-149 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - METEOROLOGY 
RECORDS 

Non transport meteorological files Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - Yes) 
(Historical - Yes) (Security - Open to Public) 

5 years Operational-3100-120 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - MONITORING 
EQUIPMENT RECORDS 

Station and equipment logs, maintenance records. Board Res 11-
0159 (Vital - Yes) (Historical - Yes) (Security - Open to Public) 

After Disposal of Equipment 
+3 Years 

Operational-3100-117 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

MTS - SOURCE TEST 
RECORDS 

Source Test Reports including Application and Renewal Reports 
(Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security - Confidential) 

After Equipment Retires +5 
Years 

Operational-3100-113 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

MTS - TRANSPORT 
ASSESSMENT RECORDS 

Transport Assessment analysis files. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital -
Yes) (Historical - Yes) (Security - Open to Public) 

12 years Operational-3100-119 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

PIO-SMALL BUSINESS 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
RECORDS 

SBA Program files (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security -
Sensitive) 

After Completion +3 Years Administrative-2000-105 GC 26205.1 No APCD 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES - Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQ's) includes final plans and Permanent Operational-3100-112 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
AIR QUALITY PLAN RECORDS updates, (IS, NOD, Neg Dec, NOP, EIR etc.) final feasibility 

studies for control measures, and yearly published list of 
regulations schedules for adoption. State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) includes all submittals. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES -
INDIRECT SOURCES RECORDS 

Meeting notes, reports, research, photos, journals, misc meeting 
agendas, presentations. Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) (Historical 
- No) (Security - Open to Public) 

After Completion +7 Years Administrative-2000-109 GC26205.1 Yes APCD 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES- Project records, including Lawn and Garden equipment and After Completion +3 Years Fiscal-2500-102 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
CARL MOYER RECORDS including program administration records. Board Res 11-0159 Carl 

Moyer Program Guidelines. (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security 
- Confidential) 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES-
CARL MOYER VOUCHER 
INCENTIVE PROGRAM VIP 

Carl Moyer VIP project records. Carl Moyer Program Guidelines, 
Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security -
Confidential) 

After Award +5 Years Fiscal-2500-105 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
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Series Description Retention Time Frame File Number Authority Code Trusted System Owning Dept 
PLANNING & INCENTIVES-
GOODS MOVEMENTS 
EMISSION REDUCTION 
PROGRAM RECORDS 

Goods Movements Emission Reduction Program (GMERP) project 
files, original file records go to ARB after completion. GMERP 
Program Guidelines Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) (Historical -
No) (Security - Confidential) 

After Completion Fiscal-2500-104 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES-
LOW-EMISSION SCHOOL BUS 
INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
RECORDS 

Low Emission School Bus Program (LESB) project files. LESB 
Program Guide GC26205.1 Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) 
(Historical - No) (Security - Sensitive) 

After Completion +2 Years Fiscal-2500-103 GC26205.1 Yes APCD 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES-
MITIGATION FUND RECORDS 

Miscellaneous file records. (Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security -
Confidential) 

After Completion +2 Years Fiscal-1000-117 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

PLANNING & INCENTIVES-
TRAFFIC ABATEMENT AIR 
POLLUTION EMERGENCY 
PREVENTION PLAN RECORDS 

Final plans and updates. Board Res 11-0159 40 CFR51.150 et seq 
(Vital - No) (Historical - No) (Security - Open to Public) 

After Obsolescence +3 Years Operational-3100-102 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 

RULES-RULE DEVELOPMENT 
RECORDS 

Rulemaking files, including petitions for rule 
adoption/amendments/repeal from interested persons requesting 
such action, notices of proposed adoption, data and factual 
information in support, comments received, final department rules 
and regulations and Trade Secret and Attorney-Client Privileged 
rules making files. HS40728 GC 26205.1 Board Res 11-0159 (Vital 
- No) (Historical - No) (Security - Confidential) 

Permanent Operational-3100-106 HS 40728 Yes APCD 

RULES-RULE DEVELOPMENT 
REFERENCE FILES 

Memos, drafts, transmittal letters not required per to be retained 
by HS40728 GC26205.1 Board Res 11-0159 (Vital - No) (Historical 
- No) (Security - Open to Public) 

After Obsolescence +2 Years Administrative-2000-113 GC 26205.1 Yes APCD 
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1. General Engineering Division Procedures 

The Engineering Division processes permit applications for new, relocated and modified 
emission units as well as banking applications and applications for Title V permits.  New 
and modified emission units are evaluated for compliance with New Source Review 
(NSR) requirements (if applicable) and specific emission standards prior to issuing an 
Authority to Construct (A/C) or Permit to Operate (P/O).  This manual presents guidance 
and procedures to be used by Engineering Division staff in processing applications. 

1.1 Public Information Requests 

Reserved 

1.2 Media Contacts (July 2021) 

From time to time the media contacts the District to obtain information or ask questions 
related to a specific facility, permit application, inspection, complaints, District rules, 
regulations or programs or District policies.  All media inquiries or media contacts that 
you receive must be referred to the Chief and/or to the Deputy Director overseeing the 
division. If you receive a phone call, email or other in person inquiries from a reporter 
(TV, Radio, etc.) or other media representative, you do not need to respond to the inquiry 
but please forward that request to the Chief or Deputy Director immediately. 

1.3 Safety Program 

1.3.1 Respiratory Protection Program 
Reserved 

1.3.2 Safety Shoe Policy (October 12, 2000) 

The District will provide up to $90.00 for the purchase of safety shoes for Air Quality 
Inspectors I and II, and all other District field staff on a yearly basis or as requested. 

All safety shoes will be purchased through various vendors and require an authorization 
letter from the accounting department prior to purchase. 

Safety shoes must be worn at all times when work is performed that may result in foot 
injury.  Districts purchased safety shoes are not to be worn on personal business (March 
21, 1986). 

1.4  Customer Service Survey Forms 
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Customer service surveys  will be used to ensure the satisfaction of external customers 
and to recognize staff for their high level of customer service.  Surveys will be used to 
evaluate customer satisfaction for each of the following activities: 

• Authority to Construct Permits 
• Permits to Operate 
• Emission Inventory Reports 
• . 

1.5 Employee Recognition and Awards Program (revised July 2012) 

The Engineering Division Awards Program shall be conducted in accordance with 
District Policy and the following requirements.  Changes may be made to this policy at 
any time by a majority vote of the Engineering Division Awards Committee with the 
concurrence of the Engineering Division Chief. 

A.  Engineering Awards Committee 

The Committee will be comprised of senior staff of the Division.   

B.        Awards 

Awards will be made up to quarterly but not less than biennially.  The awards will be 
presented at the Division staff meeting.  The cash value of awards shall be established by 
Department Management.   The cash value of awards may adjusted by direction of the 
Director. 

1) Maximum Award 

The maximum total award, per person per fiscal year, will not exceed 
$1,000.00 cash or 24-hours of Employee Recognition Leave. 

2) Eligibility Standards 

All employees or teams in the District are eligible for the award.  Awards for 
recognition shall be based strictly on performance, not on popularity, 
seniority, or the number of awards previously received.  However, an 
employee or team shall not receive a Division and a District award for the 
same event.  Nominees must have demonstrated sustained high quality or 
extraordinary effort in one or more of the following categories: 

• Customer/Public Service 
• Productivity 
• Achievement in Special Projects 
• Outstanding Quality/Job Well Done 
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• Leadership 
• Total Involvement 
• Continuous Process Improvement 

3)  Nomination and selection process 

• Only one award will be granted to an individual/team in one fiscal 
year.  If more than one nomination for the same person or team is 
selected for an award that person/team will receive only one award and 
the other nominations bearing the name of that person/team will be 
removed. 

• Any member of the Engineering Division can make nominations.  
Nominations shall be directed to the nominee’s supervisor who will 
evaluate nominations prior to submitting them to the awards 
committee.  Nominations may be submitted at any time during the 
year.  The nominations shall be performance based. 

• Committee members will individually review and evaluate the 
nominations, considering the eligibility standards and score each on a 
scale of 0-10.  The Chief shall fill out a ranking sheet and average the 
points for each candidate. 

• The Chief or a designee will present the awards. 
• Generally, all awards will be issued for the fiscal year at a Division 

meeting.  The Committee shall complete and submit the selection 
documentation at least one week prior to the awards ceremony to 
ensure monetary awards come from the current fiscal budget. 

4)      Reporting 

The Chief or the chief’s designee will be responsible for maintaining a record 
of employees selected for awards, their accomplishments, the award they 
received and the name of the person nominating the individual for the award.  
This information and a copy of the nomination forms will be conveyed to the 
Chief of Support Services annually for the inclusion in the annual report of 
awards to the CAO. 

1.6 Trade Secret” Designation (January 8, 2004, Tom Weeks/Terry 
Dutton) 

District Rule 176 specifies District policy with respect to information supplied to the 
District.  In addition, confidential communications between attorneys and their clients are 
privileged and are to be protected from disclosure to anyone except authorized District or 
County staff.  This document specifies procedures used to manage and protect trade 
secret and attorney-client information. 
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Identification and Justification of Trade Secrets 

To facilitate segregation and protection of trade secrets, it is necessary that the 
applicant/facility clearly identify and provide justification for all information claimed to 
be trade secret. It is the responsibility of the District associate that receives the 
information to ensure that this happens.  The following statement should be used to 
ensure that this occurs: 

Permit Process: 

Your application submittal includes information that you have identified as “trade 
secret.”  All information claimed to be Trade Secret must be clearly identified to allow 
the District to separate it from non-Trade Secret information.  To identify the information 
you may use a highlighter or you may physically separate all trade secret information 
from the remainder of the application submittal. 

Please provide a written justification for information considered confidential or “trade 
secret” as required by District Rule 176. The justification should explain why the 
information is “trade secret” as defined in District Rule 175(a)(3) and should be as 
detailed as possible without disclosing the “trade secret”, as the justification is considered 
public record. With written justification, this information will be designated “trade 
secret” and will be disclosed by the District only in accordance with District Rule 177(g). 

Upon receipt of an application containing claimed trade secret information the permit 
engineer should include these paragraphs in an “incomplete” letter when a trade secret 
justification has not been provided.  

Emission Inventory Process: 

The following paragraphs should be included in all emission inventory request packages: 

All information claimed to be Trade Secret must be clearly identified to allow the District 
to separate it from non-Trade Secret information.  To identify the information you may 
use a highlighter or you may physically separate all trade secret information from the 
remainder of the emission inventory submittal.   

Please provide a written justification for information considered confidential or “trade 
secret” as required by the District Rule 176. The justification should be as detailed as 
possible without disclosing the “trade secret” as the justification is considered public 
record. With written justification, this information will be designated “trade secret” and 
will be disclosed by the District only in accordance with District Rule 177(g). 

Compliance Process: 

Information and/or documents labeled “trade secret” and gathered during an inspection 
shall be filed in the inspector’s vehicle with the field file or in the appropriate senior 
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inspector’s office.  Additionally, the “trade secret” documents shall be segregated using 
red file folders.  This information shall not be filed in the main filing system. 

Filing and Protection of Trade Secrets 

Trade secret information should be separated from non-trade secret information in 
District files to ensure that it is adequately protected.  This will involve use of red trade 
secret file folders.  The District associate that receives information claimed to be trade 
secret shall separate that information into the Trade Secret File Folders.  Trade Secret 
File Folders shall be stored with standard permit, emissions inventory and other publicly 
available folders so that all information relating to the permit, emission inventory or 
compliance is easily accessible. 

District associates are not expected to make judgments concerning the validity of trade 
secret claims. Information that is claimed to be trade secret and provided with written 
justification, should be treated as trade secret.  Health and Safety Code section 44346 and 
District Rule 177(g) procedures are to be followed in the event that there are public 
requests for information that has been designated trade secret. 

Rule 176(a) requires the District to give notice in writing that the information provided 
may be released (1) to the public on request, except trade secrets which are not emissions 
data, and (2) to the Federal Environmental Protection Agency, which protects trade 
secrets as provided in Section 114(c) of the Clean Air Act, and in Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Chapter 1, Part 2.  To implement these provisions, the following 
statement shall be included on the general permit application form and in all emission 
inventory request forms: 

In accordance with District Rule 176, information provided may be released (1) to the 
public on request, except trade secrets which are not emissions data, and (2) to the 
Federal Environmental Protection Agency, which protects trade secrets as provided in 
Section 114(c) of the Clean Air Act, and in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
Chapter 1, Part 2. 

Please confer with County Counsel if EPA, ARB or another agency or County 
department requests access to designated trade secret information. 

Protection of Attorney Client Privilege Information 

When an attorney communicates with a client, or a client communicates with an attorney 
in confidence, regarding legal advice, strategy, or other legal information, the law 
provides that such confidential communications are privileged, and are protected from 
disclosure to non-clients.  The protection applies to such communications between 
District (and County) staff and County Counsel attorneys, whether the communications 
are oral, electronic or in writing; notes made about privileged conversations are also 
privileged. 
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Unauthorized disclosures of attorney-client privileged communications might cause 
waiver of the privilege even for other communications, and can jeopardize the District’s 
or the County's interests.  Therefore care must be taken to ensure against unauthorized 
disclosures of attorney-client privileged communications. 

To protect confidential attorney-client privileged communications, all written 
confidential material should be separated from non-confidential material and placed in a 
file conspicuously marked "Privileged and Confidential Attorney-Client Communication 
– DO NOT MAKE PUBLIC." 

When sending written communications to a County Counsel attorney, the following 
statement should be included in the upper right-hand corner of the correspondence: 

CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY-CLIENT 
COMMUNICATION 

For e-mail messages to a County Counsel attorney relating to any legal matters or issues, 
the subject line of the e-mail should state:  “Confidential: Attorney-Client Privileged 
Communication.”  The e-mail must be transmitted confidentially to the attorney so 
that it is not also transmitted to any non-District or non-County third parties. 

Never turn over or agree to turn over a confidential attorney-client privileged document, 
or any part of such a document, without first consulting with County Counsel. If 
disclosure of a confidential communication from County Counsel is requested or desired, 
first contact County Counsel, then obtain authorization from the Director, Assistant 
Director or Division Chief.  Also, all references to "confidential" or "attorney-client 
privileged" must be removed from any copy of material authorized to be released. 

1.7 Annual Review of Permits (Tom Weeks, April 2008) 

California Health and Safety Code section 42301(e) specifies that permit systems must 
incorporate provisions for annual review of permits prior to renewal.  Specifically the 
section states that the permit systems shall: 

“Require, upon annual renewal, that each permit be reviewed to determine that the permit 
conditions are adequate to ensure compliance with, and the enforceability of, district rules 
and regulations applicable to the article, machine, equipment or contrivance for which the 
permit was issued which were in effect at the time the permit was issued or modified, or 
which have subsequently been adopted and made retroactively applicable to the existing 
article, machine, equipment, or contrivance, by the district board and, if the permit 
conditions are not consistent, require that the permit be revised to specify the permit 
conditions in accordance with all applicable rules and regulations.” 

The District uses four processes to accomplish this requirement: 1) condition change 
requests that result from review of permit conditions by the Compliance Division during 
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inspections; 2) global permit reviews by fee schedule; 3) general annual permit reviews; 
and 4) review of reactivated permits.  These processes are described in detail below. 

1) Condition Change Requests - As part of the Compliance Division inspection process, 
all permit conditions are reviewed to ensure that they reflect current requirements and are 
enforceable.  If a permit condition is not enforceable, or consistent with existing rules 
and/or other applicable requirements, a “Request for Change of Permit Conditions” form 
is prepared and submitted in accordance with Compliance Division Policy 2.18.  
Condition change requests are used only for changes that are site-specific. If issues of 
clarity, enforceability and consistency are identified that affect multiple permits, the 
issues should be forwarded to the Permit Streamlining Committee for evaluation. These 
changes are handled using the fee schedule based permit reviews (number 2 below).   

2) Fee Schedule Based Permit Reviews - Permits are reviewed periodically by a 
committee consisting of representatives of the Engineering and Compliance Divisions 
with input, on an as needed basis, from the Monitoring and Technical Services Division 
and Permit Processing Section.  Reviews are conducted on each BEC in a specific fee 
schedule.  The goal of periodic permit review is to address global issues that affect 
numerous permits. Examples of these global issues include: changes that are necessary as 
the result of revised rules, changes to address enforceability concerns or condition clarity, 
changes to address new permitting or compliance policy, and changes to standardize 
permit condition language and consolidate BECs.  The Permit Streamlining Committee 
maintains a list of the “global” issues that can be used as a guide when reviewing 
conditions.  Steps of the periodic review process are as follows: 

A) The Permit Streamlining workgroup (or a subcommittee of the PSL) prioritizes 
fee schedules for review. 

B) BECs in fee schedule under review are consolidated where possible. 
C) Each BEC (after consolidation) is reviewed and problem conditions (including 

those identified on the Global Permit Condition List) are identified. 
D) Revised versions of the problem conditions are prepared, reviewed and approved 

by the workgroup. 
E) A 30-day notice letter is prepared (see “Notice Procedure for Permit Condition 

Changes” below). 
F) The 30-day notice letter is mailed to each affected permit holder by the Permit 

Processing Section. 
G) All issues identified within the 30-day comment period are addressed as specified 

above. 
H) Revised permits are issued (with 30-day appeal rights). 

3) Annual Permit Review – Permits that are not reviewed each year as part of the 
Compliance Division inspection process are scanned to ensure that they reflect current 
requirements and are enforceable.  This review is performed by the Engineering Division 
with input, on an as needed basis, from the Monitoring and Technical Services Division 
and Permit Processing Sections.  The Compliance Division will initiate this review, 
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generally at the beginning of each fiscal year, by the preparation of a list of all permits 
that were not reviewed as part of an annual compliance inspection.   

4) Review of Reactivated Permits – The District has a program that allows permits to be 
placed in inactive status for indefinite periods.  These permits are handled differently in 
the existing database system and they will not be reviewed annually using the procedures 
specified above.  Therefore, prior to reactivation of any permit in inactive status, these 
permits must be reviewed by the Engineering Division to ensure that they reflect current 
requirements, are clear, enforceable and consistent.  This review will be initiated by the 
Permit Processing Section, upon a request to reactivate a permit, and must be completed 
prior to reactivation of the permit. 

1.8 Notice Procedure for Permit Condition Changes (Tom Weeks, 
April 2008) 

Prior to changing conditions on any permit, it is necessary to inform the applicant of the 
proposed change, in writing, and provide them with an opportunity to comment.  This is 
important to ensure that permittees are aware of changes to their permits, understand the 
changes and are able to comply.  The following procedures shall be used: 

Permits with No Open Application - If the District determines that a condition or 
conditions on an existing permit requires correction or modification, the permit holder 
must be notified in writing of the proposed change at least 30 days prior to the condition 
change. 

The written notice must: 

Summarize the proposed changes. 
Explain the reason for the proposed changes. 
Provide a draft copy of the revised P/O or revised conditions. 
Allow 30-days for the permit holder to provide written comments. 
List at least one District point of contact and provide phone numbers for questions 
concerning the proposed changes. 
State that the permittee will have the right to appeal any revised condition to the Hearing 
Board. 

All comments received during the comment period must be considered and addressed.  
Any significant comments must be discussed with senior staff and the Chief of 
Compliance and/or the Chief of Engineering as necessary.  The District must respond, in 
writing, to all significant comments prior to issuance of the revised Permit to Operate. 
Prior to a decision to revise a permit despite objections of the permit holder, the Chief of 
Engineering and/or the Chief of Compliance must be consulted.  In this instance, the 
permit holder should be advised of their appeal rights under Rule 25(b). 

The permit engineer must thoroughly document the condition change process in the 
permit file.  The Compliance Division should be consulted as necessary to ensure that the 
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changes do not result in subsequent compliance issues.  This can be accomplished 
through the standard BEC review process.    

If condition changes are industry-wide and a representative of the affected industry 
requests that a workshop be held, the Committee should discuss the request with the 
appropriate Chief prior to taking any action on the permit revision. 

Permits with an Open Application - If the District determines that an existing condition or 
conditions on an existing permit for which there is an open application requires 
correction or modification, the permit holder must be informed of the proposed change at 
least 15 days prior to issuance of a revised A/C.  This can be done by underlining or 
otherwise highlighting the proposed changes on a draft A/C.   

The draft A/C must: 

Clearly identify any proposed change that is not associated with the application for 
modification. 
Explain the reason for the proposed changes. 
Allow at least 15 days for the permit holder to provide written comments. 

The engineer must consider all comments received during the comment period.  Any 
significant comments must be discussed with the senior staff and the Chief of 
Compliance and/or the Chief of Engineering as necessary.  The permit engineer must 
respond to significant comments in writing prior to issuance of the revised Permit to 
Operate.  Prior to a decision to revise a permit despite objections of the permit holder, the 
Chief of Engineering must be consulted.  In this instance, the permit holder should be 
advised of their appeal rights under Rule 25(b).    

The permit engineer must thoroughly document the condition change process in the 
permit file.  The Compliance Division should be consulted as necessary to ensure that the 
changes do not result in subsequent compliance issues.  This can be accomplished 
through the standard BEC review process. 

Minor Condition Changes or Changes that Relax Permit Requirements - If the District 
determines that a condition or conditions on an existing permit requires correction or 
modification, and that correction or modification is a minor change or results in a 
relaxation of the permit requirements, the permit holder must be informed in writing of 
the proposed change at least 15 days prior to issuance of a revised permit. 

The written notice must: 

Summarize the proposed changes. 
Explain the reason for the proposed changes. 
List at least one District point of contact and provide phone numbers for questions 
concerning the proposed changes. 
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State that the permittee will have the right to appeal any revised condition to the Hearing 
Board. 

Any issues raised by the permittee must be discussed with the senior staff and the Chief 
of Compliance and/or the Chief of Engineering as necessary. 

The permit engineer must thoroughly document the condition change process in the 
permit file.  The Compliance Division should be consulted as necessary to ensure that the 
changes do not result in subsequent compliance issues.  This can be accomplished 
through the standard BEC review process. 

1.9 Customer Service for Phone and Walk-In Customers (Tom Weeks, 
May, 2010, Revised March 2013) 

Phone Calls - The designated Engineering Technician (ET) is the primary point of 
contact for phone calls.  If the ET is out of the office but expected to be back in within 
one working day, customers will be asked to leave a voice mail message.  If the ET is 
unavailable for more than one working day, the receptionist will route the call to the duty 
desk engineer in the appropriate section.  

Walk-In Customers - The designated Engineering Technician (ET) is the primary point of 
contact for walk-in customers. If the ET is on a break or at lunch, the receptionist will 
leave a message with the ET and inform the customer of when they can expect service (a 
maximum of 30 minutes).  If the ET is unavailable or out of the office for more than 30 
minutes, the receptionist will route the call to the duty desk engineer in the appropriate 
section.  It is not necessary for an engineer to sign off on applications that are received at 
the front desk.  Permit Processing staff may ask an engineer to review an application if 
there are questions. 

Out of Office Procedures - If any staff will be out of the office for more than one working 
day they must place a message on their voicemail and include a number to call if the 
caller needs immediate assistance.  The ET and the duty staff must always notify their 
supervisor and the receptionist when they are away from their desks.  In cases where the 
ET and the duty person are both out of the office, the receptionist will contact the next 
person on the duty roster. 

1.10 Expectations for engineers working on permit applications 

Engineers provide a vital role to the District by reviewing equipment for compliance with 
District Rules and Regulations and issuing permits to authorize construction and 
operation of equipment. To accomplish this important task, engineers are responsible for 
the following: 

• Engineers should be familiar with the overall permit application review process 
including all policies and procedures and steps necessary to issue permits 
including properly utilizing BCMS 
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• Being familiar with regulatory deadlines for reviewing and approving projects and 
ensuring these deadlines are met except in allowable situations as determined by 
Engineering management and listed in these policies and procedures 

• Reviewing technical information submitted by permit applicants and determining 
if sufficient information has been received to evaluate an application. 

• Contacting permit applicants to inform them of important information regarding 
application review including requesting additional technical data, communicating 
anticipated schedule and other important deadlines. 

• Being familiar with rules and regulations that are applicable to the equipment you 
are reviewing. This includes keeping up to date on revised 
regulations/requirements and being able to read regulatory language and 
determine applicability of requirements to equipment 

• Being familiar with emission calculation methodology for equipment you are 
reviewing including using emission factors, mass balances or concentration-based 
calculations as appropriate. Engineers will need to apply engineering judgment 
and make appropriate assumptions and document calculations as appropriate. 

• Preparing complete and accurate Engineering Evaluation reports including all 
required sections. Engineers are expected to utilize available templates and 
formats as requested by their Supervisor and employ good technical writing 
techniques 

• Creating permit conditions for Authorities to Construct and Permits to Operate 
that are clear, enforceable and ensure that all applicable requirements are listed on 
the permit 

• Engineers are expected to accurately track their time spent reviewing applications 
according to all policies for labor tracking and fiscal management. Engineers 
should actively monitor funds available for applications and request invoices for 
additional fees in a timely manner. 

• Conducting engineering inspections to ensure that equipment meets regulatory 
requirements and documenting these inspections including recording data or 
taking photos as necessary. 

• Preparing permits and permit conditions in BCMS including correctly utilizing 
condition sets (CONs) 

• Documenting all steps in the review process and ensuring that all documents are 
uploaded to the proper place in BCMS/Documentum at the appropriate time. 
Documents should be uploaded as soon as possible after they are received or 
finalized since this ensures everyone at the District has access to up-to-date and 
accurate information. 

• Completing all required data fields in BCMS prior to submitting applications for 
approval 

• Assisting applicants by answering questions about the permit process and 
providing estimates of application fees in accordance with Rule 40 
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2. Permit Application Processing - General 

2.1 Early Assistance/Pre-Application Procedures (Mike Lake, August 
13, 1993) 

This procedure is to be used when assistance is requested by a potential permit applicant 
prior to application submittal.  It was developed collaboratively with industry 
representatives and the APCD.  This "early assistance" procedure is only a general 
guideline to enhance the current permit processing system.  Implementation of this 
procedure does not constitute any change in District rules and/or regulations. 

A. Complex Systems 

1. The applicant will phone and inform the District of his/her upcoming 
application.  This call should be made directly to the appropriate senior 
engineer whose engineering group would typically handle this type of 
application (i.e., chemical, mechanical, gasoline vapor control, etc.).  In 
general, the same engineer will be assigned to follow the application 
throughout the process. 

2. The applicant will make an appointment with the assigned engineer and they 
will hold a Pre-Application meeting (in person) to discuss all aspects of the 
application.  At a minimum, this meeting should accomplish the following: 

a. The applicant will bring a complete description of the equipment/process 
to be applied for.  This will include:  identification of all air contaminant 
emission points, a drawing showing the facility property lines, 
equipment location and nearby streets and developed areas; and, 
estimates of all air contaminant emissions including toxic air 
contaminants (maximum pounds/hour, maximum pounds/day, and 
maximum pounds/year). 

b. The District will issue a comprehensive checklist that will completely 
outline the specific information required to deem the application 
complete.  The applicant will provide this information when the 
application is formally submitted.  New Source Review rules, Air 
Quality Analysis, Best Available Control Technology, Risk Assessment, 
and Source Testing requirements should also be noted on this checklist, 
if applicable. If an Air Quality Analysis or Risk Assessment will be 
required, and the submittal of a protocol on how such work will be 
performed is necessary, such requirements will be explained at this time. 

c. The applicant will advise the District of any time sensitivities associated 
with the processing of the application (e.g., construction deadlines, 
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compliance schedule mandated by a District rule or Hearing Board 
order, etc.). 

d. The District will explain the processing steps the application will follow 
along with a noted timetable.  The District will endeavor to process the 
application within any reasonable timeframe requested by the applicant.  
However, if the application cannot be processed within such timeframe 
and this will cause the applicant to be in non-compliance with a District 
rule or Hearing Board order, the District will advise the applicant that a 
petition should be filed with the Hearing Board to address the non-
compliance issue or District Compliance action may result. 

e. The specific items on the checklist will be agreed upon and initialed by 
both parties. 

f. The District will present to the applicant all expected permit processing 
costs.  If processing costs are expected to exceed the amounts initially 
submitted, the District will immediately notify the applicant by phone 
with a letter and detailed accounting statement to follow in the mail. 

3. If Air Quality Analysis and/or Health Risk Assessment protocols are required, 
they should be submitted at least 30 days prior to application submittal.  These 
protocols will be reviewed within 30 days and the applicant will be advised, in 
writing, of any changes necessary.  The applicant will submit the Air Quality 
Analysis and/or Health Risk Assessment at the time of application submittal. 
If an application is submitted without a required Air Quality Analysis and/or 
Health Risk Assessment, it will be deemed incomplete until these documents 
are provided and reviewed for completeness. 

4. The application is submitted to the District with appropriate fees and an 
attached note identifying who the assigned District engineer is.  After initial 
District review, most applications should be found to contain all of the 
required information and be deemed complete retroactive to the date of 
submittal, depending upon complexity.  (If the application is still lacking 
information, the District has 30 days to request more data.  If no request is 
made, the application will automatically be deemed complete on the 31st day).  
If a health risk assessment was not required with application submittal, but a 
District screening risk assessment indicates that a formal Health Risk 
Assessment, including a modeling protocol, will be required, the applicant 
will be advised of this within the 30 days after application submittal.  If 
required, a Health Risk Assessment protocol will be reviewed within 30 days. 

5. When the application is deemed complete, the 180-day clock noted in District 
Rule 18 will automatically start.  If upon review of the application package it 
is determined that the application was complete when submitted, the submittal 
date will start the initial 180 day clock. 
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6. The Authority to Construct (A/C) will be issued no later than 180 days from 
the time the application is deemed complete, except for mutually agreed upon 
extensions as provided for in Rule 18.  Priority for permit processing will be 
given to all applicants who follow this procedure.  The A/C conditions should 
include, at a minimum, all conditions that will subsequently be established on 
the Start-Up Authorization/Permit to Operate, except for conditions that are 
established as a result of source testing or inspection.  If A/C conditions are 
non-routine, the District will provide a copy to the applicant for review at least 
10 days prior to A/C issuance.  The applicant will advise the District of any 
issues.  If emissions source testing is necessary, the applicant will be required 
to submit, prior to completing construction, a protocol describing how that 
testing will be done.  Source testing protocols will be reviewed by the District 
within 30 days of submittal. 

Note: It is recommended that any abuses of the Rule 18 time limits or threats 
of application denial if processing deadlines are not extended, be reported to 
the Chief of Engineering and/or the Engineering Deputy Director.  All permit 
denials must be approved by the Deputy Director. 

7. If the applicant makes substantive changes to the application during the above 
evaluation period, the 30 day clock for completeness and 180 day clock for 
District action, as appropriate, will be restarted. 

8. When construction of the project is complete and all A/C conditions have 
been complied with (excluding conditions requiring emissions source testing), 
the applicant will notify the assigned District engineer and establish a date for 
the field evaluation/inspection.  In most cases the District engineer should 
perform this inspection within 15 days following the notification.  Upon 
successful completion of this field evaluation, a Start-up Authorization (S/A) 
should be immediately issued, if practicable.  The applicant will advise the 
District of any issues associated with the S/A.  Any required emissions source 
testing or other analyses, monitoring or emissions control measures required 
by the A/C should be accomplished within the time frames specified in the 
A/C but in no case no later than 120 days after initial S/A issuance.  Reports 
of source testing or monitoring results, if required, will be reviewed within 30 
days of submittal.  Within 180 days from the initial S/A issuance date, a hard 
copy of the final Permit to Operate should follow in the mail if all conditions 
of the A/C have been satisfied and compliance with applicable District rules 
has been demonstrated.  If final Permit to Operate conditions differ 
substantially from S/A conditions, the District will provide a copy to the 
applicant for review at least 10 days prior to P/O issuance.  The applicant will 
advise the District of any issues. 

Note: Application submittals will be required to include the following 
information, along with all noted specifics from the pre-application meeting: 
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• Estimated emissions along with the calculation methodology. 
• General MSDS's for the process to be evaluated. 
• Maximum process throughput. 
• General System Description (flow diagram). 
• Hours/Number of days of equipment operation. 
• A definition of what "BACT' is for the process requiring the permit, if 

applicable. 
• A drawing showing the location of the equipment within the facility, 

the boundaries of the facility and any nearby public streets, 
commercial, industrial, or residential areas or areas accessible to the 
public. 

• Air Quality Analysis and/or Health Risk Assessment, if applicable. 

Note: If the final A/C, S/A or P/O conditions are in dispute and cannot be 
resolved with the section Senior engineer, contact should be made with the 
Chief of Engineering.  If agreement still cannot be achieved, contact should be 
made with the Engineering Deputy Director.  If agreement still cannot be 
achieved, the applicant may file a petition with the APCD Hearing Board to 
appeal any A/C or P/O conditions considered unacceptable.  This petition 
must be filed within 10 days from the recorded A/C or P/O issuance date 
(District Rule 25). 

a. Off the Shelf Equipment 
The District will develop and utilize a standard engineering evaluation 
and associated “boilerplate” permit for equipment that is used by a 
number of sources for similar purposes.  Using these "boilerplate" 
evaluations and permits, applications for such equipment can be quickly 
processed upon evaluation of certain site-specific criteria and New 
Source Review requirements.  Industry will encourage manufacturers of 
such equipment to apply to the District, as appropriate, for certification 
of this equipment. 

In addition, an on-going Permit Improvement Working Group has been 
established that consists of 3 members from the District and at least 3 
members from industry.  The Working Group's function is to collaborate 
and make recommendations to the District on the following matters: 

• Development of the comprehensive checklists that are provided 
to applicants at the pre-application meeting. 

• Revisions of this procedure that will result in continuous 
improvement of the permit processing system. 

• Development of a check-off list to help sources determine what 
toxic air contaminants exist at a facility. 
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• Development of permit processing and application filing 
instructions to assist applicants in preparing complete permit 
applications. 

• Categorizing permit applications for purposes of permit 
streamlining and focusing permitting efforts. 

• Development of Best Available Control Technology guidance for 
permit applicants. 

9. Accounts which are created to track time charges for pre-application 
consultation work or special projects will be called “Application Accounts.” 
The project engineer must complete the A-A request form by providing the 
basic necessary information, the site ID number, the A-A type, the activity 
labor code and the appropriate fee schedule. 

A. The three different “Application Account” types are: 

1. Type Q A-A should be created when the work to be performed will 
generate a new or revised permit.  It is to be created when the project 
engineer intends to spend more than two hours working with an 
application prior to the submittal. 

2. Type J A-A should be created when the work to be performed will not 
generate a permit but is permit related.  This should be created when 
the project engineer is assigned to work on a project that will not result 
in a permit being issued. 

3. Type F A-A should be created when the work to be performed will not 
generate a permit but is not permit related.  This should be created 
when the project engineer is assigned to work on a project that will not 
result in a permit being issued. 

2.2 CEQA 

2.2.1 Permit Actions Involving CEQA (Mike Lake, January 24, 1995) 

Recently, there have been several projects requiring District permits that have also 
involved California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review & most have involved 
other agencies as the lead agencies and the District's role has been as a responsible 
agency. The significance of whether a project the District is evaluating for permits is also 
subject to CEQA is that state law prohibits the District from issuing a permit (includes 
Authority to Construct, Startup Authorization, modified Permit to Operate or new Permit 
to Operate) if the project is subject to CEQA until the lead agency has completed the 
CEQA review for the project and certified the findings.  Typically, the CEQA review and 
findings will be in the form of a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration or 
Environmental Impact Report. 

The vast majority of projects we evaluate are exempt from CEQA or have already 
undergone a CEQA review.  However, we need to be aware that occasionally, projects 
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will come to us for permits before or during a CEQA review.  If a project engineer 
suspects that a project application is for all or a portion of a project that is subject to 
CEQA review, the engineer should immediately advise his/her Senior engineer and 
should not issue a permit until further advised (the application evaluation can and should 
proceed).  The Senior Engineer and Engineering Division Chief will look into the matter 
and determine if the District’s permit process will be impacted and how, then advise the 
project engineer how to proceed.  If a CEQA process is involved and District action will 
be delayed, the District will advise the applicant that this is the case and that in the 
interim, the application will be considered incomplete until CEQA requirements are 
satisfied. 

Because CEQA will not be an issue with the majority of permits we process, it is not 
asked that engineers query every applicant or check CEQA applicability on every project.  
Rather, it is requested that engineers be aware of the issue, recognize the following 
indicators, and bring suspect applicants to the attention of their Senior engineer.  The 
following suggests a project that may likely be subject to CEQA: 

The project also requires, but has not yet received, permits from a state agency such as 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Coastal Commission, the Integrated 
Waste Management Board, the Energy Commission and/or the Public Utilities 
Commission. 
The project requires, but has not yet received, a conditional use permit, major use permit, 
new or community plan amendment or zoning change/variance from a Environmental 
Review Board or Board of Supervisors. 
The project needs approval from, is under consideration by, or is to be heard by a City or 
County commission or board. 
An Initial Study, Negative Declaration or EIR is needed or is being prepared or the 
District is asked to comment on or review documents related to one of these. 
The project is likely to be very controversial and/or has raised considerable public 
concern or media coverage. 
Projects on military bases typically do not involve CEQA issues. 

2.2.2 Question and Answer Document Discussing CEQA (Mike Lake, January 26, 
1995) 

The following is an excerpt of a Question and Answer document discussing CEQA.  It 
should answer some of the more basic questions regarding CEQA that may have arisen. 

A.  Roles:  Who does what? 

What types of agencies are involved? 

A: CEQA review usually requires the participation of local planning agencies, air 
pollution control districts, and state agencies.  In some cases, agencies of the federal 
government participate in CEQA reviews. 
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Under CEQA. these agencies become lead agencies, responsible agencies, or 
commenting/interested agencies. 

What is a lead agency? 

A: Lead agency is the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying 
out or approving a project.  Under CEQA, the lead agency is responsible for determining 
whether the project will have a significant effect on the environment.  The lead agency 
also has the authority to require changes in any or all activities involved in the project in 
order to lesson or avoid significant effects on the environment.  The lead agency decides 
whether an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration will be required 
for the project and will cause the document to be prepared. 

3) How do we determine which agency is the lead agency? 

A: The lead agency will normally be the agency with general governmental powers, 
such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose such as in 
air pollution control district or an agency that provides a public service or public utility to 
the project.  

Where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project, the 
determination of which agency will be the lead agency shall be governed by the 
following criteria: 

If the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the lead agency 
even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public agency. 

If the project is to be carried out by a non-governmental person or entity, the lead agency 
shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving 
the project as a whole. 

When more than one public agency is equally qualified to be the lead agency, the lead 
agency shall be the first agency to act on the project, or the participating agencies may by 
agreement designate a lead agency. 

If there is a dispute over which of several agencies should be the lead agency for a 
project, the disputing agencies should consult with each other in an effort to resolve the 
dispute prior to submitting it to OPR.  If an agreement cannot be reached, any public 
agency, or the applicant if a private project is involved, may submit the dispute to OPR 
for resolution. 

4) What is a responsible agency? 

A: The other agencies with discretionary permitting authority for a project, 
besides the lead agency, are CEQA-responsible agencies.  A responsible 
agency may require, through its own permitting procedures, changes in a 
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project to lesson or avoid the effects, either direct or indirect, of only that part 
of the project which the responsible agency will be called on to approve. 

What is a commenting/interested agency? 

Agencies with no permitting authority for a project may still act as agencies which may 
participate in the evaluation of the environmental impacts of a project.  Generally, a 
commenting/interested agency has expertise in or oversight responsibility for specific 
geographic regions or environmental resources. 

6) How do local planning agencies participate? 

Cities and counties have discretionary approval over land use regulation by way of 
general plan amendments, specific area plans, zoning ordinance amendments, or special 
or conditional use permits.  Each city and county has a planning agency, an appointed 
planning commission and an elected city council or county board of supervisors. 

The local planning agencies generally have the principal responsibility for carrying out or 
approving a project.  A planning agency frequently is the CEQA lead agency for a 
project. 

7) How do air pollution control districts participate? 

A district may be a lead agency, a responsible agency, or a commenting/interested 
agency. 

A district may be the lead agency when considering the adoption of an air pollution 
control measure or a hearing board's decision regarding a variance.  The district may also 
be the lead agency for the situation when a stationary source is undergoing a significant 
modification, but no land use permit change is necessary.  As lead agency, the district is 
responsible for the preparation of CEQA environmental documents.  Figure 1-1 presents 
a flow chart describing the steps a district must follow when implementing CEQA as a 
lead agency. 

A district will generally be a responsible agency for a project that is a direct source of 
emissions.  In a situation such as this, the project may need a permit from the district.  As 
a responsible agency, the district's expertise is such that its task is to evaluate the air 
quality impacts of the project.  When participating as a responsible agency, the district's 
decision making must consider the lead agency's findings regarding air quality impacts.  
The district, in fact, cannot issue a permit until the lead agency's environmental 
documents have been completed. 

While districts have the legal authority to regulate indirect sources and require that they 
receive permits, no district has yet enacted an indirect source review rule. The enactment 
of the California Clean Air Act is expected to change this.  If the districts adopt indirect 
source review rules, they would comment as a responsible agency.  Until that time, a 
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district is considered a commenting/interested agency for indirect sources.  As a 
commenting/interested agency, the district should work with the lead agency to ensure 
that the air quality impacts of projects which may be indirect sources of emissions are 
minimized or mitigated. 

8) How do state agencies participate? 

State agencies regulate the private use of state land and resources and certain activities of 
statewide significance.  Some state agencies have oversight responsibilities over local 
agencies.  The state Air Resources Board (ARS) has primary regulatory responsibility 
over mobile source emissions and oversight responsibility over stationary sources.  A 
summary description of State agencies' areas of responsibilities is contained in Appendix 
B. 

Certain state agencies may regularly act as lead agencies; others have roles as responsible 
or commenting/interested agencies.  In addition, the Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) operates the State Clearinghouse to facilitate and coordinate the review 
of CEQA projects subject to state agency authority. 

9) Do federal agencies participate in CEQA reviews? 

Federal agencies are not public agencies as defined by CEQA.  The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 applies to projects which are carried out, 
financed, or approved in whole or in part by federal agencies (42 U.S.C.A. 4321-4367; 
NEPA Regulations, C.F.R. Parts 1600-1508).  NEPA authorized a broad policy requiring 
consideration of environmental consequences for most federal activities.  NEPA requires 
each federal agency to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on projects that 
may significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  Therefore, a project 
located in California may have to comply with both CEQA and NEPA. 

State and local agencies can use an EPA Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in lieu of 
a CEQA Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if the EIS contains the same provisions as 
the EIR would need to contain and is prepared before the EIR.  A lead agency may 
prepare a joint EIR/EIS if the federal agency cannot complete it in time. 

If a joint EIR/EIS is used, federal law requires that the appropriate federal agency 
participate in the preparation of the document. 

10) Documents:  Use and Content 

A checklist of CEQA documents.  As part of a CEQA review, these documents, 
described in detail later in this section, may be used: 

Notice of Exemption 
Initial Study 
Negative Declaration 
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Notice of Determination 
Notice of Preparation 
Notice of Completion 
Environmental Impact Report 

b. What is the District's role in the preparation of these documents? 

Environmental documents required by CEQA are the responsibility of the lead agency.  
The lead agency may prepare the documents or cause them to be prepared by the project 
applicant. In either case, the lead agency is responsible for the complete document. 

A District becomes involved in the preparation of environmental documents in these 
instances: 

When the District is a lead agency. 
When the lead agency consults with the district in the district's role as responsible or 
commenting/interested agency. 

In either instance, the District should ensure that the documents contain relevant data that 
address air quality issues. 

2.2.3 Process Outline for Issuing a Negative Declaration (December 4, 1995) 

This document has been drafted based on the CEQA process for adoption of District Rule 
67.11, where a Negative Declaration was issued.  Changes to the process may be required 
if CEQA is triggered by a Permit action.  Additional information may be obtained from 
the CEQA guidelines' issued by the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR), 
which is available in the District library.  The Section (§) references listed in parenthesis 
are from that CEQA guideline document. 

A. Define the project with a title that reflects the action (i.e., Adoption of Rule 67.11 --
Wood Coating Operations) 

B. Determine if the project is categorically exempt from CEQA requirements. (§ 
15061) 

1) If the project is categorically exempt: 
• The basis should be documented within the project file for reference 
• The standard categorically exempt from CEQA language should be 

used in the board letter (In both the findings & background 
information sections) 

• A Notice of Exemption should be prepared for the Clerk of the Board 
to file w/ OPR. 

2) If the project is not categorically exempt: 
• An Initial Study (IS) is required to determine if: 
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- A Negative Declaration (ND) should be issued, or 
- An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.  (See steps 

II.5(c)4, II.5(c)(5), and II.5(c)(6)). 

C. Consult with ARSD regarding the effects of the proposed project on the SIP (i.e. 
15% rate of progress, this an internal action not required by CEQA) 

D. Consult with ARB and any other interested "responsible" agencies for their input, 
re: should an Initial Study (IS) and Negative Declaration (ND) or Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) be prepared? (§ 15063(g)) 
 Current ARB contact for CEQA is Michael Tollstrup, (916) 323-8473. 

E. Determine if the project "may have a significant effect on the environment. (This is 
a preliminary decision which will be supported by further work such as an IS or 
EIR) 

1) If the project will likely not cause any "significant effect" on the environment, 
then proceed with an Initial Study and Negative Declaration. (§ 15070 et seq.) 

2) If the project is likely to result in a "significant effect ' on the environment, 
then an Initial Study is not required, instead work on the EIR will be the first 
step. (§ 15060(c)) 

NOTE—If the determination of what constitutes a significant effect' on the 
environment relies solely on the District's judgment or there is public concern about 
the project, an EIR should be performed. 

F. Prepare Initial Study.  The IS provides documentation of the factual basis for the 
ND finding that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment.   
The document must include the following, (§ 15063) (A template IS, as described 
below, is available on disk): 

• Project name, applicant and location 
• Project Description (This may include an explanation of any effects and a 

determination of the significance of these effects.) 
• Checklist to identify environmental effects 
• Discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any 
• Determination of consistency with existing zoning, plans including general 

and specific plans, and other applicable land use controls 
• Determination of de minimis impact finding for Department of Fish & 

Game 
• Determination of environmental document (This is the 'finding' of the IS --

see Step 7 for details) 
• Name of person who prepared Initial Study (Different than responsible 

person who signs the IS) 
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G. Formally determine if the project will result in a significant effect on the 
environment. 

• The determination should be based on the information provided in the Initial 
Study. (§ 15064) 

• The determination is used to justify the issuance of a Negative Declaration 
(§ 15070) or the basis for requiring an EIR. 

• Record the final determination in the "determination of environmental 
document" section of the IS. 

Prepare a proposed Negative Declaration.  The document must include the 
following: (§ 1507 1) 

• Date of Negative Declaration 
• Project name, applicant and location 
• Project description 
• Proposed finding that project will not have a significant effect on 

environment 
• Copy of Initial Study to support finding 
• Listing of mitigation measures, if any, included in project to avoid 

potentially significant effects 
• Statement that "This action becomes final upon approval by the APCB." 

I. Prepare Notice of Intent to issue Negative Declaration for publication in 
newspaper. (§ 15072, 15073) 

• The notice requires a 30 day public review period (including other 
government agencies) 

• Notice must be submitted to Public Info for publishing, allow 5-7 additional 
days 

NOTE--the public notice period may be shortened to 21 days with OPR approval. 
(Request form is available on disk) 

J. Notify OPR of CEQA actions taken by District. (§ 15073) 
• Current OPR contact for CEQA is Scott Morgan, Governor's Office of 

Planning and Research, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento CA 95814, (916) 
445-0613. 

• Send 15 copies of Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration. 
• Send Notice of Completion form. (use the actual "supplementary document 

‘A’ form, from the CEQA Guidelines, Revised 10/29/98). 
• Include one additional packet with cover letter. 
• OPR will assign a State Clearing House (SCH) number to the project. 

K. Notify ARB of CEQA actions taken by District. 
• Current ARB contact for CEQA is:  Michael Tollstrup, Air Resources 

Board, Stationary Source Division, PO Box 2815, Sacramento CA 95812, 
(916) 323-8473. 
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• Send copy of Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration with cover 
letter 

L. Present intent to issue ND to the advisory committee if they will be making a 
recommendation to the Board on the project.  They must consider the proposed ND 
before making their recommendation to the Board. (§ 15074(a)) 

M. At the end of the public comment period: (§ 15074) 
• Respond to any public comments (Format has not yet been determined). 

N.  Include the following CEQA information in the Board letter: 
• A finding in the board letter which states that the Board has considered the 

ND and any comments prior to approving the project. (§ 15074(b)) 
(Approval of the ND and approval of the project may be incorporated into 
the same letter, if the Board must approve both.) 

• A finding in the board letter that the ND is exempt from the $850 fish & 
game fee. (Form is available on disk) 

• A summary of the District's action regarding CEQA requirements (A copy 
of the Rule 67. 11 board letter is available as a reference.) 

O. Complete Notice of Determination form with the following information: (§ 15075) 
• Project name, applicant and location. 
• Project description. 
• Date on which the agency approved the project. 
• Must include the SCH #, which was assigned by OPR. 
• Determination by agency that the project will not have significant effect on 

environment Statement that a Negative Declaration has been prepared 
pursuant to CEQA. 

• Address where a copy of the Negative Declaration may be examined. 
• This document must be included in the Board package. 

P. Approval of project (i.e., board adopts rule). 

Q. Notice of Determination is filed with County Clerk by the Clerk of the Board (§ 
15075(d) & (e)) 

• The Clerk files Notice of Determination with OPR is required. 
• The Clerk files the finding of fee exemption document with Fish & Game. 

Acronyms: 
APCB Air Pollution Control Board 
ARSD  Air Resources and Strategy Development 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
EIR Environmental Impact Report is Initial Study 
ND Negative Declaration 
OPR Office of Planning and Research 
SCH State Clearing House 
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2.3 Application Schedule Management 

2.3.1 Rule 18 – AB884 (Mike Lake, March 19, 1992) 

Concerns have been raised regarding adherence to Rule 18/AB884 permit processing 
deadlines.  There appear to be two primary issues and one secondary issue: 

A. Not requesting additional information or determining an application is complete 
within 30 days of receipt of the application. 

B. Requesting additional information after the initial 30-day deadline and/or coercing 
an applicant to agree to processing time extensions by threatening denial of the 
application.  

C. Not canceling applications when requested information is not provided. 

1) Regarding issue #1 

District Rule 18(a) requires the District to determine whether an application for 
A/C, P/O or banking is complete or incomplete, and to so notify the applicant, 
within 30 days of receipt of the application.  If the application is determined to be 
incomplete, the needed additional information must be specified in the notice of 
incompleteness.  The purpose is to ensure timely review and early identification of 
deficiencies in the application information.  It is the intent of Rule 18, and District 
policy, that such notification be in writing.  However, if only minor information is 
needed for completeness, it can be requested by phone but must be documented in 
the file.  If the information is not provided before the end of the initial 30-day 
period, it must be requested in writing. 

It is important that the request for additional information be made within the 
allotted 30-days and that the additional information requested include all 
information we may need.  The request for additional information needs to be 
thorough and identify the specific information needed to complete the application.  
Once the applicant has provided all of the information requested during the initial 
30-day period, the application must be found complete and the applicant so notified.  
This determination is to be made within 30 days of receiving the additional 
information. 

The maximum 180 days allowed for application processing begins on the date the 
application is determined to be complete.  This is 30 days after the date when all 
additional information required in the first 30 days has been provided or 30 days 
after application filing if the District fails to request additional information in that 
30 days. 
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Once the application is determined complete, whether by District action or inaction, 
the District can request amplification or clarification of information already 
provided by the applicant, or request additional information.  However, such 
requests do not stop the 180-day calendar for action on the application.  If 
additional information is needed in order to determine compliance during this 
period, it should be requested and documented, but again such requests do not stop 
the 180-day calendar.  Such requests should not identify applications as incomplete. 

As soon as possible after applications are assigned, but not later than two weeks 
after District receipt of an application, project engineers should notify their Senior 
Engineer if they will not be able to review an application for completeness and 
request additional information within the initial 30-days.  The Senior Engineers will 
work with engineers to meet the 30-day requirement. 

2)     Regarding issue #2 

District Rule 18(b) requires the District to act on a completed application within 90 
days, if possible, or within a maximum of 180 days.  Rule 18 also allows an 
applicant to deem an application denied if not acted upon within the first 90 days.  
With the concurrence of the applicant, the 180-day evaluation period may be 
extended an additional 90 days.  If no action is taken within the 180 days or 270 
days if extended, the application shall be deemed approved. As noted above, 
amplification, clarification or additions to application information may be requested 
during this period but such requests do not delay the Rule 18 timelines for action. 
By the memo of 1/24/90 (II.1 (d)(4)), the procedures for use of the 90 day 
extensions were specified.  Briefly, a 90-day extension of the 180-day period should 
be the exception and must be approved, in writing, by your Senior Engineer, with 
documentation of the reasons for the extension in the permit file.  Senior Engineers 
will advise the Chief of any extensions.  In the unlikely event that 270 days is not 
sufficient to complete an evaluation, any further extension beyond 90 days must be 
approved by the Chief of Engineering or Deputy Director. 

Adherence is to this procedure is mandatory.  Engineers who do not comply with 
this procedure risk disciplinary action.  If you have any applications that are 
approaching or have exceeded the 180-day evaluation period, it is strongly 
suggested that you discuss them with your Senior Engineer as soon as possible. 

It has also come to attention that in some cases applicants are being threatened with 
denial of their applications unless they agree to extensions of the evaluation period 
and provide additional information.  District Rule 20 places the burden of 
demonstrating compliance on the applicant and authorizes District denial of an 
application when a compliance demonstration is not made.  However, such denials 
may not stand if they are based on the District's failure to request additional 
information in a timely manner (especially if the applicant provided a completed 
application supplemental information form). 
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Such threats are inappropriate, are certainly not consistent with the intent of Rule 18 
and do not contribute to a cooperative permitting effort.  If a project engineer has an 
application that lacks sufficient information to demonstrate compliance, the 
engineer has not requested the additional information needed within the allotted 30 
days and the 180 day deadline is approaching, the engineer should request the 
applicant to provide the information as soon as possible.  The engineer should 
explain the requirements of Rule 20 in a positive sense (i.e. the additional 
information is needed to determine compliance and issue a permit) and advise the 
Senior Engineer.  Threats of permit denial should not be used. 

The best remedy to this problem is to request needed additional information within 
the initial 30 days, and to complete evaluation of the completed application as soon 
as possible (i.e. within 90 days) but no later than the 180 days allowed by Rule 18. 

3)      Regarding issue #3 

District Rule 17(c) provides that an application shall be cancelled if the District 
requests needed additional information and the applicant fails to furnish the 
information within six months.  This means that the applicant must provide all 
requested information within the six months, not provide some and then be given an 
additional six months.  If an applicant submits some but not all of the requested 
information, the applicant is to be notified in writing of any deficiencies within 30 
days. 

Engineering staff have been reluctant to cancel applications, anticipating that the 
company will immediately re-file and additional paperwork will be generated.  
However, this reluctance to cancel does, to some degree, add to the backlog and 
permit delays.  Accordingly, Rule 17(c) is to be followed by engineers. If there is 
an exceptional case, such as a complex project requiring risk assessment or 
emission offsets, a longer period for providing the information may be allowed, 
with the written approval of your Senior Engineer.  Such longer period must be 
specified in the letter requesting the information, with the Senior Engineer's initials 
approving the draft. 

Current extensions should be honored but the applicant advised there will be no 
further extensions.  When an application is cancelled for failure to provide 
requested information, such cancellations must be in writing and document the 
reasons for cancellation.  Any subsequent application should be placed at the back 
of your applications pending 30-day review but processed consistent with Rule 18 
timeliness. 

From the above, it should be clear that the initial review of applications for 
completeness, and identification of needed additional information within the 
prescribed 30 days is critical.  These actions set the tone for adherence to Rule 18 
and District policy for the remainder of the evaluation period.  Accordingly, these 
Rule 18 requirements must be followed.  It should also be clear that all requests for 

-32-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

information, whether in writing, by phone or in person must be documented in the 
application evaluation file.  Further, any anticipated deviations from Rule 18 
requirements must be discussed with the Senior Engineer prior to any action dates. 

D. Rule 18 Time Extensions (January 24, 1990) 

It has come to attention that Engineering staff are extending the 180 day evaluation 
period allowed by Rule 18 by multiple 90 day increments with the concurrence of 
the applicant.  While County Counsel has opined that an applicant can waive their 
rights to timely action on their application, thus foregoing the limits of Rule 18, this 
practice is not in keeping with District objectives for action on applications and 
should not be applied except in extraordinary cases and with the approval of the 
Senior Engineer, Chief of Engineering or Deputy Director, as provided below.  The 
following Engineering policy will apply to Rule 18 time extensions for all new 
applications and existing applications which are currently under extensions or may 
need extensions in the future: 

1) Except as provided in #2 and #3 below, actions on applications shall be 
accomplished within 90 days, if possible, but not more than 180 days as 
prescribed by Rule 18. 

2) If unusual circumstances (e.g. source testing/report delays, delays in providing 
additional information beyond the control of the applicant, late requests for 
additional information, etc.) warrant an extension of the 180 day period, that 
extension must be approved by your Senior Engineer, the applicant must 
provide prior written concurrence to the extension, and the extension shall not 
exceed 90 days.  The reasons for the extension must be documented in a 
memo to the file, signed by the project engineer and initiated by the Senior 
Engineer.  The Senior Engineer may discuss project specific circumstances 
with the Chief 

3) Extensions beyond the 270 days provided for in #1 and #2 above will only be 
allowed in extraordinary cases and must be approved by the Chief of 
Engineering or, in my absence, the Deputy Director. 

Currently granted extensions shall remain in effect.  However, the project engineer is to 
document the reasons for the extension in the application file and bring them to the 
attention of her or his Senior Engineer.  Applications for which the initial 90 day 
extension has passed, or will pass shortly without final action on the application, shall be 
brought to my attention 

2.3.2 Excessive Time for Processing Applications (May 18, 1983) 

Applications will be processed in a timely manner.   All activity related to application 
processing will be documented.  When an individual has taken unjustifiable excessive 
time to process an application, the following disciplinary steps will be taken: 
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A. First occurrence  discussion with staff member and verbal warning. 

B. Second occurrence  discussion with staff member and informal written warning. 

C. Third occurrence  discussion with staff member and formal letter to individual's 
personnel file. 

D. Subsequent occurrence  additional progressive disciplinary steps as appropriate. 

2.3.3 160 Day Reports (Tom Weeks, November 2005) 

Engineers are required to complete a 160 Day Report for any application that has been 
complete for 160 days in an unapproved status.  The report is intended to ensure the 
supervisor is aware of the unapproved application so that issues can be addressed and 
compliance with Rule 18 can be assured.  Engineers are to complete the top portion of the 
form (see below) and forward it to the Senior Engineer between days 157 and 163 from 
the completeness determination.  The Senior Engineer will discuss a course of action with 
the engineer and fill out the bottom section of the report.  All completed reports will be 
forwarded to the Chief of Engineering.   

160 Day Application Report 
Submit for each Unapproved Application in-house for 160-days or more 

Application No.: Report Date: 

Facility Name: Rule 18 Deadline (180 days): 

Problems with Application: 

Information, Guidance or Resources Needed for Approval: 
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Plan of Action: 

For Senior Engineer Use 

Date of Discussion(s) with Project Engineer: 

Summary of Discussion: 

Date of A/C Issuance: 

2.4 Application Fiscal Management 

2.4.1 Permit Fee Procedure (revised June,2014) 

The following procedure will be used in processing applications and related fees for A/Cs 
and/or P/Os. 

A.  Application fees must be substantially complete prior to acceptance of an 
application.  . Fees and applications that are delivered personally to Engineering or 
Compliance personnel will be forwarded immediately to clerical staff for logging 
and fee deposit.  Fees and applications received by clerical staff will be logged in 
when received and the fee payment deposited immediately before the application is 
forwarded to the Compliance or Engineering divisions. 

An exception is when an applicant brings in cash or a check and it is determined 
while the applicant is still here (before the application is logged in by clerical staff) 
that the fee amount is incorrect.  In this case, the correct amount should be paid by 
the applicant or the application returned for later filing with the correct fee.  This is 
actually not an exception, since the application is not accepted and logged in with a 
fee payment. 

B. More than one application at a time received from an applicant with a payment 
covering the combined fees will be handled the same way as for a single application 
received, as far as logging in and fee deposit by clerical staff is concerned. 

-35-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

Overpayment refund or collection of underpayment, if applicable, will be initiated 
later and referenced to the payment for those applications submitted at the same 
time. 

C. Engineering or Compliance staff will not attempt to apply an overpayment or 
underpayment of a fee for one or several applications to balance the overpayment or 
underpayment of a fee for another or several applications.  This also applies to 
applications received from the U.S. Navy.  (August 7, 1978) 

D. If a refund is due an applicant, the staff handling that refund and application will 
complete a refund worksheet form (available from the clerical department) and 
submit only that form to Accounting for processing.  The staff member will 
continue processing the application.  The issuance or denial of an A/C or P/O is to 
occur regardless of the status of the refund.  (October 24, 1979) 

E. If the source test is not performed by the renewal date within the permit year for 
which it is collected, refunds for Schedule 92 fees will be initiated by the source test 
program coordinator in the Compliance division within 60 days after the permit 
renewal date. 

F. The monitoring and technical services division will notify the Compliance division 
when scheduled tests are performed, missed or cancelled.  A monthly summary of 
source tests will be supplied to the Compliance division.  This will ensure that both 
divisions accurately track adherence to the annual schedule.  This policy will apply 
to all source tests on the annual schedule including the asphalt plant particulate tests 
(Method 5) scheduled for the summer months. 

2.4.2 Application Fee Schedules (August 13, 1987) 

The fee schedule placed on the application by Permit Processing when it is received is the 
fee schedule that is assigned to the application file.  In order for both the daily time sheets 
and the application file to be correct, the following procedures will be used: 

A.  If an application is received and the fee schedule is believed to be incorrect, the 
proposed changes will be discussed with the senior engineer. If the fee schedule 
will be changed, the senior engineer will initial the changed fee schedule on the 
application.  Then either the original application or a copy (with the senior 
engineer's initials) indicating the changed fee schedule will be taken to permit 
processing, who will access the application file and make the fee schedule change. 

B. Changing fee schedules on the application file will be done as soon as possible after 
receipt of the application in engineering.  This field affects other programs 
including the deferred revenue program and the tickler reports that are issued to 
request additional fees from applicants. 

2.4.3 Financial Accounting of Time and Material Fees 
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                  (October 12, 2000, Modified May 6, 2011) 

A.  Labor charges to specific applications will not be allowed to substantially exceed 
the fees requested for application processing. Rule 40 states that if any deposit is 
insufficient to pay all actual costs, the applicant will pay an amount deemed 
sufficient by the APCO to complete the work in progress.  If the applicant fails or 
refuses to pay such amount upon demand, the District may recover the same by 
action in any court of competent jurisdiction. A Permit to Operate will not be issued 
until all required fees are paid. 

B.  Applicants shall be informed that additional fees will be required when total labor 
costs are expected to exceed the fee deposit by more than $100 for time and 
material charges.  This includes labor expended by technical services staff and 
toxics section staff.  Such contact will be in the form of a written request for the 
additional fees and a statement of why the initial estimate was exceeded. Section E 
below provides procedures for preparing an invoice request.  

C. In cases where technical services staff are involved in the processing of an 
application (i.e. air quality impact analysis or testing), the assigned project engineer 
will advise the technical services division staff of the fees that have been allocated 
for their services.  The technical services division staff will advise the assigned 
project engineer when approximately 85 percent of those allotted funds have been 
expended and the total labor cost is expected to exceed the amount allocated.  The 
project engineer is responsible for requesting an invoice from the accounting 
section for any necessary additional funds from the applicant. 

D. In cases where health risk assessments are being performed by the toxics section, 
the assigned project engineer will advise the toxics section staff of the fees that 
have been allocated for their services.  The toxics section staff will advise the 
assigned project engineer when approximately 85% of those allotted funds have 
been expended and the total labor cost is expected to exceed the amount allocated. 
The project engineer is responsible for requesting an invoice from the accounting 
section for any necessary additional funds from the applicant. 

E. Project engineers shall review the open application report weekly to evaluate the 
financial status of each application assigned to them.  The column labeled “TA 
BALANCE - ALL ASSESSED FEES PAID” presents information on the financial status 
of applications including any invoices that may have been previously issued.  If 
total labor costs are expected to exceed the deposited fees by more than $100 
(including charges by technical services division and toxics section charges), the 
permit engineer shall forward a request for an invoice to the accounting section 
specifying the additional number of hours (and associated job classification(s)) 
necessary to complete processing.  The request must include a written justification 
for the additional fees and must be approved by the Senior engineer.  The 
accounting section will prepare and distribute an invoice for the additional 
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necessary fees taking into consideration the up-to-date financial status of the 
application.  A copy of the invoice will be made available to the project engineer. 

2.4.4 Change in Use of Task Codes for Amendments, Modifications, and Changes 
of  Locations of Applications (July 1, 1999) 

As of July 1, 1999, the task codes AMD, MAL, and COL will no longer be used for 
applications received for amendments, modifications or change of location. 

As of July 1, 1999, the task codes for these types of applications will use the primary fee 
schedule(s) associated with the existing permitted equipment.  Permit processing will 
assign the primary fee schedule to all new applications.  Since the fee schedule, rather 
than the AMD, MAL, COL, will be used in the as the task code, billable hours should be 
charged to APP. 

2.4.5 Fee Deposit Reference Sheet 

The initial fee deposit reference sheet has been prepared as an aide in determining initial 
new application fee deposits. The reference sheet is available on the “S” drive and shall 
be updated as Rule 40 revisions are approved by the Board.  The reference sheet does not 
include costs associated with source testing, NSR reviews, air quality modeling, CEQA 
or other required analyses as specified in Rule 40(d)(5).  Estimated costs for Rule 1200 
review is generally included based on prior experience with past similar applications. 
The sheet is intended as an aide in determining fees however, actual fees can vary based 
on application specific information. 

2.4.7 Rule 40 Split Fee Payments (March 23, 1993) 

Rule 40(a) and Rule 40(b) have provisions for the District to accept partial payments for 
new permit applications and renewals.  Partial payment provisions in Rule 40 are 
available for businesses, which can substantiate an inability to pay the application or 
renewal fee in one payment. 

Compliance and Engineering staff communicate with business in the field, at the front 
counter, on the phone, and in correspondence.  To minimize the submittal of unqualified 
requests for partial payments, Compliance and Engineering staff are to advise business of 
the option of partial payment in Rule 40 only at the request of business or other indication 
of financial difficulty. 

2.4.8 Additional Fees (October 12, 2000) 

A. Review/Approval of Additional Fees - Senior Engineers are responsible for 
approving additional engineering staff time charges and invoices for additional 
application fees. It is important that the District ensure that time charges are 
justified before invoices are sent.  
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If additional time charges are due for Monitoring and Technical Services staff labor 
hours, the Senior Engineer should obtain written concurrence with those time 
charges from the Chief of Monitoring & Technical Services.  In addition, when a 
request for analytical services is sent to M&TS, the request is to contain 
information on the amount of fees and time allotted for M&TS support.  They will 
also be tracking their time and are subject to the 85% criteria as well. 

B. Charges for Additional Fees - This is a reminder that it is District policy that 
engineers working on permit applications where fees are charged on a T&M basis 
are to notify the applicant when the cost of the application related time charges 
(including Engineering and Monitoring & Technical Services costs) has reached 85 
percent of the deposited application fees if the anticipated costs to complete the 
application evaluation will exceed deposited fees by $100.  An invoice from 
Accounting will also be forwarded.  For purposes of complying with this policy, the 
procedure described below must be followed. 

1) The project engineer should presume that M&TS costs will not exceed their 
allotted portion of the application fees.  Assigned M&TS staff are being 
required to track their time and notify the project engineer when their time 
reaches 85 percent of what was allotted for M&TS support.  The engineer 
should track Engineering time charges and notify the Senior Engineer when 
the Engineering time charges reach 85 percent of the allotted engineering 
evaluation time.  If the engineer reaches the 85 percent level, assigned M&TS 
staff, if applicable, should be contacted to determine the status of their time 
charges and the need for any additional funds to cover anticipated additional 
future costs.  

Note:  When an application-related request for analytical services is made to 
M&TS by Engineering, be sure to include the amount of time and fees that 
have been allotted for M&TS support. 

2) The Senior Engineer and project engineer are to determine what, if any, 
additional fees will be required to complete action on the application. If 
additional fees will be required, the project engineer is to notify the applicant 
by phone (document in application file), email or letter, explaining the reasons 
for the additional fees, and initiate a request for invoice.  The invoice will 
either be attached to the notification letter or the applicant will be notified that 
it will be mailed. 

3) Once all fees received have been expended, no further work on the application 
is to be done until the required additional fees are received, unless directed by 
the Senior Engineer. 

4) If Engineering and/or M&TS staff are witnessing compliance source testing 
and testing must be continued or repeated the next day and this will cause 
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District costs to exceed fees received, the project engineer (if present) or 
senior M&TS staff present will so advise the applicant.  If the applicant 
verbally agrees to pay the additional costs, District staff will document this, 
invoice the additional costs, and may agree to return to observe testing, if 
appropriate.  If the applicant is not available to agree to the additional costs, 
the project engineer or senior M&TS staff will contact the Senior Engineer, 
Chief of M&TS or Chief of Engineering who may authorize the additional 
time charges.  If no one is available to authorize, or the applicant does not 
agree to, the additional time charges, no further test witnessing shall occur 
until the fees issue is resolved. 

5) The need to request additional fees at the 85 percent level is critical to 
ensuring that application processing is not delayed due to fee issues.  
Insufficient funds do not stop the 180-day clock of Rule 18.  Pursuant to Rule 
40(a)(8), an application must be canceled if the applicant fails or refuses to 
pay the additional fees and the provisions of Rule 18 require that an action be 
taken. 

The purpose of this policy is twofold: to ensure that limited District resources 
are being expended appropriately; and, to allow the applicant to make an 
informed decision regarding whether work on the application should continue 
and if there are problems in the process that the applicant can control or 
change to reduce costs. 

In a related matter, it is noticed that the comments on some application time 
sheets are too vague and cannot be reasonably used to validate the time 
charges listed.  This has been a problem in conjunction with additional fee 
requests.  Please ensure that you provide detailed comments on application 
time sheets and that the associated time charges are appropriate.  For example, 
instead of writing "Engineering Evaluation", state more specifically the 
activity such as "Evaluation-rule compliance review, emission calculations".  
This information is important not only to address applicant concerns but also 
to evaluate future fee schedule rates. As such, this practice applies for both 
T&M and fixed fee applications.  

2.4.9 Revenue Billing (October 12, 2000, revised September, 2007, June 2014) 

Upon completion of the application and the P/O evaluation, the following procedures will 
be used: 

A. Engineers will approve the application in the APP file and forward the folder to the 
Senior Engineer for P/O approval.  All final billing will be prepared from the labor 
tracking files by accounting staff.  If the engineer has requested additional fees via a 
request for invoice or tickler, he will indicate on the form if requesting final billing. 
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B. The Senior Engineer will approve the P/O and forward the site folder  to accounting 
staff for final billing/refund.  The senior engineer can also approve the P/O and 
return it to the permit engineer if minor revisions to the evaluation are required.  If 
this is the case, it is the permit engineer’s responsibility to forward the file to 
accounting after making the revisions. 

C. When the final invoice is paid, the accounting department will close the deferred 
revenue file. 

D. If there is a time deadline, the accounting department will be notified of the time 
frame. If the time limitations cannot be met by mailing the invoice, the invoice will 
be prepared and the project engineer will notify the applicant by telephone to bring 
in the required fee or the application will be denied, and permit cancelled. 

E. Without exception, $100 or more will be either invoiced or refunded.  If there are 
any erroneous charges, they will be removed via the labor tracking system.  Each 
daily must be changed if charges are to be either reduced or added.  Accounting 
staff will make these changes upon request. 

2.4.10 Deferred Source Test and/or Permit Renewal Fee Policy (June 17, 1997) 

Local businesses have requested that the District allow source test and/or permit renewal 
fees to be deferred for long lead-time projects expected to begin operation more than 
fifteen (15) months after an application for Authority to Construct is submitted.  In 
response, the District has developed the following deferred fee policy for both fixed and 
time and materials (T&M) fees: 

A. If operation of an emission unit is reasonably expected to commence more than 
fifteen (15) months after the date an application for an Authority to Construct is 
submitted, payment of the initial District permit renewal fees associated with such 
emission unit may be deferred, at the written request of the applicant, to a time not 
less than four (4) months before the emission unit for which the application is 
submitted is first operated.  In such case, the District engineer processing the 
application shall include a condition on the Authority to Construct stating that "A 
permit renewal fee shall be submitted to the District not less than four (4) months 
before the emission unit is first operated.  This fee shall be the applicable permit 
renewal fee for the emission unit in effect at the time this deferred permit renewal 
fee is due to be paid to the District.  For purposes of Rule 24, this Authority to 
Construct and the application(s) upon which this Authority to Construct is based, 
shall not serve as a temporary permit to operate until this deferred permit renewal 
fee is paid to the District.” 

B. If initial source testing associated with evaluation of an application for Permit to 
Operate an emission unit is reasonably expected to occur more than fifteen (15) 
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months after the date an application for an Authority to Construct -is submitted, 
payment of District fees associated with such source testing may be deferred, at the 
written request of the applicant, to a time not less than four (4) months before the 
emission unit is first operated in conjunction with the Authority to Construct.  In 
such case, the District engineer processing the application shall include a condition 
on the Authority to Construct stating that, "A source test fee or fee deposit, as 
applicable, shall be submitted to the District not less than four (4) months before the 
emission unit is first operated in conjunction with this Authority to Construct.  This 
fee shall be as specified in the appropriate fee schedule or as determined using the 
labor rates in effect at the time this fee is paid, as applicable. It is the applicant's 
responsibility to obtain the projected labor hours from the District.  For purposes of 
Rule 24, this Authority to Construct and the application(s) upon which this 
Authority to Construct is based, shall not serve as a temporary permit to operate 
until this deferred source test fee is paid to the District." 

C. Any request to defer fees shall be made in writing by the applicant when the 
application for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate is submitted to the 
District.  The Permit Processing Section will process the application without 
renewal and/or source test fees (depending upon the request) when such a written 
request is received.  The Permit Processing Section will identify on the application 
if any fee(s) have been deferred and the amount. The Permit Processing Section 
will provide a hi-lighted copy of the application to the Compliance Division.  The 
Permit Processing Section will not subtract deferred source test and/or permit 
renewal fees that would otherwise be due from the fees that are initially submitted 
for the engineering evaluation. 

D. When the District engineer has completed the evaluation of the application, the 
engineer will work with the applicant to develop a joint understanding of the 
expected startup date and when deferred fees are due.  The engineer will include the 
previously specified conditions, as applicable, in the Authority to Construct and 
ensure the Compliance Division is aware of such conditions.  If there is 
disagreement with the applicant over the expected time frames for emission unit 
operation and/or source testing, this will be discussed with the Chief of Engineering 
or the Deputy Director for Engineering. 

When deferred fees are paid, the Permit Processing Section will send the engineer 
handling the application and the Compliance Division a hi-lighted copy of the 
application showing that payment of the deferred fee(s) has been made.  The 
deferred fees to be paid are those in effect at the time the deferred fees are due to be 
paid to the District. 

E. Requests to defer other fees not covered by this policy shall be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis consistent with the intent of this policy.  Such requests shall be 
discussed with the Chief of Engineering or the Deputy Director for Engineering; 
shall be coordinated with the Permit Processing Section, Accounting Section, and 
Compliance Division; and shall be documented in the application file. 
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F. This policy shall not apply to an emission unit installed or modified without a valid 
Authority to Construct from the District. 

G. If the District determines a person/business which has deferred permit renewal or 
source test fees has not submitted such fees as required by this policy, that 
person/business shall no longer be eligible to defer fees to a later date.  The 
person/business no longer eligible shall include the owner/operator of the emission 
unit and the applicant, if different from the owner/operator.  In such case, the permit 
processing engineer shall advise the Chief of Engineering and proceed with the 
permit evaluation. However, a Start-up Authorization or Permit to Operate shall 
not be issued until the deferred fees are paid.  The Chief of Engineering shall advise 
the appropriate person(s)/business(es), in writing, that the person(s)/business(es) is 
no longer eligible to defer fees and the reason, and advise the Supervisor of the 
Permit Processing Section.  The Supervisor of the Permit Processing Section shall 
maintain a listing of such ineligible persons/businesses. 

H. This policy will be revised to address any problems that may occur during 
implementation. 

2.4.11 Fee Estimates for T&M Applications (July 2012) 

The District has received complaints about the length of time it takes to provide fee 
estimates for T&M applications.  To address this, please try to provide fee estimates 
within one working day of a request.  This may occasionally necessitate making your best 
estimate of some components of the fee such as modeling and source testing.    

If you have a particularly complex project, more time may be necessary to prepare an 
accurate and complete estimate.  If that is the case, please discuss it with your supervisor. 

2.4.12 Labor Tracking Procedures (June 14, 2011, Modified June, 2012, February 
20, 2013, October 14, 2013, September 29, 2020) 

It is important for billing and fee development purposes that labor be tracked accurately 
and consistently.  In order to ensure the accuracy of the labor tracking, Engineering 
Division staff are required to record their time on a daily basis, using the guidance in this 
procedure.  The supervisors are responsible for ensuring this is done.  Additional 
guidance on using BCMS time tracking functions is provided in Section 2.5 of this 
Manual of Procedures.  

With few exceptions, Engineering Division staff labor will be recorded in three BCMS 
modules as specified below.   

1) BCMS Workflow Module - All time spent processing applications (APP records) 
shall be tracked in the BCMS workflow module under the appropriate workflow tasks 
which are also tied to specific trust accounts. There are three types of tasks: tasks 
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common to all applications that are billed under the fixed fee portion of a fixed fee 
application, tasks described in Rule 40(d)(5) as additional evaluation or processing fees, 
both of which are tied to specific trust accounts used by Real Time Accounting (RTA), 
and ad hoc tasks for other, less common tasks that are not tracked by RTA. 

The following activities are the ones that are common to all applications for Authority to 
Construct/Permit to Operate: application acceptance, initial application review, 
completeness/incompleteness determination and notification, emission calculations, general 
facility communications, engineering evaluation preparation, AC preparation and issuance, 
field inspections and SA issuance, PO preparation and issuance, permit extensions and senior 
reviews and approvals.  The time spent on these activities shall be logged into the appropriate 
workflow task closest to the activity. 

Additional evaluation and processing activities time shall be tracked in accordance with 
Rule 40 sections (d)(5), (d)(8)(ii) and Schedule 93, as well as Health and Safety Code 
Section 42301.6 (AB3205).  Specifically this will include time spent evaluating an 
emission unit for compliance with Rule 51, Rule 1200 , Rules 20.1 through 20.8, Rules 26.0 
through 26.10, Regulation X, Regulation XI, Regulation XII, Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD), National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), 
State Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM), CEQA or source testing. Only time spent 
actually evaluating compliance with the rules and requirements listed above should be logged 
under these workflow tasks (for both fixed and time and materials applications). Time spent 
evaluating applicability of these requirements need not be logged under these workflow 
tasks. 

These workflow tasks shall be used to track labor as follows: 

• APCD Rule 51 – Time spent evaluating an application submitted to prevent a 
nuisance or mitigate an existing nuisance (workflow task “Dist Prohibitory Rule 
Analysis”) 

• APCD Rule 1200 – Time spent evaluating compliance with Rule 1200 including time 
spent for a deminimis screening (workflow task “Toxic NSR Rules Analysis”),  

• APCD NSR - Time spent evaluating compliance with Rule 20.1 – 20.8 when a 
specific requirement of NSR is triggered such as BACT, AQIA or offset provisions 
are triggered. Time spent on simple NSR tasks such as use of BACT look-up tables 
need not be tracked as an Ad Hoc task if the time spent does not exceed one hour. 
(workflow task “Dist NSR Rules Analysis” or “AQIA”) 

• APCD TIV - Time spent on District permit applications for an enhanced ATC for 
Title V facilities when those applications require action because they constitute a 
Significant, Minor, Administrative, or Operational Flexibility Change as defined in 
Rule 1410.  

• APCD NESHAP/ATCM/NSPS - Time spent evaluating compliance with and 
implementing requirements of NESHAPS, NSPSs and ATCMs if other than standard 
evaluation techniques and permit conditions are used(workflow task “State and 
Federal Regulations” then pick the appropriate regulation from the drop down box – 
HSC for state regulations, HAP for federal regulations). 
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• APCD CEQA - Time spent evaluating applicability of and verifying compliance with 
CEQA requirements if that time exceeds one hour. (workflow task “State and Federal 
Regulations” then pick the appropriate regulation from the drop down box - CEQ) 

• APCD AB3205 – Time spent implementing the public notification requirements of 
AB3205 in accordance with H&SC 42301.6. (workflow task “AB3205 Review and 
Notification”) 

• APCD PSD – Time spent evaluating and enforcing provisions of Rule 20.3.1 (upon 
implementation). (workflow task “State and Federal Regulations” then pick the 
appropriate regulation from the drop down box - PSD) 

• APCD Testing – Time spent witnessing a source test or reviewing source test results 
in accordance with Rule 40, Schedule 93. (workflow task “Source Test”) 

Time spent considering and responding to public or oversight agency comments on 
applications shall be logged under the appropriate workflow task the comment pertains to. 

Ad Hoc tasks can be added to the workflow for activities that are not otherwise covered.  One 
of the common activities that would need an Ad Hoc task added is reinspection’s: 

• APCD Reinspection – Additional time to inspect an emission unit if the initial 
inspection could not be performed due to circumstances beyond the control of the 
District in accordance with Rule 40(d)(8)(ii). 

For work done under an HRA record for AB2588 Health Risk Assessments, all time 
spent after the emissions inventory was approved and the site notified they must 
conduct a HRA shall be logged into the HRA record.  This includes time spent on 
reviewing emission factors and possibly revising the approved emissions inventory, and 
all work associated with a required public notification.  Risk reduction plan labor shall 
be logged under the APP record for the PTO where the required permit conditions will 
be placed. 

For determining if a piece of equipment or process requires a permit where we need to spend 
time on an evaluation (such as for emission factor development, health risk assessment, etc.), 
the labor shall be logged into a JOB record and tracked pursuant to Rule 40(f)(10). 

Logging overtime 

Expedited Applications – If you are working on expedited application please make sure to 
click the “overtime” box shown below to ensure accounting identifies the charge and pass the 
cost to the applicant, as required by Rule 40. 
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Overtime approved by your supervisor – When working overtime to address special projects 
or any other tasks, you do not need to click the “overtime” box as the cost associated with 
these tasks are not passed to the applicant. 

JOB records shall also be used for the following tasks (unless directed otherwise): 
• Rule Development support 
• Fulfilling Public Record Requests (when we must create documents or analyses, so 

our time is billable) 
• Reviewing and commenting on Major Use Permit or CEQA projects that don’t 

involve current permit applications 

2) Time Accounting Module – The following codes will be used to track time spent 
on activities that support a primary activity of the Division but are not directly related to 
application processing or currently permitted emission units: 

• Supervision – Supervision of staff (Seniors only) 
• Training – General or technical training such as safety training, BCMS training, 

ARB or EPA classes, reviewing new rule and regulations, etc. 
• Labor tracking – Time tracking in BCMS and KRONOS. 
• General/Review – General activities not directly related to a permit application or 

a currently permitted emission unit. 
• Meeting/Conferring – Discussions, meeting or other contact with District staff or 

external customers when not directly related to a permit application or a currently 
permitted emission unit. 

• El (Emission Inventory) Review – EI work (Toxics or Criteria) that is directly 
related to producing EI Reports.  In the notation box in Time Accounting, enter 
the EIF ID of the facility(ies) worked on.  Add a separate labor entry for each 
facility. If a facility is also fulfilling AB-617 inventory requirements, split the 
labor between EI Review and AB-617.  If processing Industry-wide facilities, 
include all the time in one entry and enter “Industry-wide” in the notation box. 

• EI General –EI work related to implementing the EI programs in a general sense 
which includes, but is not limited to, tracking, administrative activities, working 
with Compliance and addressing issues that affect many facilities. 

• EIS Development – Work associated with improving the EIS online database 
application. 

• AB-197 – Work associated with applying for or reporting under AB-197 
inventory grants.  The actual inventory work is logged under EI Review. 

• AB-617 – Work associated with implementing AB-617.  In the notation box, 
indicate the type of work as follows: 

o Meeting 
o BARCT 
o Permit Applications 
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o Community Emission Reduction 
o Mobile Source Incentives 
o Stationary Source Incentives 
o Community Monitoring 
o Emission Inventory 
o Stationary Source Inspections 
o Mobile Source Inspections 
o Administrative 

For emission inventory work, also include in the notation box the EIF ID of the 
facility(ies) worked on, adding a separate entry for each facility. If a facility is 
also fulfilling criteria or toxic inventory requirements, split the labor between EI 
review and AB-617. 

Costs for time logged to the Time Accounting Module will be recovered as part of the 
hourly labor rate as specified in Schedule 94, except for EI Review and EI General (that 
are paid from emission fees) and AB-197 and AB-617 (that are paid for from state 
grants). 

3) Equipment Type Modules – the following codes will be used to track all time spent 
on currently permitted emission units, but are not associated with a particular permit: 

• Meeting/Conferring – Meeting and discussions necessary to address issues related 
to multiple currently permitted emission unit. 

• Annual Permit Review – Annual review of specific categories of existing permits 
per H&SC 42301(e). 

• General/Review – General activities related to multiple currently permitted 
emission units. 

• NSPS/NESHAP/ATCM – Time spent implementing NSPSs/NESHAPs/ATCMs 
for multiple currently permitted emission units. 

• Time spent reviewing equipment or processes required by a prohibitory rule that 
does not require and application.  As an example, review of coating spray 
equipment required by Rule 67.20(d)(3)(vii). 

Costs for time logged to Equipment Type Modules are recovered from renewal fees or 
application fees, depending on the specific task(s), or, rarely, as part of an equipment type 
special assessment.  Approval of your supervisor is required if time charged to any 
specific Equipment Type Module will exceed five hours for any project. 

2.5 BCMS Procedures 

2.5.1 BCMS record structure 
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As shown below the general structure of the records for every facility is the original 
application and then the permit. Under each permit you will have all activities related to 
that permit, including all modification applications and compliance records 

2.5.2 How to search records in BCMS 

Click on the search bottom from the BCMS home page 
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You can search using any of the fields under search. The following screenshot labels the 
most common fields used in engineering. You could also use multiple fields 
simultaneously 

1. This field is used for the record number. You may specify part of the record using 
percentage signs (%), as shown above, or the entire record 
2. This field is used if you want to find record opened within a specified period 
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3. This field has the status of the record.  So if you only want to see open records, for 
example, you need to select “open” 
4. You should always select LUEG-APCD to expedite the time to generate the record(s) 
you are searching 
5. The fields “Type”, “Subtype”, and “Category” should be used to specify the type of 
record(s) you are searching. For example, the following screenshot shows a search for all 
application records for cold solvent degreasers then that 5 ft2 

6. Organization name is used for the facility name. You can also search on the address 
(equipment location) using the address fields. 
7. These fields are very useful when you want to search records with a certain set of 
conditions (i.e. BEC or CON) or records for a certain fee schedule. Please refer to the 
following screenshots for examples 

Or 

The following searches key words in the equipment description: 
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2.5.3 How to prepare an Authority to Construct (ATC) or Permit to Operate (PTO)-
(August 13, 2009, revised June of 2014) 

Make sure the contacts are complete 

If you working on a PTO you will need to select the PTO record.  The PTO record should 
have the highlighted contacts shown below: 

Existing permit records should have all contacts you need to create a PTO report. If you 
encounter incomplete contacts please contact the permit processing department or the 
senior engineer. 

If you are working on an ATC you will need to select the Application (i.e. APP) record. 
The APP record should have the highlighted contacts shown below: 

How to create a new permit record 

If you are creating a new permit record (i.e. you are issuing a new permit as opposed to 
revising an existing permit) you will need to create the  permit record as follows: 
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Enter record specific information 

When working on a PTO you will need to select the PTO record and click on the “permit 
to operate” tab and complete the appropriate field as shown below: 
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When creating an ATC report you will need to select the APP record, click on the 
“workflow” tab and complete the appropriate field as shown below: 
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Add conditions 

There are three ways you can add conditions to a PTO or APP record: copying conditions 
from an existing record (i.e. PTO, APP, or CON), adding individual conditions, or 
creating new conditions. Please note that for PTO you will always copy conditions from 
an existing CON record or BEC. 

Often you will need to use all methods for ATCs because you might find another record 
with most of the conditions that you need but you might need to delete some condition 
and add others before you can generate your ATC report. 

Copying conditions from existing records 
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Once you click “submit” the records for which you copy the conditions to will have the 
new conditions. You can copy condition from ANY record to another record. 

Applying conditions individually (for ATC reports only) 
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After selecting the recor 
want to apply the cond · 

"condition 

•• 
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Slll1! 111.J:!i 'iLQO' 
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Order 
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Delete 
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Short Comments ~ Standard Comment 
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Record ID: APCD2014-APP-003523 

Submit 

Go To ., 

Condition Name 

Severity 
..Select-

Search Tags 

check spelling 

I ~ • 1 

My THb 

► 

....... 

Reset Cancel Help 

You can enter the condition number starting with "C" 

. • I 
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- Select-
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After specifying the search criteria click submit. The condition will appears as shown 
below 
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Record ID: APCD2014-APP-003508 

Menu ; 

\PCD Compliance 
lPCD E.noin@erino 

Record ID: APCD2014-APP-003508 

Submit Reset Cancel 

Go TO T 

Group • lt Standard Condition T 

- Select-

Record ID: APCD2014-APP-003508 

Submit 

Go To • 

Severity 

- Select--

Reset Cancel 

Short Comments 

1 2 

Display 

Order 

Help 

4 
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and click submit 

New Reorder Delet 

Record • [26i 

2 

c, 

Condltton Type 
ATCConds 

Long Comments 

check soeUinQ 

She 
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Creating new conditions (for ATC reports only) 
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Record ID : APC D2014-APP-003508 
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2 

Delete 
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generating the ATC report 
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Once the condition is applied to the record you will need to renumber the conditions 

Running the report 
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2.5.4 How to use documentum (created:September 25, 2009, revised in October of 
2009, June of 2010, and June 2014 

Section 1: What do I upload? 

A. The following documents should be posted under the APP record after the 
Authority to Construct is approved: 

Completeness Letter 
Incomplete Letter 
Relevant Correspondence 
Complete Engineering Evaluation, including calculations and HRA/AQIA results (signed 
by the Senior engineer) 
Approved Authority to Construct (signed by the engineer) 

B. The following documents should be posted under the APP record prior to 
submitting a Permit to Operate for approval: 

Pre-backfill inspection reports (Vapor recovery sites) 

-61-
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□ 
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C AP APCD -Gen eral-Report 

Documents 
• ..._~_e.._ Gen eral-Report 

C AP APCD -Gen eral-Report 
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Conditions .!_01_ 

□ 
APP 9870 52 TEST ... C AP APC D -G en eral-Test-Rep ort 
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2054 00 1 .pdf 

987052 TEST RES .. . 

St,ltllS 

Open 

OuenedO, 

0 7/31/ 20( 

PHASE OTC Fe 

~ 

3 .8 2 MB pdf 
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Field inspection reports, including pictures 
Test results 
Startup Authorization 
CCNs 
Invoices 

The following document should be posted under the PTO record: 

Permits to Operate 

Section 2: How do I upload my documents? 

Click on the Document tab or Click on "Go To" =>"Documents"=>"Documents" 

You will be prompted to enter your Documentum User Name and Password  
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You may be asked the following: Click "Yes". 

Click on "New" 

Click "Browse" 
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Select the document you want to add: Click "Open" 
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2.5.5 How to name documents in BCMS (created on November 1, 2012, revised on December 12, 2013) 

The intent of this procedure is to consistently name documents posted in BCMS (under documentum). The following table lists all 
engineering related documents and describes how to name each document. 

Type of 
Document1 File Name Document2 Group/Category3 Division4 Description5 

E.G. manufacturer information 
Supporting APPXXXXXX APCD-GEN- APCD-General- on emission factors/source tests 
Application _Records Document Application supporting the emission 

Records factor/BACT costs 

Completeness 
Letter 

APPXXXXX_ 
Completeness 
Letter 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Letter 

Incomplete 
Letter 

APPXXXXXX 
_Incomplete 
Letter 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Letter 

Click on "Current 
Division" 

Briefly describe the content of 
the correspondence (e.g. permit 
conditions, VOC limitation, 

APPXXXXXX APCD-GEN- APCD-General- comments of draft ATC, 

Relevant 
Correspondence 

_correspondence Document Correspondence additional information required 
for the HRA, justification of the 
"trade secret" designation 
etc...)/Variances/Appeals 

Public 
Notification 

APPXXXXXX 
_Public_Notice 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Correspondence 

Notification/Proof of 
publication/Transmittals to ARB, 
EPA, etc./Public 
Comments/Agency 
comments/Applicant Comments 



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

502(b)(10) 
determination 

APPXXXXXX 
_502(b)(10) 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

Click on 
"Current 
Division" 

502(b)(10) determination 

Engineering 
Evaluation 

(signed by the 
Senior eng.) 

APPXXXXXX 
_ATC_Eng. 
Evaluation 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

BACT Analysis 
APPXXXXXX 
_BACT 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

HRA 
APPXXXXXX 
_HRA 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

AQIA 
APPXXXXXX 
_AQIA 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

Calculations 
APPXXXXXX 
_Calculations 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

Authority to 
Construct 

(signed by the 
engineer) 

APPXXXXXX 
_ATC 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Authority-to 

Construct 

N/A 

Pre-backfill 
inspection 

report (vapor 
recovery sites) 

APPXXXXXX 
_Pre-backfill 
inspection 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Report 

Field inspection 
report, including 

pictures 

APPXXXXXX 
_Inspection 
report 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Report 

VR test results 
APPXXXXXX 
_VR test results 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-Test-
Report 

Startup 
Authorization 

APPXXXXXX 
_SA 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Startup-Authorization 

N/A 
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Document Gro Division 

GEN ..,, • APCD Engineering ..,, Curr,ent Diviisi:on 

-Select-
Document Group/ Category 

SEC 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

PTO Eng. 
Evaluation 

APPXXXXXX 
_PTO Eng. 
Evaluation 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

N/A 

PTO Request 
changes7 

PTOXXXXXX 
_ Request 
change 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Correspondence 

Compliance PTO request change 

ERC ERCXXXXXX APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Certificate 

ERC certificate/Surrendered 
ERCs 

ERC Transfers ERCXXXXXX 
_letter 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

Letter from Buyer/Letter from 
Seller/Purchase & Sale 

Agreement 

Hearing Board 
decisions 

APPXXXXXX 
_Hearing_Board 
_Letter 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Correspondence 

Lead agency 
CEQA 

documents 

APPXXXXXX 
_CEQA 

APCD-GEN-
Document 

APCD-General-
Evaluation 

1Type of document: This column lists all engineering related document that is typically posted in BCMS 
2 File Name: You will need no name the file when you are saving the document or scanning it. The first part of the name should be the 
APP number 
3 Document: This column indicates what should be selected in BCMS (i.e. GEN or SEC) from the following drop down list. “SEC” 
should only be selected for documents that contain proprietary information. In accordance with Rule 176, written justification of 
the "trade secret" designation shall be furnished with the records so designated, and the justification shall be a public record. When the 
engineering evaluation or calculation contains information designated as trade secret, the engineer should prepare another version of 
these documents, without the trade secret information, which will be available for public review. 
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< I .. A J 
APCD-General-Applicatio n I a 

APCD-General-Authority-to-Construct 
' 

Record ID: APCO2,010-APP-001067 APCD-General-Certificate 
APCD-General-Civil-Actio ns 

I Save I I Adel I Delete I APCD-General-Construction-Completion-Notice 
APCD-General-Correspo ndence 

' APCD-General-Evaluation 
( Go To • ) APCD-General-lnvoice 

I 

APCD-General-Letter 

"GEN" document types are accessible t APCD-General-MSDS 
APCD-General-Meeting-Minutes 

Document Group/Category• APCD-General-Notification 
GEN APCD-General-Permit-to-Operate -

Division Current Division 
APCD-General-Photo 
APCD-General-Receipt 

APCD Engineering APCD-General-Report 

Description APCD-General-Schemati c 
APCD-General-Site-Plan 
APCD-General-Source-T est-Report 

check s11elling APCD-General-Startup-Authorization 
APCD-General-T est-Report 
AWM-General-Application 
AWM-General-Certificate 

Please use the fields at the bottom of th AWM-General-Certificate {Includes Permits & Licenses) 
AWM-General-Civil-Actions -
AWM-General-Correspon dence 

Al!l!I~ Definitions to Selected AWM-General-lnspection 

IEI File Name • Up to 100MB Document Gr 
AWM-General-lnvoice 
AWM-General-Letter T 

IEI FW_ PO Change GEN • APCD-General-Application . 
-Request 

PT0050295.odf 
-

Document Group/Category 

GEN • APCD-General-Application 

Division 

• • APCD Engineering I ,.""'"'" • Current Division 
check spelling 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

4 Group-Category: This column indicates what type of document should be selected in BCMS from the following drop down list 

5Division: You should always click on “Current Division” in BCMS so the appropriate division will appear 
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Document Group/Category Division 

IE!lalllll TI APCD-Gene ral-Application T • APCD Engineering T Current Division 

I 
Description 

check spelling 

ACA Permissi, 

• Follow Docum 
Type Security 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

6Description: This column specifies how to name the documents (i.e. what to enter under the following field). Some documents, such 
as Permit to Operate, do not need to be named because the selected category from the drop down list already specifically describes the 
document. This column has “N/A” for the documents that do not need to be named. 

7These documents will be posted under the PTO record 
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Workfl ow Tasks 
.,Ap,plication Acceptance 

.,. Sl.lpe rvisor Review 

., Engineer Re-evall.lation 

<1 Completeness Determination 

Bacll::grol.ln d Analysis 

Em issions Calrnlations 

Dist Prohi bito ry Rllle Analysis 

Dist NSR Rllles Analysis 

AOI.A 

Toxic NSR Rules Analysis 

State an d Federal Regulations 

" ATC Recommen dations Conditions 

., process Desoription 

v AB3205 Review and Notification 

.,.Ap,prove Authority to Construct 

., Issue Authority to Constmct 

<1 Construction Com pletion Notice 

Fiel d Inspection 

Issue Startup Al.Ith o rizati on 

Somce Test 

" PTO Rec.ommendation.s Conditions 

.,.Ap,prove Perm it to Ope rate 

., Issue Permit to Op,erate 

<1 Accounting Reconciliation 

1.5.6 How to enter time under the workflow and ad hoc tasks. (September 11, 
2009, revised October 2, 2009, December 15, 2010, and June of 2014) 

The labor track procedure is in section 2.4.12 of this MOP.  This procedure will only 
show how to enter the time using BCMS. 

When entering time under the workflow for an application, the following tasks should be 
used: 

• Completeness Determination – The time entered under this task represents the 
time spent to review applications for completeness (i.e. review information 
provided, contact the applicant, prepare completeness/incompleteness letters) 

• ATC Recommendation Conditions- The time under this task includes all 
engineering charges up until when the ATC evaluation is submitted for approval 

• Field Inspection- The time under this task includes the time to conduct the 
inspection and issue a SA Authorization, which should be issued during the SA 
inspection. 

• PTO Recommendation Conditions- The time under this task includes the time 
spent preparing the BEC and permit to operate evaluation. 



Submit ~ Assign 0 Reset »:9 Calculate Hours 0 Cancel #! Help 

+ Go To ~ Record Specific Info Tables Record Status History Related Records Renewal Info 

Task Details - ATC Recommendations_Conditions 

Status Date • 
lu 13012010 []_ 

Assigned to 

Action By Division • 
APCD Engineering 

Action By [ACA] • Current User 

I Mahiany Luther ..:.J C11Jrrent Status 

.. New Status [ACA] (Alt+ S) • 

I--Select-- J 

Hours Spent (Alt+ H): • 

Status 

lr:J Bi liable: r Checking Billable will assess 

Due Date 
lu , 2312010 []_ APCD Process Form 

fees based on your labor rate. 

Overtime: n 

St, 
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When entering your time, please use the comment box to describe the task you are 
currently working on. For example, if you are conducting emission calculations, you 
should enter “calculations” as follows: 

The following list has examples of descriptions that can be used under “Completeness 
Determination”: 

Incomplete Letter 
Complete Letter 
Review 

The following list has examples of descriptions that can used under “ATC Recommendation 
Conditions”: 

Prepare ATC 
Calculations 
Prepare conditions 
Discussion with other staff members 
Prepare evaluation 
Meetings 
Public contact 
Reviewing 
Prepare rule evaluation 
Prepare S/A 
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Record ID: APCD2013-APP-003110 

Menu ~ New Supervisor I Task Activation Help 

$··-i:'.J• SupelVisor Review 

Ad Hoc losk 

Task tl~me · 
-Stied-

OivisiO<I • current OMslon 
-Stied-

Assign Date • 
0611812014 

Workflow History (2) -----
Select the APP record and click on the 

workflow tab 

G 
Task Oescripllon • 

O Bmable 
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The following list has examples of descriptions that can be used under “PTO 
Recommendation Conditions”: 

Calculations 
Review charges 
Prepare conditions 
Discussion with other staff members 
Prepare evaluation 
Meetings 
Public contact 
Reviewing 
Prepare rule evaluation 

Ad hoc tasks must be used in accordance with the labor track procedure is in section 2.4.12 of 
this MOP.  This section only covers how to use BCMS to enter your time. 
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1±1 D PTO Recommend :.I • • • 
• I I I • • • 1±1 

1±1 
1±1 

Once t he task is created you can 

click on it to enter your hours 

! Ad Hoc Tasks 
1±1 L]»APCD AB3205 - AB3205 

Task Details . Review ~ TNSR 
Division • Curren1 Division 
APCO Engineering 

Action By • Current user 
Mahlany Luther 

Com 5 ~s1anc1ard Comment 

Enter your hours, always click 

the billable box, and select 

"pending" to keep the task 

open. The task should remain 

CheCk spe11,n9 

Current Status 
• Pencing 

Hew Status • 
-Select-

complete 
Pendin 

Hours Spent • 

E:I Billable [T&t,I] 
f:)OVertime 
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2.5.7 How to generate timesheet 

2.6 Reactivation of Inactive Status Permits (Tom Weeks, April 2009) 

Permits can remain in inactive status for extended periods.  Permit that are in inactive 
status do not undergo annual permit review as required by Health and Safety Code 
42301(e).  Therefore, prior to reactivation they must undergo evaluation to ensure that the 
permit is adequate to ensure enforceability and is consistent with current requirements in 
accordance with the following: 

42301(e) Require, upon annual renewal, that each permit be reviewed to determine that 
the permit conditions are adequate to ensure compliance with, and the enforceability of, 
district rules and regulations applicable to the article, machine, equipment, or 
contrivance for which the permit was issued which were in effect at the time the permit 
was issued or modified, or which have subsequently been adopted and made retroactively 
applicable to an existing article, machine, equipment, or contrivance, by the district 
board and, if the permit conditions are not consistent, require that the permit be revised 
to specify the permit conditions in accordance with all applicable rules and regulations. 
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This evaluation may result in significant revisions to the prior permit to incorporate new 
prohibitory rule requirements, new state and federal rule requirements (NSPSs, 
NESHAPS, ATCMs, etc.) and to ensure that permit condition language is consistent with 
currently active permits.  If changes to the permit are necessary, a revised SA should be 
prepared and discussed with the applicant prior to issuance and the changes documented 
using a standard engineering evaluation.  Because the emission unit is not considered new 
and is not being modified, it would not be subject to New Source Review provisions. 

Fees for reactivation are specified in Rule 40 (e)(5) and include evaluation fees and a pro-
rated renewal fee. The evaluation fee is a fixed amount (49(b)) regardless of the actual 
cost. 

2.7 Permit Process Overview (Nick Horres, October 2020) 

The District has a general process used by Engineering for most permit evaluations. 
There are some situations where not all steps are required, only an abbreviated review is 
necessary or additional steps are required. These situations are discussed elsewhere in 
these procedures and in District rules. You should expect to follow each of these steps 
except as specifically indicated by your supervisor. 

1. Pre-Application. For more complicated applications, the Applicant may request 
to discuss the application prior to submittal. Engineers also provide fee estimates 
and assist with completing application forms and discussing rule applicability for 
potential equipment. 

If an applicant specifically requests an invoice before submitting an application, an 
invoice request must be generated.  In this case, the engineer will forward a request to 
the Engineering Aide and provide a fee estimate including all the needed site and 
contact information, the reason for the invoice, i.e. “Deposit for the expected fees to 
review an application for a [specify type of equipment]”, invoice amount and contact 
person.  The Aide will then create an application record in “Pending Funding” status 
and forward the invoice request to Accounting including the application number and 
adding the site ID for new sites. 

2. Application submittal. The applicant will mail, drop off or email the application 
which will include a general application form and usually attachments and 
supplemental forms. They must also include a check or can pay by credit in 
person or over the phone. The Engineering Aide works with front desk and 
accounting staff to set up the application in BCMS. 

3. Completeness Review. Engineers review the forms and attachments to determine 
if sufficient information has been received to review the application and deems 
the application complete if so. If Incomplete, the engineers put together a list of 
missing information and communicates this to the applicant. It is important to 
catch as much information at this stage as possible, but expanding upon the 
information submitted or additional information requests may be made if 
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necessary.  Note that because Rule 18 places limits on the length of time the 
District may take for review, an accurate completeness/incompleteness 
determination is necessary. 

4. Engineering Evaluation. Engineers calculate emissions, review the equipment 
design, compare the equipment to rules and conduct other technical analysis to 
determine if the equipment will meet all rules and requirements. The engineer 
prepares an “engineering evaluation” report summarizing the findings. 

5. Prepare Draft A/C. Along with the engineering evaluation, the engineer prepares 
an authority to construct by utilizing the application record in BCMS. 

6. Public Notice (if required). Certain types of applications may require conducting 
a public notice. Drafts of the engineering evaluation and authority to construct 
should be ready before starting any public notices. 

7. Senior Review/Approval. Senior Engineer reviews and may recommend 
changes. When ready the application is approved in BCMS. 

8. Issue A/C. The Authority to Construct is issued from BCMS along with a 
construction completion notice that the applicant will return once the project is 
completed. In come cases, such as when the equipment has already been 
constructed, we issue a startup authorization directly instead of an A/C. 

9. Applicant Returns CCN. After finishing construction, the applicant will return 
the construction completion notice to us. It must be returned prior to beginning 
operation of their equipment or they are in violation of District rules and can 
receive a notice of violation. 

10. Initial Inspection & Source Testing. Once receiving the construction completion 
notice, we typically schedule an initial inspection with the facility.  Engineers 
should contact the applicant within two weeks to schedule an inspection unless 
otherwise discussed with your supervisor.  During the inspection we verify that 
equipment installed matches the proposal, take photos of equipment, and review 
compliance with the permit conditions. For some basic equipment types we may 
elect to do this inspection remotely by having the site contact send photos of the 
equipment and explaining permit requirements. Permit conditions may also 
require that the applicant conducts a source test to show compliance with 
emission limits. All documentation from the inspection and testing should be 
uploaded to the application in BCMS. 

11. Updates & Revisions to Conditions & Description. New/modified equipment 
may require changes to the conditions or description on the permit. This is 
typically based on information determined during the inspection or during initial 
stages of operation. Minor changes can be made in BCMS and implemented when 
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the S/A is issued. Any changes that affect the original conclusions of the 
evaluation should be discussed and approved by a Senior Engineer prior to 
implementation.  Changes from the ATC to the permit stage should be minimized 
to the extent possible and significant changes should be provided to the applicant 
for their review prior to issuing the final permit. 

12. Issue S/A. A startup authorization should always be issued for each application 
unless you have discussed with your supervisor a reason not to. Typically the 
startup authorization should be issued immediately after the inspection. 

An S/A can also be issued with a shorter term duration when a small deficiency is 
identified during the inspection that needs to be corrected. Common cases where a 
shorter term S/A are warranted are things like a incorrectly sized exhaust stack, 
lack of required maintenance manuals or deficient monitoring. The exact duration 
and requirements should be discussed with your supervisor, but generally will 
require meeting the requirements within 10 – 60 days.  A major deficiency should 
be brought to the supervisor’s attention for possible permit denial or revocation of 
temporary authority to operate. 

13. Prepare Conditions in BCMS (new conditions or new sets). Conditions should 
be initially prepared on the application record. If the permit will involve any new 
conditions or a new/modified set of conditions, some additional steps are involved 
that ensure we use consistent wording on all permits. Engineers check that for any 
new conditions or revised conditions, an equivalent reference condition does not 
already exist. For any modified conditions or condition sets, the engineer also 
checks whether the condition/set is used on any permits that are not affected by 
the application. If any others are affected, new conditions/new set is created, 
otherwise the condition/set should instead be modified. 

14. Review and Approval of Conditions (new conditions or new sets). 
Immediately before permit issuance, the final conditions are sent to your senior 
then Compliance for review and approval. The primary point of review is that the 
entire set of conditions is enforceable. Once it is thought to be relatively sure that 
no significant changes will occur, drafts can be sent to the facility (often as an 
S/A). It usually helps your Senior if you can explain any changes in a simple 
format. 

15. Prepare Inspection Report and PTO Engineering Evaluation. For PTO 
issuance, we also prepare an inspection report/engineering evaluation. The 
inspection report should be completed as soon as possible after the inspection and 
makes up the bulk of the evaluation. The evaluation should also discuss any 
changes to conditions, results of source testing or additional analysis, and will 
recommend a condition set and approval of the permit. 
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16. Prepare the PTO. The last step before submitting the application for review is to 
prepare the PTO in BCMS. This requires adding the equipment description, 
entering the BEC number, applying the conditions and setting the number and 
type of emission units and updating the PTE emission table for each pollutant. 

17. Senior Approval. The senior engineer reviews the application and approves the 
permit. The engineering Aide then sets certain parameters in BCMS to ensure the 
permit will be issued correctly, checks the status of any outstanding renewal fees, 
then either issues the permit or requests and sends an invoice for outstanding 
renewal fees. Once the permit is issued, it finally goes to Accounting who does 
the last step of renewal fees. 

The following figures provide a graphical representation of the process. 
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Process flow diagram for A/C-S/As 
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3. Requirements for Issuing Authorities to Construct (A/Cs) 

3.1 Permit Evaluation Guidelines (Tom Weeks, October, 2007, 
revised April 2009, February 2013) 

A. It is very important that application reviews be thoroughly documented.  Therefore 
an engineering evaluation shall be prepared for each application.  Engineering 
evaluations are used by the District to demonstrate to interested parties (ARB, EPA, 
the facility, the public and other District staff) how compliance with applicable 
rules and regulations was determined.  In addition they explain technical details 
about the processes and operations under review, document the history of permit 
reviews and approvals and contain all the necessary background information to 
support the permit decision.  They shall be written so that anyone with a technical 
background can understand them.  Moreover, they should be written so that even 
the public, without a technical background, can understand the basic reasoning 
(though they may not understand much of the technical detail). 

B. The engineering evaluation must generally follow the format template included in 
this section.  Where appropriate, boilerplate evaluations may be used for simple 
equipment as determined by the senior engineer.  Engineering Evaluations for some 
special projects (i.e. Rule 20.5 Determination of Compliance reviews) as well as 
Title V permit applications may deviate from the format outlined below. 

C. At the time of submittal to the Senior Engineer for permit approval, the application 
file will be organized as follows: 

• Final Draft Permit to Operate (PTO) 
• Engineering Evaluation (ATC followed by PTO) with attachments 
• Startup Authorization (SA) 
• Construction Completion Notice (CCN) 
• Authority to Construct (ATC) 
• Pertinent correspondence with applicants in chronological order 
• Application Forms (116 and Supplemental) 
• Other application submittals 
• Red folder with confidential information (see MOP section 1.6) 

D. The application, engineering evaluation and the authority to construct shall be 
identified in the permit file using tabbed pages. 

E. To the extent practicable the engineering evaluation should be a stand-alone 
document that provides all the relevant information and analyses used in making the 
permit decision.  Each document referenced in the engineering evaluation shall be 
dated and clearly labeled.    The following documents (where applicable) shall be 
incorporated into the evaluation: 
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• Emission calculation spreadsheets or summaries 
• Health Risk Assessments (HRA) 
• Air Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA) 
• Source Test Results 

F. The following documents shall be downloaded to Documentum and identified with 
a file name in accordance with accepted protocols 

• Incomplete/Complete letters 
• Engineering Evaluation (ATC followed by PTO) with attachments 
• Startup Authorization (SA) 
• Construction Completion Notice (CCN) 
• Field Inspection documents including pictures 
• Test results 
• Authority to Construct (ATC) 
• Relevant correspondence with applicants in chronological order 

G. Draft and duplicate documents should be purged from the file unless they are 
necessary to document significant permitting process decisions. 

ENGINEERING EVALUATION 
AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT 

Facility Name: __________________________ 
Application Number: __________________________ 
Equipment Type: __________________________ 
Facility ID: __________________________ 
Equipment Address: __________________________ 

Facility Contact: __________________________ 
Contact Title: __________________________ 
Contact Phone: __________________________ 

Permit Engineer: __________________________ 

Date Application Received: 
Date A/C Evaluation Completed: 
Date Evaluation Modified: 
Senior Engineer Approval: 

1.0 BACKGROUND 
1.1 Type of Application - Is this new equipment, a modification to existing 

equipment, a change of location, or an amendment to an open application? 
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1.2 Permit History - What is the previous history?  For modifications, when was 
the equipment originally installed and what is the modification history? 

1.3 Facility Description - What does the company do at this location?  What other 
permitted equipment is at this location and are there any other open 
applications? 

1.4 Other Background Information (where pertinent) - Has there been any hearing 
board actions, permit denials, legal settlements, NOVs or nuisance 
complaints? Is this a Title V facility? 

2.0 PROCESS DESCRIPTION 
2.1 Equipment - Describe the new equipment (or how the existing equipment will 

be modified).  Include make and model numbers, serial numbers, capacities 
etc. 

2.2 Process - Describe the process (include specifics such as operating schedule, 
raw materials, chemical reactions, throughput flowrates, production rates, 
material balances). 

2.3 Emissions Controls – Describe any emission control equipment. 
2.4 Attachments - Provide supporting information such as schematics, process 

flow diagrams or equipment manufacturer’s data as attachments. 

3.0 EMISSIONS 
3.1 Emission Estimate Summary – The emission estimate summary must include 

a summary of both Potential to Emit (PTE) and expected emissions increase 
(to support no net increase calculations).  Emissions total shall be presented 
for new applications and emissions change (post project minus pre-project) 
shall be presented for modifications.  

3.2 Emission Estimate Assumptions - Assumptions used in the emission 
calculations (such as maximum throughputs, hours of operation etc.) and the 
basis for those assumptions must be listed. 

3.3 Emission Calculations - Emission calculations (including units) should be 
shown or attached to the evaluations in spreadsheet form.  Emission 
calculations for modifications should include analysis of the emission 
increase. 

3.4 Attachments - References to emission estimate techniques must be provide 
where appropriate. 

4.0 APPLICABLE RULES 
4.1 Prohibitory Rules – List all prohibitory rules that apply to this source 

category.  List the standards of each applicable prohibitory rule and provide 
an analysis of whether the equipment is expected to comply with the 
requirement as well as a thorough discussion of the means of compliance.  

4.2 NSR – Provide a determination of applicability of NSR requirements.  List 
standard of each applicable NSR rule and provide an analysis of whether the 
equipment is capable of complying with the requirement as well as 
information on the means of compliance.   
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4.3 TNSR - Provide a determination of applicability of TNSR.  Summarize HRA 
results where applicable. 

4.4 AB3205 – Is this application subject to AB 3205 requirements?  State the 
method of compliance. 

4.5 NSPSs, NESHAPs and ATCMs - List all NSPSs, NESHAPs, and ATCMs that 
apply to this source category.  List the standards of each rule and provide an 
analysis of whether the equipment is expected to comply with the 
requirement. 

4.6 Title V - Is this permit being issued to a TIV site? If so, was the Title V 
Engineer provided a draft A/C? Describe how the requirements of title V 
have been satisfied. 

4.7 Attachments – Reference and attach all supporting documentation such as 
AQIA summary, HRA summary, BACT analysis etc.         

5.0 RECOMMENDATION 
Include a statement of whether or not compliance with applicable rules is expected 
and a recommendation to approve or deny the A/C. 

6.0 RECOMMENDED A/C CONDITIONS 
List all conditions that are recommended to be included in the A/C.  State which 
rule(s) is the basis for each condition.  If a standard BEC is used only the BEC need 
be listed.  

ENGINEERING EVALUATION SUMMARY 
PERMIT TO OPERATE 

Facility Name: __________________________ 
Application Number: __________________________ 
Equipment Type: __________________________ 
Facility ID: __________________________ 
Equipment Address: __________________________ 

Facility Contact: __________________________ 
Contact Title: __________________________ 
Contact Phone: __________________________ 

Permit Engineer: __________________________ 

Date Construction Completion Received: 
Date of Inspection: 
Date S/A Issued: _______________ 
Date P/O Evaluation Completed: 
Senior Engineer Approval: 
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7.0 INSPECTION REPORT 
Fully document the inspection.  Include the name and phone number of your facility 
contact.  Verify that you reviewed and explained the permit conditions with the 
facility contact.  Note any equipment discrepancies or A/C compliance issues. 
Include a Compliance Inspection Checklist where available. Verify that you issued a 
startup authorization and attach a copy to this document.     

8.0 RECOMMENDED P/O CONDITIONS 
Discuss any changes in the condition set from the ATC to the PTO.  If a standard 
BEC is used only the BEC need be listed.  Verify that any non-routine conditions or 
BECs have been reviewed and approved by the Compliance Division per Manual of 
Procedures section 6.3. 

3.2 Requirements for Issuing A/Cs (January 7, 1982) 

A. Applications will be evaluated based on the information submitted by the applicant.  
Using this information, the project engineer will determine if the equipment and its 
proposed operation are expected to comply with District requirements.  These 
requirements include Regulations IV (Prohibitions), II (Standards for Granting 
Permits) and where applicable, Regulations X (NSPS) and XI (NESHAPS).  The 
A/C evaluation will consider all modes (including emergency operation) in which 
the equipment may be operated unless specific limitations are included to prevent 
such operation.  An A/C will not be issued unless compliance with all applicable 
regulations is demonstrated. 

The engineering staff will not exempt equipment (including equipment used only in 
case of emergency) from any requirement of any rule.  If there are specific 
problems with the application of certain rules, they will be brought to the attention 
of the Chief of Engineering. 

B. A/Cs will be issued with conditions to ensure compliance with District 
requirements.  These conditions may limit throughputs, emission concentrations, 
hours of operation or any other parameter that is appropriate. 

C. Where state law supersedes District requirements, the engineering evaluation and 
A/C, including conditions, will be based on state requirements.  The appropriate 
section of state law will be referenced in the A/C issuance. 

D. If source testing of equipment must be done before a P/O will be issued, the 
applicant will be so advised, as a condition of the A/C.  The A/C also will note the 
required fees.  The Monitoring and Technical Services Division will provide input 
regarding source test requirements as either part of the A/C or as an attachment to 
the A/C.  All source test requests will be in writing directed to the chief of 
monitoring and technical services, through the respective senior engineer.  Since the 
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District must take action within a specified time period, applicants will be 
encouraged to have testing accomplished as early as possible. 

When source testing will be required prior to issuance of a P/O, the A/C will state 
that within 60 days of completion of construction, testing will be done at the 
applicant's expense, to verify compliance with the emission limits.  A test plan will 
be submitted for approval to the District in writing at least three weeks prior to 
emissions testing.  A final report will be submitted for approval to the District no 
more than 30 days following completion of testing.  (September 19, 1983) 

F. For all new or modified sources subject to the NSR rules, the engineering evaluation 
will include a cumulative NSR emissions summary sheet.  This also will apply to new 
or modified permits that have emissions increase below NSR trigger levels but that 
contribute to a stationary source cumulative emissions increase.  The cumulative NSR 
emissions summary sheet will be part of the permit evaluation documentation. 
Conclusions relative to NSR applicability and cumulative emissions increases will be 
documented in the evaluation.  (August 11, 1990) 

3.3 Creating and Applying Permit Conditions (October 2020, Nick 
Horres) 

After the process description is complete, conditions should be added to the application. 
Conditions may be added by creating a new condition, applying an existing reference 
condition (and possibly modifying it), or applying a whole set of conditions that have 
been approved as a CON record. Typically applying a whole set is the most efficient, 
applying existing reference conditions is second preference,  and creating new conditions 
is the last step. 

A few suggested tips: 
• Do not revise existing conditions that you do not intend to change on all permits 

with the affected condition. Instead create a new condition. 
• Do not use special characters that BCMS cannot recognize like smart quotes since 

these will show up as upside down question marks. 
• Pay attention to the listed rule citations. If the correct wording is available but rule 

reference is not updated, check with your supervisor whether this is okay or 
perhaps the existing condition should be changed even if on multiple permits. 

• When copying conditions from CON records, there is a known glitch that Accela 
won’t address that can result in not all conditions copying over. For this reason, 
after copying the conditions, check to ensure all conditions correctly copied. 

The screen shots below show examples of each of these methods.  

Create a New Condition 
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Add a reference condition 
Click Add then “Standard Condition” then “Search” 
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Now enter the search parameters as shown below. Typically you either search by 
condition number, or by a wording you are trying to find (use percent signs as needed) 

Now click submit and check results. Open the conditions in new tabs if needed to check 
without rerunning search. 
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Once you have found the condition you want, open it in the original tab and submit 

Revise a condition (only for conditions only on affected permits) 

First add the condition as indicated above, then open the condition and make changes and 
mark the status as revised. 
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In this case we should also check whether this legacy BEC is on any other permits which 
can be done as follows. 
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If either no permits show up (double check search was right) or only permits that are 
affected show up, it is okay to revise the condition. 

Applying a set 

This is the most efficient way to apply conditions. To do this, open the CON record and 
use related records to copy the conditions. Select copy and then enter the application 
number and check Record Conditions as shown in shot below. 
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APCD2020-APP.j)06206 - Non-Retail Gas Dispensing Facility Fee .Sched: 26E EFX 

© 
A notice was added to t1us ,eoord on 2021)-09.-30. 
CondiUoru. Se-verity Notice 
Total ccndi6ons: 1 (Notice.• 1) 

View notice 

Menu ~ I New Reorder 

Go To • I Summary Record 

□ Dis11Ia~ Condition ,,.me 

Order 

□ D C40239 

□ D C40907 

□ D C286'43 

□ D C28412 

□ D C28413 

□ D CW414 

□ D CW415 

□ D C28560 
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□ ITC] C43434 
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Delete View log Help 
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Engine operalion for maintenance and (esting pu ... 

This engine shall only use CARS diesel fuel. (R. .. 

Visible emissions including crank case smoke sh .. . 

The equipment described above shall not cause o .. . 

This engine shall not operate for non-emergency,. 

Engine operation in response to notification of ... 

A non-resettable engine hour meter shall be ins ..• 

The owner or operator of lhis engine. shall inst. . 

The owner or operator of lhe engine shall mainl.. 
The owner or operator of lhis engine. shall main .. . 

All records required by lhis permit shall be ma .. . 

Access, facilmes, utilmes and any necessary .. . 

This Air Pollution Control Distrtct Permtt does ... 

The permittee shall, upon determination or appl... 

The maximum emissions of NOx shall not exceed 3 ... 

Condrnon thal is new 
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3.4 Issuance of Authority to Construct Letters 

An Authority to Construct letter is to be issued in response to all applications for permits 
except for the following cases: 

1) Existing emission unit that was previously exempt from permit under Rule 11 and 
for which a permit is now required because of a change to Rule 11, or a change in 
the District's interpretation of Rule 11.  This exception does not apply if the 
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emission unit is being or will be modified, or was previously modified in such a 
way that the Rule 11 exemption no longer applies. 

2) An existing emission unit that was previously under a permit to operate and that 
permit expired, retired or was cancelled and the owner or operator is applying for 
issuance of a new permit.  This exception does not apply if the unit has been, is 
being or will be relocated or modified from what was previously permitted or if 
the application for permit is submitted more than 12 months after the permit was 
retired or cancelled. 

3) Modifications to conditions or limitations on an existing permit where there is no 
physical change to the emission unit or process and no change to the equipment 
description (other than identical replacement) on the permit.  A separate Authority 
to Construct letter is not required, but may be issued.  However, the modification 
should be evaluated for compliance with all District rules, including NSR and 
Rule 1200, as if an Authority to Construct were being granted.  This includes any 
procedural requirements such as AB3205 public notice and a public/EPA review 
and comment period.  If, in order to achieve compliance with any rule, the 
emission unit or process must be physically modified or emission controls added 
or emission offsets provided, then an Authority to Construct letter must be issued. 

When a separate A/C letter is not issued, each Startup Authorization or modified 
Permit to Operate that authorizes operations under the modified conditions must 
be issued as a combined A/C-S/A and A/C-P/0, respectively.  The document must 
clearly indicate that it includes the Authority to Construct action.  The date of 
issuance of the first of these should be entered as the A/C issuance date in the 
VAX. 

4) Emission units for which an application for registration has been submitted to the
      District and which are eligible for registration under District Rules 12 and 12.1. 

3.5 Authority to Construct Evaluation Language (February 27, 1980) 

The Engineering Division typically will issue an A/C prior to construction.  Construction 
may not commence until an A/C is issued.  The following language will be part of the 
A/C: 

“This Authority to Construct authorizes temporary operation of the above specified 
equipment.  This temporary Permit to Operate shall take effect upon written 
notification to the District that construction has been completed in accordance with 
this Authority to Construct.  This temporary Permit to Operate will remain in effect, 
unless withdrawn or modified by the District and a revised temporary permit 
(Startup Authorization) is issued or a permit to operate is granted or denied. 

“Upon completion or modification in accordance with this Authority to Construct 
and prior to commencing operation, the applicant must complete and mail, deliver 
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or fax the enclosed Construction Completion Notice to the District.  After mailing, 
delivering or faxing the notice, the applicant may commence operation of the 
equipment.  Operation must be in compliance with all the conditions of this 
Authority to Construct and applicable District rules. 

“Within ten (10) days after receipt of this Authority to Construct, the applicant may 
petition the Hearing Board for a hearing on any conditions imposed herein in 
accordance to Rule 25. 

“This Authority to Construct will expire on __________” 

3.6 AB3205 Review/Notification Procedures (July 28, 1989, revised 
April 2009, revised December 2014) 

The following requirements for building departments, hazardous materials administering 
agencies and local air pollution control districts concerning new or modified sources near 
schools shall be complied with before issuance of an Authority to Construct. 

A. No city or county will issue a building permit for a facility to be constructed (or 
modified) within 1,000 feet of a school, or issue a certificate of occupancy for any 
facility, unless the applicant provides proof that the facility is exempt from District 
permit requirements, or if not exempt, the requirements for District permits are 
being met. 

B. Before approving an application for a permit to construct or modify a source located 
within 1,000 feet of a school, the District must: 

1) Provide notice of the proposed approval to parents of children attending any 
schools within one-quarter mile of the source and to each address within 1000 
feet of the source. 

2) Provide a 30-day period to comment. 

3) Review and consider all comments received. 

4) Include written responses to the comments in the application file before taking 
final action on the permit. 

C. If determined that there is a reasonably foreseeable threat of an air contaminant 
release from a source within 1,000 feet of a school that would cause a violation of 
Section 41700 of the health and safety code (equivalent to Rule 51) and that would 
impact persons at the school, the District must notify the appropriate fire 
department and administering agency (HAZMAT) within 24 hours. 

D. In determining that a reasonably foreseeable threat of a release exists, the air 
pollution control officer (APCO) may issue an immediate order to prevent or 
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mitigate the release (with HAZMAT written concurrence) and petition the hearing 
board to issue an abatement order. 

E. The District must respond to a request from a school principal (for example for the 
District to identify or take actions to prohibit or mitigate a threatened release) 
within 24 hours and notify HAZMAT and the fire department having jurisdiction 
over the school. 

F. EIRs for purchases of school sites or construction of a new school cannot be 
approved unless the lead agency obtains a list of all sources within one-quarter mile 
that are expected to emit hazardous or acutely hazardous air emissions from the 
District. 

G. Full implementation of these requirements will require the cooperation of permit 
processing, Compliance and engineering staff.  Engineering staff will be 
responsible for implementing substantial portions of these requirements.  All 
engineering staff are affected by these requirements. 

H. An air pollution control questionnaire will be provided to all building departments 
to give to applicants for building permits and certificates of occupancy.  Applicants 
who may require District permits will need District authorization stamps on the 
form.  The following procedures will be used: 

1) Clerical staff will receive forms over the counter or by mail.  Clerical staff 
will maintain a log of the receipt, routing and disposition of all forms 
received.  These forms will not be handled by engineering or Compliance staff 
without routing through clerical staff. 

2) If there is no application on file with the District for the equipment for which 
the person is seeking a building permit or certificate of occupancy, the form 
will be forwarded to the Compliance division for handling.  Forms also will be 
forwarded to Compliance staff if any application on file clearly is not for the 
equipment for which the building permit or certificate of occupancy is being 
sought. 

3) If there are applications on file with the District that are or may be for the 
equipment, the form will be forwarded to the appropriate senior engineer for 
assignment to an engineer. 

4) The engineer assigned will determine if the pending applications are for the 
equipment.  If not, the form will be forwarded through clerical to Compliance 
staff for disposition. 

5) If an application is pending for the equipment for which a building permit or 
certificate of occupancy is sought, the second block will receive a confirming 
stamp by the senior engineer, whether or not the application has been deemed 
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complete; the third block will receive a confirming stamp only if an A/C has 
been issued for the specific source, building, process or equipment for which 
the certificate of occupancy is being sought. 

6) Stamped forms will be forwarded to permit processing for mailing/delivery to 
applicants.  A copy will be made by permit processing staff and retained in the 
application file. 

7) If there is not sufficient information on the questionnaire to determine whether 
there is a corresponding application on file with the District, the engineer will 
contact the applicant to obtain the necessary information, document the 
information received and proceed with the disposition of the form. 

I. All pending and new applications for A/Cs must be screened to determine whether 
they fall within 1,000 feet of the outer boundary of a school.  Schools include K-12, 
public, private and also may include certified in-home study.  Maps that locate all 
schools have been prepared. 

J. Applications pending issuance of a permit for equipment for which an A/C already 
has been issued are not subject to the AB3205 public notification process.  This also 
applies in cases where a source has allowed its permit to lapse and must reapply for 
a new permit (without a change in location). 

K. All new applications for A/Cs or modifications to permits that require an A/C, 
except those for change of ownership will be reviewed by the project engineer for 
mapping prior to determining whether an application is complete. 

L. The review is to determine if a source may be within 1,000 feet of the outer 
boundaries of a school and to identify schools within 1,320 feet of the source.  For 
each source that may be within 1,000 feet of a school, the engineer will advise the 
applicant of the public notice and comment period requirements of AB3205 and 
request the applicant to provide a map showing the exact location of the equipment 
and the associated discharge vent/stack, the location of the property lines of the 
stationary source on which the equipment is located and the location of the property 
boundaries of any schools located within 1,320 feet of the source. 

M. Upon receiving this information, the project engineer will determine if the 
equipment or its associated discharge points are located within 1,000 feet of the 
outer boundaries of a school.  If so, the project engineer will complete a draft public 
notice for signing by the senior engineer once a preliminary decision has been made 
to issue an A/C.  This notice will identify (by name and address) all schools within 
one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) of the discharge points.  (This distance will be 
measured from the discharge point, or equipment location to the outer boundaries of 
any neighboring schools.)  The project engineer will attach a map to the draft notice 
showing, in red, the boundary that defines a distance of 750 feet from the property 
lines of the source. 
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O. Because of the delays in this process, (approximately six weeks from draft notice to 
end of comment period), notices will be sent as soon as possible in the application 
review process provided there is a reasonable expectation that an A/C will be 
granted.  Routine applications, such as for dry-cleaners, gas stations, automotive 
refinishing facilities, etc. will be reviewed for notification requirements as soon as 
received and the notices sent out early on so that the comment period can coincide 
with the engineering evaluation.  More complex applications will wait until the 
application is complete, the process is known and emissions are established in order 
to be responsive to the public inquiries that the notices may prompt.  The AB3205 
comment period for projects that trigger air quality analysis under Rule 20.3 will 
coincide with the 30-day comment period required by Rule 20.3. 

P.  The draft public notice, with map, will be forwarded to permit processing, 
finalizing the notice and initiating the mailing.  The map will be used by a contract-
mailing firm to define the addresses to receive the public notice.  At the time of the 
mailing, the application file will be in a suitable form for public inspection, as there 
may be such requests. 

Q. Permit processing also will contact the affected schools to arrange the required 
mailing to pupils' parents.  The notices will be received approximately two weeks 
after a draft notice and map is forwarded to permit processing.  Applicants will be 
advised that the comment period will take approximately six weeks from when the 
draft notice is sent to permit processing.  Applicants will be sent a copy of the 
notice by permit processing.  A copy also will be sent to the project engineer for the 
application file. 

R. During the 30-day comment period, the engineer will review and prepare responses 
to comments as they are received.  The comments and response must be contained 
in a single document with a format similar to workshop reports.  The 
comment/response document will be reviewed and approved by the senior engineer 
and placed in the application file after the close of the 30-day comment period.  The 
comment/response document will be retained in the application file permanently.  
The District will consider all comments before taking final action on the permit. 

S. Each individual who provided comments with his name and address will be sent a 
copy of the comment/response document.  The project engineer will provide a 
mailing list and copy of the comment/response document to permit processing for 
mailing.  If possible, student workers will prepare the mailing lists. 

T. If the public comment period will impact adherence to AB884/Rule 18 deadlines, 
the applicant will be advised in writing and asked to concur with an extension as 
necessary.  If the applicant will not provide written concurrence, the application 
will be denied. 
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U. When there is a pending application, time spent meeting these requirements will be 
charged to that application.   

3.8 Rule Applicability – New Rule Adoption (January 8, 1982) 

Rule 20 specifies that an A/C cannot be issued unless an applicant demonstrates 
compliance with all applicable rules.  Thus, if new or modified rules become effective 
after an application has been deemed complete, compliance with them must be 
demonstrated or the A/C cannot be issued.  Compliance will be demonstrated at the time 
the A/C is issued. 

If a pending rule change could potentially prevent an A/C from being issued, the 
applicant will be notified as soon as possible of the rule proposal and the fact that, if 
adopted, additional requirements must be met before an A/C can be issued. 

Any instance where a rule change would cause an extreme hardship to the applicant who 
submitted a completed application prior to the rule change date but will not receive an 
A/C prior to that date, will be brought to the attention of the chief of engineering and the 
deputy director. 

An application for an A/C will be subject to evaluation under all rules and regulations 
that are in force up until the time the A/C is issued.  Such rules and regulations will 
include any that are adopted after the application has been deemed complete.  (September 
23, 1980) 

3.9 Expedited Application Processing Procedure (Tom Weeks, 
September 1, 2004) 

On June 23, 2004 the Board approved revisions to Rule 40 that include provisions for 
Expedited Application Processing.  The following procedures are to be used to 
implement the program. 

Application Receipt – Applicants must specifically request expedited application 
processing by checking the appropriate box on the District general application Form 116.   
This action initiates the expedited process.  Permit Processing staff will ensure that these 
applications are forwarded to the appropriate Senior Engineer within one working day of 
receipt.  The permit file folders should be clearly marked so that the application can be 
given special attention when received by the Senior Engineer. 

Engineering Evaluation - The Senior Engineer will evaluate the availability of a qualified 
permitting engineer as soon as possible after receipt of the application.  A qualified 
permitting engineer would meet the following requirements: 1) they would have 
experience processing similar applications, and; 2) they would be available to work on 
the application during a weekend, days-off or after normal work hours within two weeks 
of receipt of the application.  To ensure that these applications are processed in an 
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accurate and efficient manner, most of the application evaluation time should be during 
weekends or days-off as opposed to after hours work when the engineer may not be 
working at full efficiency. 

If a qualified permitting engineer is not available, the Senior Engineer will contact the 
applicant, in a timely manner, to inform them that the application will not receive 
expedited processing.  In the event that the evaluation cannot be expedited, the Senior 
Engineer should make every effort, as with any application, to meet the applicant’s 
requested timeline through use of normal staff resources and scheduling. 

If a qualified permitting engineer is available, the Senior Engineer will transfer the 
application to the engineer for a completeness determination.  The permitting engineer 
will review the application and make a determination whether sufficient information is 
available to begin processing the application.  If necessary, the permitting engineer 
should contact the applicant to request additional information.  Requests for additional 
information may be made by phone, however an application status letter must also be 
issued within 30-days of receipt of the application.  The permitting engineer will also 
inform the applicant that the application will receive expedited processing and discuss the 
evaluation review timeline to ensure that it meets the applicant’s needs prior to working 
overtime.  

Application Cost Accounting – Upon issuance of an Authority to Construct, the 
permitting engineer will submit, to the Accounting section via the Senior Engineer, a 
request for an invoice for the expedited application processing fee.  Expedited permit 
processing fees would be charged only if the majority of the work done on the application 
was performed on weekends, after hours or on days off. 

For fixed fee applications the expedited application processing fees will be equal to 0.25 
times the Initial Evaluation Fee minus the Emission Unit Renewal Fee (Column (1) 
minus (2)) plus any Additional Engineering Evaluation Fees as specified in Rule 
(40)(d)(5).  The non-refundable processing fee, renewal fee, and any applicable air 
contaminant emissions fees will be charged at the standard rate as specified in Rule 40. 

For T&M applications, an expedited permit application fee equal to 0.25 times the 
normal Rule 40 Fee Schedule 91 labor rate will be charged for all labor prior to issuance 
of the Authority to Construct.  If additional overtime work is required for issuance of the 
Startup Authorization and or Permit to Operate a second supplemental invoice shall be 
issued to cover this labor.  The non-refundable processing fee, renewal fee, and any 
applicable air contaminant emissions fees will be charged at the standard rate as specified 
in Rule 40. 

Invoices shall be prepared by the permit engineer for review and approval by the Senior 
engineer prior to submittal to Accounting.  Invoices should specify that they are for 
recovery of expedited application processing fees per District Rule 40(d)(8)(iv).  Account 
code 73 should be specified on the request for invoice. 
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If an application is denied or cancelled prior to issuance of an A/C, the Senior Engineer 
or the Chief of Engineering should be consulted to determine if expedited processing fees 
are to be applied. 

Application Time Accounting – The District will re-evaluate the expedited application 
processing labor cost multiplier periodically to determine if it accurately reflects 
additional labor costs for implementation of the program.  To do this it will be necessary 
to track overtime labor hours.  Initially, Senior Engineers will be asked to track the 
number of overtime labor hours spent specifically on expedited applications.  If the need 
arises, a special labor code will be developed to facilitate this tracking. 

Overtime should be coded at paid overtime (PF) on daily and weekly time sheets. 

Addition to Form 116 

Expedited Application Processing: 
• I hereby request Expedited Application Processing and understand that: 
a) Expedited Application Processing will incur additional fees and permits will not 

be issued until the additional fees are paid in full. (see Rule 40(d)(8)(iv) for 
details). 

b) Expedited Application Processing is contingent on the availability of qualified 
staff. 

c) This request is not cancelable once engineering review has begun. 
d) Expedited Application Processing does not guarantee action by any specific date 

nor does it guarantee permit approval. 

3.10 Supplemental Expedited Application Processing Guidance (Tom 
Weeks, October 2005, modified April 2009) 

The intent of the expedited application processing program was to reduce application 
backlog and offer a mechanism for issuing expedited permits.  Although the program has 
been quite successful a few issues have come up that need to be addressed.  Those issues 
are discussed below: 

Paid Overtime Criteria - In order for the program to work as intended, additional permit 
evaluation hours must be generated without increasing staff levels.  That allows the 
District to issue expedited permits without causing delays in issuance of normal (non-
expedited) applications.  Overtime pay provides the incentive to generate additional 
permit evaluation hours.  However, if staff work paid overtime during the same week that 
they take leave time (comp. time or vacation), the net effect is that no additional permit 
evaluation hours are generated.  This could result in non-expedited applications taking 
longer because expedited applications are taking precedence.  Therefore, in order to 
ensure that the program operates as intended, expedited application labor should only be 
charged on weeks that the employee works a full 40 hours and the employee has a 
minimum of 20 billable application hours during the normal 40 hour work week unless a 
deviation is approved by a Senior Engineer or the Chief of Engineering. 
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Timeliness of A/C Issuance - It is important that the District meet the expectations of the 
applicant when processing expedited applications.  In general, expedited applications 
should be processed within two weeks of receipt.  If this is not possible due to the 
complexity of the project, the applicant must be contacted.  The permit engineer must 
estimate the A/C issuance date and discuss it with the applicant to ensure that the 
proposed A/C issuance date is acceptable.  Some applicants may decide that the 
expedited application option is of little value given the extended timelines inherent in 
some district processes (AB3205, 30-day public notice, refined HRA, AQIA etc).  This 
discussion (including the estimated completion date and the applicant’s approval to 
proceed on an expedited basis) must be documented in writing in the permit file.  

Work Hours Limitation - Applicants for expedited permits pay a premium for that 
service.  In return they deserve not only timely service but also quality work.  We all lose 
efficiency and accuracy when we are tired.  Therefore, to ensure that applicants receive 
the quality they deserve, work should not exceed 12 hours during any workday without 
prior approval of a Senior Engineer or the Chief of Engineering.  

Fee-for-Service - The District operates on a fee-for-service basis.  Fees charged by the 
District are intended to recover actual costs only.  Rule 40 essentially specifies that 
expedited applications are charged a fee of 125% of the standard application processing 
fee.  The additional 25% goes to pay the overtime salary of the engineer.  If the engineer 
works paid overtime for only a small portion of the total time spent on an application, the 
District will recover significantly more in fees than it costs the District to process the 
application.  This would not be consistent with the fee-for-service mandate.  Therefore, as 
specified in the original expedited permit processing guidance, applications should not be 
accepted as an expedited application and overtime should not be charged unless the 
permit engineer intends to work on an application primarily (more than 50%) on 
weekends, days off, or after hours (subject to the work hour limitations specified above). 

In the future, engineers must ensure that all the program criteria (as specified in the 
original program implementation guidance and this supplemental guidance) will be met 
prior to working overtime on any expedited application.               

3.11 Application Tracking Data (November 8, 1993) 

Part of our efforts to streamline permit processing involves creating systems by which we 
can measure and track our progress in making improvements.  As a benchmark to 
evaluate future progress, we have been compiling and reviewing data on the time and 
labor hours it takes to determine an application complete, to issue an A/C and to issue a 
P/O.  The data on time to process applications is being drawn from the information that 
permit engineers enter in the application and permit files in the permit database. 

Accordingly, engineering staff working on permits are to enter these data in the fields of 
the application and permit computer files.  In particular, the dates when the application is 
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deemed complete, when an Authority to Construct is issued, when the initial Startup 
Authorization is issued and when the Permit to Operate is approved must be completed.  
As designated appropriate by the Section Senior Engineer, data may be entered by the 
project engineer, by the Senior Engineer or by a student worker. 

A. Application Complete 

If the application is complete on initial review, then the date of this determination is 
to be entered in the appropriate field. 

If the application is incomplete and the applicant is advised of the additional 
information needed within 30 days of receipt of the application, then the date the 
applicant is notified is to be entered in appropriate field.  When all information 
requested within the first 30 days is provided, the date when the last of the 
information is received is to be entered in appropriate field. 

If no determination of whether an application is complete is made within 30 days of 
receipt of the application, then the date which is 31 days after receipt of the 
application is to be entered in appropriate field. 

B. Authority to Construct 

The date of the signed letter granting or denying the Authority to Construct is to be 
entered in the appropriate field.  These Fields are not to be completed until after the 
letter granting or denying the Authority to Construct is signed. 

If the application is for off-the-shelf, portable or already constructed equipment, and 
a separate Authority to Construct letter will not be issued, the date of the first 
Startup Authorization granted is also to be entered as the Authority to Construct 
date in the appropriate field. (The Startup Authorization should be modified to state 
that it is an Authority to Construct and Startup Authorization.) 

If a separate Authority to Construct is not issued but a permit to operate is denied, 
with no Startup Authorization issued, the date of the letter denying the permit is to 
be entered as the Authority to Construct action date in the appropriate field. 

C. Startup Authorization 

The date of the first startup authorization granted pursuant to the application is to be 
entered in the appropriate field. This applies whether or not the S/A is for 
shakedown and testing or allowing operation until a permit is issued.  If subsequent 
S/A’s are issued, this date is not to be revised without a Senior Engineer's approval. 

If subsequent S/A's are granted, the expiration date is to be updated.  Do not update 
the S/A granted field. 
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D. Permit to Operate/Application Disposition 

The date of  P/O issuance is to be entered in the appropriate field. 

Completing these data entry fields is important if we are to be successful in identifying 
areas where we need to make improvement and documenting our progress.  Completing 
these fields, at the appropriate time, is also important to the timely processing of 
applications and permits. 

3.12 Verbal Permits Not Allowed (December 18, 1979) 

No verbal A/Cs or P/Os will be given for any reason.  If a source is being built or 
modified without an A/C or being operated without a P/O, the senior duty inspector for 
that day will be notified in writing (copy to engineering file). 

3.13 Application Cancellations (November 1990) 

When planning to cancel an application that was initiated by a Compliance action, the 
project engineer first will discuss the cancellation with one of the inspector III’s or with 
the Chief of Compliance.  This will prevent the problem of engineering staff canceling an 
application for a permit that was prompted by Compliance action, i.e. a Notice to Apply 
or Notice of Violation.  This action will prevent Compliance staff from following up on 
the N/A or N/V with the site, only to be told by the applicant that engineering staff 
canceled the application because a permit was not needed. 

3.14 A/C Requiring Emission Source Testing (October 20, 1992) 

There have been several occasions recently where the source testing requirements for 
new or modified sources have not been adequately coordinated with Monitoring and 
Technical Services, especially with regards to requirements for access and platforms for 
testing.  This has resulted in the District having to require sources to modify stacks, 
install or modify test ports or install scaffolding or testing platforms after construction of 
the permitted equipment/emission controls has been completed.  This can be a significant 
additional expense and delay for applicants that can easily be prevented. 

All Authorities to Construct which contain conditions requiring emissions source testing 
shall also include the following standard condition: 

• The (equipment identification or reference) exhaust(s) shall be equipped with a 
circular exhaust stack with test ports and provisions for personnel access (e.g., 
scaffolding, platforms) for source testing.  The stack design with the locations of 
test ports, access provisions, platforms, etc. shall be submitted to, and approved by, 
the District's Monitoring and Technical Services Division (Source Test Section, 
694-3349) prior to issuance of Startup Authorization(s) for this equipment 
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• This will be in addition to the standard condition which requires submission and 
approval of a source test protocol, such as follows: 

• Within (sixty) days after completion of construction, source tests of (equipment 
identification or reference) shall be conducted by an independent tester at the 
applicant's expense to determine (compliance with Condition Nos. X, Y and 
Z/exhaust concentration of NOx/emission rate of VOCI etc.). A source test protocol 
shall be submitted to, and approved by, the District's Monitoring and Technical 
Services Division prior to issuance of Startup Authorizations for this equipment.  
The applicant should allow 30 days for source test protocol approval and should 
contact the Source Test Section at 694-3349 with any questions regarding the 
submission or approval of a test protocol. 

3.15 Independent Source Test Contractor Policy (January 29, 1999) 

The San Diego APCD requires certain sites to be source tested to determine if they are in 
compliance with their Permit to Operate emission limits. These tests may be performed 
by the District’s Source Test Section or by an independent source test contractor. 

A. An independent source test contractor is any person or company who conducts a 
source test at a site for the purpose of furnishing data to the Air Pollution Control 
Officer, the Air Resources Board or the Environmental Protection Agency for 
demonstrating compliance with permit conditions or with District Rules and 
Regulations provided that all of the following criteria are met: 

• The independent contractor has no financial interest in the source being tested, 
or in the source's parent company, or in any subsidiary thereof; 

• The source being tested, or parent company, or any subsidiary thereof has no 
financial interest in the independent contractor; 

• The independent contractor is not in partnership with, nor owns or is owned 
by, in full or in part, the contractor who has provided or installed basic control 
equipment, or monitoring systems, or is providing maintenance for installed 
equipment or monitoring systems for the source being tested; 

• The independent contractor is not in partnership with, nor owns or is owned 
by, in full or in part, the consultant or agent representing the source being 
tested or its group association; 

• No company or facility responsible for the emission of significant quantities 
of air pollutants, or parent company or any subsidiary thereof, shall have any 
financial interest in the independent contractor. 

An independent source test contractor shall provide satisfactory evidence and a 
certification that it meets the above criteria with respect to the source(s) being tested, any 
parent company or subsidiary, consultants or agents. 
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Test contractors shall, in all cases, be subject to the approval of the District.  The District 
may, as its sole discretion, determine that a test contractor does not qualify as an 
independent source test contractor for a particular source or for all sources. 

The most recent ARB Independent Source Test Contractor List is available on the “S” 
Drive in the Engineering folder.  The list has been modified by the addition of some 
testers who often test here, but who are not on the ARB list. 

The program is designed to approve independent contractors for sources who may choose 
to have them conduct compliance testing instead of the Air Resources Board.  The Air 
Resources Board does not require that contractors be approved prior to testing in 
California. Approval is only required by the Air Resources Board if the contractor 
wishes to test under this program.  The District has added some testers who have 
regularly tested in the District, but who do not appear on the ARB list. 

3.16 Emission Factors and Calculation Methodologies (Tom Weeks, 
October 5, 2000) 

Emission factors and emission estimation techniques are provided on the following link 
to the District's Website: 

http://www.sdapcd.co.san-diego.ca.us/emission/emission.htm 

This information was put together by the District's Toxic Section and is based on work 
they reviewed and approved.  Listed emission factors should be considered as default 
values.  Accordingly, they should be used and quoted only when no other emission factor 
(AP-42, source-specific source testing, etc.) is available.  When used, consideration 
should be given to the development, during the evaluation process, of specific emission 
factors for significant sources. 

All emission factors and assumptions need to be properly referenced and documented in 
all your evaluation work. 

3.17 Permit Conditions for AB2588 Air Toxic “Hot Spots” (August 21, 
1989) 

The following condition will be included as a “hardwired” condition in all S/As and P/Os 
for new or modified sources to comply with H&SC requirements: 

The Permittee shall, upon determination of applicability and with written 
notification by the District, comply with all applicable requirements of the air toxics 
“Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (California Health and safety Code 
Section 33200 ET. SEQ.) 

3.18 Permit Application Checklists (May 6, 1999) 
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Engineering has several application checklists to improve the completeness of permit 
application submittals and to help the applicants in the process.  These checklists include 
the following: 

• General Permit Application Checklist.  This should be provided with all general 
permit application forms. 

• Schedule 13 supplemental Permit Application Checklist.  This should be provided 
with all fee schedule 13 supplemental forms. 

• Schedule 27 Supplemental Permit Application Checklist.  This should be provided 
with all fee schedules 27 supplemental forms. 

• Schedule 28 Supplemental Permit Application Checklist.  This should be provided 
with all fee schedules 28 supplemental forms. 

• Schedule 34 Supplemental Permit Application Checklist.  This should be provided 
with all fee schedules 34 supplemental forms.  (Do not include with registration 
forms.) 

3.19 Agricultural Exemptions from P/Os (October 16, 1974) 

Pursuant to health and safety code Section 24265, permits are not required for boilers and 
soil mixers used by nurseries in the raising of flowers.  According to health and safety 
code section 24251(c), the equipment is used in an agricultural operation. 

3.20 Tank Truck Exemptions from P/Os (September 29, 1977) 

P/Os are not required for tank trucks after January 1, 1978, the effective date for AB1238. 

3.21 A/Cs Required for Portable Equipment (November 9, 1976) 

A/Cs will be required for all appropriate equipment (including portable) prior to purchase 
so that both the District and the purchaser of the equipment can be assured of compliance 
with District rules and regulations. 

3.22 Basis for Permit Conditions 

District Rule 21 gives the District broad authority to impose conditions on permit as 
necessary to ensure compliance with all applicable requirements. However as operating 
requirements become more complex with the addition of new and revised State Federal 
and District requirements, it can be difficult to determine the basis for permit conditions. 

For a variety of reasons, it is advantageous to know the basis of each condition on a 
permit.  These reasons include justifying the conditions to the applicant upon request, 
assisting the Compliance Division in performing inspections, and identifying conditions 
requiring revision based on rule changes. 
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Therefore all new conditions must include a reference to the rule basis for that condition.  
This will be accomplished by appending the specific rule reference as shown in the 
examples below: 

This diesel internal combustion engine shall not be operated more than 50 minutes per 
day for maintenance and testing purposes. [Rule 20.2(d)(1)] 

This diesel internal combustion engine shall not be operated more than 20 hours per 
calendar year for maintenance and testing purposes. [Stationary Diesel Engine ATCM 
Subsection (e)(2)(B)] 

The permittee shall not use hexavalent chromium (chromium 6) or cadmium containing 
coating in any motor vehicle or mobile equipment refinishing operation. [Title 17 CCR, 
Section 93112] 

The control devise shall reduce ethylene oxide emissions for each sterilizer exhaust by at 
least 99.9% by weight [ETO ATCM Part 2, Subsection (D)] 

3.23 Periodic Source Testing Guidance (Tom Weeks, June, 2011) 
Periodic source testing is a useful tool for determining ongoing compliance with 
applicable emission limitations and other requirements.  District rules specify testing 
frequency for some sources categories.  These categories include: Electrical Generating 
Steam Boilers (Rule 69), Industrial and Commercial Boilers, Process Heaters and Steam 
Generators (Rule 69.2), Stationary Gas Turbines Engines (69.3.1) and Stationary 
Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (69.4.1).    

For other source categories, source test frequency is not specified by rule and will vary 
based on a number of considerations.  This guidance is intended to establish general 
criteria for use in determining appropriate and consistent test frequency for these sources. 

Test Frequency Considerations 

As a general guideline, sources with an uncontrolled potential to emit greater than 5 tons 
per year of criteria pollutants, should be tested every two years.  Five ton sources have 
significant emission potential and periodic testing also helps ensure accurate emission fee 
calculation.  Other factors that can be considered when establishing test frequency are: 

• Reliability and Maintenance Requirements of Proposed Emission Controls – 
sources that use controls that have high maintenance requirements or are prone 
to failure may warrant more frequent testing.  Conversely sources with 
reliable, low maintenance, controls may require less frequent testing. 

• Required Level of Emission Control - Sources that rely on very high control 
efficiency to maintain compliance may warrant more frequent testing. 
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Conversely sources that can comply with a lower than anticipated control level 
may require less frequent testing. 

• Facility Compliance History – New sources at existing facilities that have a 
history of non-compliance may warrant more frequent testing.  

• Potential for Nuisance – Sources that have a high potential for nuisance due to 
odor or dust emissions may warrant more frequent testing. 

• Potential Emission Level - Sources that exceed or have the potential to exceed 
major source thresholds may warrant more frequent testing. 

• Accuracy and Reliability of Parametric Monitoring or Recordkeeping to 
Determine Ongoing Compliance – Sources which have accurate and reliable 
means of verifying compliance using parametric monitors and/or 
recordkeeping may not require testing or may warrant less frequent testing.  
For example, an uncontrolled VOC source that can demonstrate compliance 
based on usage records and a material mass balance may not require testing. 

• Potential for Ancillary Toxic Emission Risks – Sources with emissions that 
are close to a Rule 1200 threshold and/or rely on high levels of control to 
mitigate risk may warrant more frequent testing. 

Permit engineers should address these considerations and document their 
recommendation in the engineering evaluations for review by the Senior Engineer.  The 
Monitoring Division should be consulted concerning technical issues, logistics and 
resources, as necessary, prior to making a test frequency recommendation.  The 
Compliance Division will review and have an opportunity to comment on the proposed 
source test frequency during their condition review.    

3.24 BCMS steps for issuing an A/C (October, 2020) 

In addition to adding conditions as described previously in these procedures, the 
equipment description needs to be entered in BCMS prior to issuing the A/C. Contacts 
also may need to be added or updated. Once approved the A/C is also issued from BCMS 
and then electronically signed. 

Adding the Equipment Description 

Once the evaluation is prepared, you can prepare the A/C (or some parts can be done 
simultaneously). The first step is to complete the process description task. 
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Run the A/C report and update contacts if necessary 

The A/C report is in the reports section under engineering. Open the dialogue box and 
click submit to generate the report. 
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The A/C report requires that the equipment description and A/C contacts exist in the 
record. If there is an error in the report, check that these are entered and if not add them 
or ask the engineering aide to add. 

Issuing the A/C 

Once the application is approved, the A/C is issued through BCMS. Complete the 
following fields in the issue A/C task, complete it and then the A/C report can be ran. 
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:]..-Process Description 
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After running the final version of the A/C report, an electronic signature can be added to 
the pdf and then sent electronically to the applicant (and uploaded to 
BCMS/documentum). 

To add the electronic signature, use tools  prepare form. Then use signature tool to 
draw a new signature and close out of tools which allows you to sign and save the 
document. 
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3.25 Guidance on performing the Completeness Review (October, 
2020) 

1. When reviewing an application for completeness, engineers should focus on the 
following areas. This review must be completed with 30 days of receipt of the 
application. 

• Did they include the basic application forms 
• Can we tell some basic facts about the application from the proposal? (Can we 

rule out an emission increase/TAC emission increase? Will the application trigger 
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BACT? Will a public notice be required? Is there information we don’t need 
because the proposal involves minimal review?) 

• Based on these facts, do we have all the following information based on what 
level of review is necessary: 

o Information necessary to conduct HRA 
o Sufficient description of the process including manufacturer data, 

specifications 
o Information to calculate emissions 
o BACT determination including necessary cost data 
o Material information (SDSs) 
o Technical information regarding emission controls 
o Other information necessary to show compliance with potentially 

applicable rules 

2. If the application is incomplete, a list of the missing information and/or questions 
should be compiled into a letter or email to be sent to the applicant informing them that 
the application is incomplete and that additional information is required. Applicants 
should be requested to provide the information within 30 days and informed that the 
application may be cancelled if incomplete for more than 180 days. Upload a copy of the 
letter to BCMS. The BCMS Workflow task must be filled in as pending as shown here: 
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Action By Division • Current Division 

I APCD Engineering Chem & VR v I 
Current Status 
Pending 

Action By [ACAi • Current User 

I Nicholas Horres v I 

New Status (Alt+ S) [ACAi • Hours Spent (Alt+ HJ • 
!Pending vi 11.3 I 

Status Date • 

.._109_/2_7_12_02_0 __ __,IIG 
Comments [ACAi 
13,. 

• •• r □overtime 
Review application, prepare and send incomplete notification. 

"' 

" ¥ 
4 I~ 

check spelling LJ 
Set status to pending, enter time spent 
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Application Completeoess Info 
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Application Deemed Complete 

!Used for TICJder Report 

Notification • 

0 Yes ® No 

Enter the date deemed 
incomplete and check the box 
indicating that the application 
was contacted. Also check "no" 
on the Complete Notification c::> _____ _ 

If information received is incomplete, fill these in 
Application Deemed Incomplete 

~I04_1_os_12_02_o ____ ~I El 

and set Task status to "Pending" Incomplete Notification • 

@ Yes O No 

Assigned to Division 
APCD Engineering 

Assigned to 

Real Time Ac• 
based on 

whether the s 

and tile avail, 

_Note: [ACAi on a lie 
customers 

in Accela Citizen Ace 

APCD V 19.1.4 Proce, 
Supervisor 
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3. If the application is complete, engineers should complete the task in BCMS as follows 
which will automatically notify the applicant that the application is complete. This email 
should be uploaded to the application. 
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Action By Division • Current Division 

I APCD Engineenng Chem & VR v I 
Current Status 
Pending 

Action By [ACAi • Current User 

I Nicholas Horres v I 

New Status (Alt+ S) [ACAi • Hours Spent (Alt + H) • Status Date • 

I Complete vi 10.8 I 12_O_20 __ ~1G 109/27 

~, Standard Comment □overtime 

Review addition31 information, upload documents 

" ,., 
u 

' 
check sn •1i In Set status to complete, enter time spent ancl - brief comment about work involved 

Applieatiotll Comp)etme:ss Info 

If complete information is received, fill these in: 

Enter the date the application 
was deemed complete and check 
yes on notification 

Application Deemed Complete 

~10_91_21_12_0_20 ____ ~1 El 
Notification • 

@ Yes O No 

If information received is incomplete, fill these in 
Application Deemed Incomplete 

~10_91_20_12_0_20 ____ ~1 El 

and set Task status to "Pending" Incomplete Notification • 

@ Yes O No 

Assigned to Division 
APCD Engineering 

Assigned to 

Real Time Ac 
based on 

whether the ! 

and tile avail; 

_Note: [ACAi on a liE 
customers 

in Accela Citizen Ace 

APCD V 19.1.4 Proce 
Supervisor 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

3.26 Documents required to be uploaded during A/C Evaluation 
(October, 2020) 
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It is the Engineer’s responsibility to upload all documents for engineering evaluations to 
Documentum unless otherwise discussed and allowed by your supervisor. The following 
documents should be present for all applications unless not relevant. 
Uploaded before or at A/C Issuance (upload documents as they are available/finalized): 

• Application and attachments 
• Completeness Notification 
• Incompleteness notification 
• Response from applicant to incompleteness determination 
• Any other additional technical data provided by the applicant 
• HRA and AQIA reports 
• Copies of any NSR, AB3205 or other public notice 
• Invoices to the District for public notice and distribution costs (printing, 

publishing, mailing) 
• Emission Calculations 
• Engineering Evaluation 
• Any public comments provided and District response (if any) 
• Any relevant correspondence with the applicant (while some routine applications 

will not have any documents in this category, any discussion that clarifies the 
application submittal or otherwise explains context of a permitting decision 
should be included) 

• Any relevant correspondence with other regulatory agencies (e.g. EPA or CARB) 
that justifies or explains a decision made in the application or in response to a 
District notice. 

• Authority to Construct 

3.27 A/C Extension Requests (October, 2020) 

Authorities to Construct are issued for a one year period. If construction has not been 
completed within this timeframe, the applicant may request an extension of an additional 
year. This can be repeated up to 4 total times for a total of 5 years. If the applicant does 
not request an extension or the A/C reaches the five year mark, we must cancel the 
application.  A/C extensions can only be issued when more time is needed to complete 
construction. An A/C extension is not required once the CCN is submitted and authority 
to operate under the A/C conditions is in effect until we withdraw the authorization or 
issue an S/A or P/O. 

A/C expiration dates are tracked with various tools including the open applications 
report, the tickler report and BCMS notifications.  BCMS will automatically notify the 
applicant and cc the engineer prior to expiration. If the applicant does not respond to 
request an extension, the engineer will make a second attempt to contact them within 5 
days of the expiration of the A/C indicating that we intend to cancel the application. If 
they do not respond within 14 days of A/C expiration, we should send a letter to them 
indicating that we are cancelling the application. All three contact attempts (initial 30 day 
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reminder, second reminder and cancellation letter) should be uploaded to BCMS. The 
supervisor should then be notified to cancel the application. 

If the applicant does request an extension, we must ask them the following questions. 
This can be done over email or verbally. Brief answers will typically be sufficient. 
Why has construction not been completed? 
Has construction begun? 
How far along is construction and what is the expected completion date? 
We ask these questions to determine whether or not any additional requirements need to 
be added to the A/C. In rare cases prohibitory rules and state and federal rules may 
change and we should revise the A/C to account for any changes prior to extending. 
Additionally if construction has not begun, we can re-review the application for 
compliance with BACT rules and can revise emission limits if a lower limit or new 
technology has been found to be cost effective. The Engineer should briefly review 
whether or not any of these situations can come into play and if so, obtain approval from 
their supervisor prior to extending. 

To extend an A/C, two separate BCMS task entries must be completed as shown in the 
screenshots below. If the extension was requested by email the request should be 
uploaded to documentum, otherwise the comments should be used to indicate a verbal 
request. 

First set the CCN task to “Reissue AC” in order to reopen the Issue Authority to 
Construct task. 
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Task Oetais • Construction Completion Notice 

Action By Division • Current Division Action By [ACAi • Current User 

I APCD Engineering Chem & VR v I I Nicholas Horres 

Current Status 

New Status (Alt+ S) [ACAi • Hours Spent (Alt+ H) • 

I Reissue AC vi I~ x I 

In the CCN task set the 
status to "Reissue AC" 

check spelling 

Construction Completion Notice 

Status Date • 

~I0_9/_27_12_0_20 ___ ~IEI 

□overtime 

Assig 
APCD 

Assig 

_No 
cus1 

in A 

APC 
Sup 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

Now that the A/C task is open, you can extend the deadline by one year and recomplete 
the task. This will send an automatic email to the applicant listing the extension which 
should be uploaded to Documentum automatically. 
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Task Oetai s - Issue Authority to Construct 

Action By Division • Current Division 

I APCD Engineering Chem & VR v I 
Current Status 
Complete 

Action By [ACAi • Current User 

I Nicholas Horres v I 
Assigned to Division 
APCD Engineering 

Assigned to 

New Status (Alt+ S) [ACAi • Hours Spent (Alt + H) • Status Date • 

I Complete vi 10.3 

Commer [ACAi 
~ Sta• a r1 Comment -

xi 12_02_0 __ __,IG 109/27 

□overtime 

Real nme Accounting Code will asses, invo, 
based on 

whether the specific Task is Billable, your Ti 

Set status to complete and the available balance in relevant Trust A 

"' 

check spelling 

Authority to Constavet Information 

ATC Issued . 

® Yes O No 

_Note: [ACAi on a field label means that the intorrna 
customers 

in Accela Citizen Access (online permit system) 

Revise only the expiration by extending 
the year of expiration by one 

INITIAL Authority to Construct Issue Date 

l t 1/28/2018 I (3 

APCD V 19.1.4 Process Form Engineering 
Supervisor 

Authority to Construct Expiration Date 

11 1/28/2020 I G 

TSI: APCD_IATCVersion: Feb2016 
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3.28 Application deadline (Rule 18) extensions 

Extensions should be infrequent but may be necessary due to District and applicant 
needs.  As soon as an engineer determines that there is insufficient time to act on an 
authority to construct application within the 180 deadline, the supervisor must be 
informed.  If it is determined that a 90-day extension is necessary, we must request a 90-
day extension from the permit applicant in writing and they must concur in writing.  This 
response must be uploaded to BCMS prior to the deadline. The request may be informal 
and typically consist of an email exchange. A request should be made no later than 2 
weeks prior to the end of the 180 days for simple projects, or earlier for more complex 
projects. 

Additional 90 day extensions should be avoided. If the application is not expected to be 
acted upon within the initial 90-day extension, additional extensions must be discussed 
with the supervisor and the Chief of Engineering. 

3.29 Application review regulatory deadlines 

District rules contain the following deadlines for application review. Engineers are 
expected to know these deadlines and utilize available tracking tools (tickler, open apps, 
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etc.) to ensure projects are completed on time. Supervisors may also help by setting 
shorter deadlines for simpler projects or incremental deadlines for more complicated 
projects to ensure smooth work flow and prevent surprises near the end of the timeline. 

Deem Application Complete/Incomplete – 30 days after receipt. Applications that are 
not deemed either complete or incomplete within 30 days are considered by default to be 
complete which may cause problems meeting the timeline to act on the application. 

Act on Application for A/C– 180 days after deemed complete. If the District does not 
approve or deny an application within 180 days, the application may be considered 
approved by default may not have the appropriate conditions needed to ensure 
compliance with District rules. While this does not relieve the operator of the need to 
comply with rules, it is imperative that we meet this deadline. If this deadline cannot be 
met, an extension must be requested from the applicant as discussed below. 

Applicant Deadline to Respond to Incomplete Determination – 180 days after 
deemed incomplete. If an applicant fails to respond we are required to cancel the 
application. If an applicant requests an extension to the deadline, it should be documented 
in writing in BCMS and discussed with your supervisor to determine if an extension can 
be issued. Engineers should attempt to contact the applicant at least twice before 
cancelling the application and upload the correspondence in BCMS. Applications may be 
cancelled by providing written notice to the applicant. Cancellation notice may be sent 
electronically for applications where email has been a primary method of communication 
with the applicant. 

Act on Application for P/O – 180 days after receipt of construction completion 
notice. Engineers should finish the PTO engineering evaluation as soon as possible after 
being notified that construction is complete but no later than 180 days unless there are 
circumstances preventing approval of the application such as delayed startup testing. This 
is important for two primary reasons: it helps ensure that the permit will be issued before 
the startup authorization expires, and it minimizes the probability that additional renewal 
fees will be due prior to issuing the permit. 

3.30 Documenting Public Comments Received 

The District is required to report on public comments received on an annual basis.  To 
facilitate this, Engineers are expected to log any comments received into BCMS as they 
are received in addition to uploading any written comments received to Documentum. 
Comments should be logged into the “comments” portlet in BCMS and should contain 
the following information: 

Public Comment Received 
Date of Comment: 
Type of Notification: 
Was response provided? 
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APCD2018-APl'-00556-0 

A nooce was. .1dde-d to Dus reoom on :.1019-00•14. 
Condltron: Seventy Noba1: 
Total(l.()Jlditioo!< 1 (Notioe: 1) 

View notic e 

Submit I Reset Cancel 

Go To • I ◄ Gas Turbine Activities (0) 

Public Comment Received 
Date of Comment: 10/13/2020 
Type of Notification: AB3205 
Was response provided? Yes 
Comment type: Ema~ 
Comment: 

Help 

Activity Summary (15) Address [0) 

The proposed new project should only be approved if it implements BACT and passes an 
HRA. Otherwise it should be denied! 

Response (if provi<Jed) 

We responded that we had completed our prelimmary evaluation aml U1e project was 
impfementtng BACT and had passed an HRA 

Addtl lnfo Calendar Classic Reports 

Add a new comment 

and enter it here using 
the template provided 

Comments (0) C 
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Comment type: 
Comment: 
Response (if provided) 

As an example, a comment should be entered similarly to this: 
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p 1 - Emission Calculations 
The-se are required for rhe HRA, determi:ning rule & 
CEQA.appl icabil ity so m ust be done fim. Revisions 

may be necessary based on HRA or rule analysis. 
Engineer should also check for schools within 1000 ft 
a nd inform applicant early if AS3205 notk e required. 

Step 2 - HRA Request & CEOA 
The HRA and CEQA Analysis can take. a long time, so 

process should be- started earty to keep on 
schedule. Note CEQA will rarefy require separate 
anatysis, but is extremely important when required. 

Step 3 - HRA and Engineering Evaluation 
These steps can all occur roughly simultaneously. Engineer 
should initi.ally screen the proposal for potential issues with 
NSR/BACT, prohibitoryrule/ ATCM/ NSPS/ NESHAP non
compliance and HRA results (when avai lable) and inform 
applicant as soon as possible of concerns to avoid last minute 
problems. 

Step 4 - Public Notice 
f'ublic r,otice wiO always oca,r last because all draft 
evaluation must be fint:;h-ed prior to if'litfating arrv pubfic 
noticE. Applicanu shoukl always be informed as soon as. 
the need for conducting a ootice is discovered since this 
can .significantly affect timetine. 

Emission 
Calculations 

School Distance 
Check 

CEOA 
Considerations 

Public Notice 

HRA Request 

HRA 

Background/ 
Process 

Description 

NSR Analysis 

Prohibitory 
Rules Analysis 

State & Federal 
Rule Analysis 

AB3205 Review 

Title V 

Recommendations 

3.31 Suggested A/C Permit Evaluation Process 

To ensure that we meet the regulatory requirements for reviewing applications in a timely fashion, engineers should carefully plan 
their work on applications so tasks that form the basis of later work are completed first, and any work that can proceed simultaneously 
is identified to minimize the net time to review applications. The following figure provides an example of a typical A/C evaluation and 
which steps can occur first or must occur later: 



4. New Source Review 

4.1    Interpretation of Rule 20.2(d) (August 11, 1986) 

Rule 20.2(d) requires BACT or LAER only for those specific pollutants that exceed the 
"major source" thresholds.  The rule was not intended to mean that cases where one 
pollutant was major, all would be required to install BACT or LAER regardless of 
emission levels.  Accordingly, for new sources, BACT (attainment pollutants) or LAER 
(non-attainment pollutants) will be required only for those pollutants that are "major," 
unless BACT is required at lower emission rates by application of Rule 20.2. 

4.2 Emissions Counting for NSR Rules (April 9, 1980) 

A. Non-vehicular emissions that are emitted directly from the stationary source (as 
defined by Rule 20.1(a)(7) will be summed to determine if threshold levels are 
exceeded.  Direct emissions include, but are not limited to, those associated with the 
new project from point source (stacks and chimneys), fugitive dust from vehicular 
traffic, fugitive process emissions, emissions from the stacks and engines of ships 
when they are in the "hotel" mode while loading or unloading cargo, on-site 
emissions from railroad train engines associated with the source, etc. 

B. Emissions that should not be included with those from the source are: 

1) Increased power plant emissions that result from the production of additional 
power to accommodate the source unless such power is generated on-site. 

2) Fugitive dust emissions that do not occur at the source. 

3) Emissions from ships that are in transit to or from the point of cargo transfer. 

4.3 Cumulative NSR Emissions Summary Sheets (December 3, 2002) 

A standard Cumulative NSR Emissions Summary Sheet should be used by engineers 
processing permits at existing major sources for calculating and documenting cumulative 
permitted emission increases to meet federal NSR and PSD requirements in Rules 20.3 
and 20.4.  The standard form is available on the S-drive. 

A Cumulative NSR Emissions Summary Sheet is to be prepared for each permitting 
action at every existing and proposed new stationary source that emits, or will emit, 25 
tons per year or more of VOC or NOx, or 50 tons per year or more of PM10, SOx or CO.  
A completed Summary Sheet is to be included as part of the permitting documentation 
for permit actions at these stationary sources.  Although major sources under NSR are 
defined by emissions above 50 tons per year (NOx and VOC) or 100 tons per year (PM10, 
CO and SOx), those thresholds are based on potential to emit.  The 25/50 ton thresholds 
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specified in this procedure will be used as a surrogate since in many cases inclusion will 
be based on a stationary source’s actual rather than potential emissions.    

A stationary source is affected by this procedure if: 

1. It is an existing source with actual emissions equal to or greater than any of the 
following: 

• 25 tons per year of VOC 
• 25 tons per year of NOx 
• 50 tons per year of CO 
• 50 tons per year of PM10 

• 50 tons per year of SOx, 

or 

2. It is an existing source with actual emissions below the levels specified in #1 but 
will have emissions at or above any of those levels if the current application is 
approved, or 

3. It is a new stationary source that will be permitted to emit at or above any of the 
levels specified in #1. 

A listing of existing stationary sources with emissions at or above the 25 and 50 
tons per year thresholds is available on the S-drive, APCD /engineering/ NSR 
emission summaries/NSR and PSD 25 and 50 tpy list Sept 2002 share folder or from 
the Emissions Inventory section. 

If an engineer is processing an application for a new, modified, replacement or 
relocated emission unit(s) at an affected stationary source, a Cumulative NSR 
Emissions Summary Sheet must be completed as part of the Authority to Construct 
(or modified Permit to Operate) evaluation.  All criteria pollutant (VOC, NOx, 
PM10, SOx and CO) emissions changes associated with new or modified permits 
should be placed on a single NSR/PSD summary sheet for each affected stationary 
source.  

[Note:  Summary sheets are not required for stationary sources that emit less than 
25 tons per year of VOC and NOx and less than 50 tons per year of PM10, SOX and 
CO.  However, some have been created in the past for smaller sources and are 
available in the NSR Site Summaries folders.] 

If the application is for an existing stationary source above a 25 or 50 tons per year 
threshold, you will need to determine if an up-to-date complete Summary Sheet already 
exists for the stationary source.  The S-Drive share folders can be checked for an existing 
Summary Sheet for the specific stationary source you are working on.   
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If you open the folder and the icons appear as anything other than Excel icons, change the 
“properties” of the files as follows:  Right-click on any icon; Left-click on “Properties”; 
under the “General” tab, Left-click on “Change”; Left-click once to highlight the 
“Microsoft Excel for Windows” option; Left click “OK”.  All of the icons should then 
convert to Excel icons and should be accessible to you for use. 

If a Summary Sheet already exists, update it by adding the information for the 
Authority(ies) to Construct or permit(s) you are approving (and any missing permit 
actions).  Check the permit database and associated permit files for the last several permit 
actions taken at the source and any other open applications that may be assigned to other 
engineers.  If only old worksheet(s) exist, transfer relevant emissions data to a new 
Summary Sheet.  If you are working on the first application for a new stationary source 
or no sheet exists on the S-Drive, a new Summary Sheet for the stationary source using 
the standard form needs to be created.  If a Summary Sheet does not exist, or an existing 
sheet is not up-to-date, the permitting engineer (or applicant – see above) will need to 
prepare a current sheet that accounts for all permitting actions taken over the current and 
preceding four calendar years (contemporaneous period under Rule 20.1). 

The NSR Emissions Summary Sheet should also be updated if the allowable emissions in 
the permit(s) are known to have changed from those currently shown on the Summary 
Sheet for that stationary source.  

Note that the form includes the BACT, AQIA, PSD, major source and offset trigger 
levels at the bottom of the sheet. 

Following completion (and Senior review and approval) of the new/updated Summary 
Sheet, include a copy in the permit file as an attachment to your Engineering Evaluation 
Cover Sheet.  File the completed electronic version of the Summary Sheet in the 
appropriate NSR Site Summaries folder.  Filing is to be done alphabetically by stationary 
source name. 

Pursuant to Rule 20.3(d)(8), if an application is for a new major source or a modification 
at an existing major source, the District project engineer can require the applicant to 
prepare the contemporaneous emissions increase accounting.  Either as part of pre-
application consultations or a request for additional information, the applicant should be 
given the option of preparing the contemporaneous emissions increase accounting OR 
having the District prepare the accounting as part of the NSR evaluation (at the 
applicant’s expense).  If the applicant elects to prepare the accounting, the District must 
provide access to or copies of previous/current permit application evaluation information, 
if requested by the applicant.  This can include the information described below.  Any 
accounting prepared by an applicant must be reviewed by the project engineer for 
completeness, accuracy and that it has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of 
the NSR rules.  If changes are required, the applicant should be given at least one 
opportunity to make corrections before the District determines either that the application 
is incomplete and cannot be approved, or that the District will prepare the required 
contemporaneous accounting. 
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4.4 RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse Submittals (Tom Weeks, 
December 3, 2002, Revised 2/2012) 

New BACT/LAER determinations must be submitted to ARB in a timely manner.   These 
submittals should not only include controls proposed for major stationary sources but also 
any BACT determination for non major stationary sources. 

BACT/LAER determinations must be submitted to ARB upon senior approval by 
completing the form available at http://arbis.arb.ca.gov/bact/bact.htm (password 
bact005).  ARB has requested up to five determinations per District.  Therefore, if you 
make a determination that is already posted on the Clearinghouse website, you should 
still complete the form unless there are already five of the same determinations from San 
Diego. 

Submittal of determinations was identified as an area for improvement in a past ARB 
audit.  Permit processing engineers use the Clearinghouse for information on the BACT 
and LAER determinations made by other districts.  Therefore, it is important that we 
contribute our determinations to this shared resource. 

Determination is based on the District’s BACT Guidance Document look-up tables need 
not be submitted. 

4.5 Repeal of State Offset Requirements (December 23, 1998) 

As of December 17, 1998, Engineers no longer need to implement State offset 
requirements on pending applications for Authorities to Construct or modified Permits to 
Operate. The requirements to offset all VOC and NOx  emission increases subject to 
NSR at facilities with the potential to emit more than 15 tons per year of either VOC or 
NOx is no longer in effect.  BACT and AQIA requirements still apply.  Also federal 
LAER/BACT offset and PSD requirements still apply. 

4.6 Interpretation of Rule 20.3(d)(4)(i) Procedure Regarding Timing 
of Final Actions on Applications Requiring Public Notice and a 30-Day 
Comment Period (November 24, 1999) 

A question has arisen concerning interpretation of Subsection (d)(4)(i) of Rule 20.3. This 
subsection provides for a public notice of a proposed action on an application that will 
result in emission increases sufficient to require an air quality impact analysis, notice of 
such proposed action to ARB and EPA, availability of specified information for review, 
and a thirty day period within which comments can be provided.  This subsection also 
requires that these actions be initiated 40 days prior to final action on the application, and 
that the District consider all comments submitted.  Subsection (d)(4)(ii) also provides for 
a period of ten days after the close of the public comment period for the applicant to 
respond to comments received. 
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The question has been raised whether the District can take final action after the 30-day 
comment period has closed but less than 40 days after the notice of proposed action is 
given if no comments have been submitted or if the comments submitted can be 
considered sooner than the 40 days.  The intent of the 40 days was to allow the District 
time to consider comments submitted and for the applicant to respond to comments if the 
applicant so chooses.  The intent was not to extend the opportunity for comment beyond 
30 days or to unnecessarily delay taking final action. 

Final action on such an application may be taken after the close of the 30 day comment 
period and before 40 days after notice of the proposed action is given if: 

• No comments have been submitted. 
• For time critical projects, if all comments submitted have been reviewed and 

considered before taking final action and the applicant has elected not to respond to 
the comments or has responded and the applicant's comments have been considered 
before taking final action.  All comments shall be discussed with the Chief of 
Engineering prior to taking final action. 

4.7 Air Quality Impact Modeling Referrals (September 24, 1993) 

It has been brought to attention that some Engineering staff have been providing 
guidance to applicants and their consultants with regard to modeling and procedures for 
conducting air quality impact studies, both for criteria pollutant modeling and toxic air 
contaminant impacts, that will be prepared by the applicant or a consultant.  This has 
resulted in incorrect or misunderstood guidance that must be subsequently corrected at 
the time of modeling protocol submittal.  District guidance should come from the group 
responsible for reviewing and approving such modeling, i.e. the Meteorology and 
Modeling Section of Monitoring & Technical Services. 

To ensure that appropriate guidance is provided, all discussions with applicants or 
consultants regarding either criteria pollutant or toxic air con t modeling that they will be 
preparing, beyond just a general description of the APCD process (i.e. if modeling is 
required, submit protocol for approval, model following approved protocol), are to be 
referred to the appropriate M&TS Modeling Section staff.  If you will be in a meeting 
with an applicant or consultant at which modeling to be prepared by them may be 
discussed, you should alert the M&TS Modeling staff and ask them to attend, or join the 
meeting when modeling is discussed.  If you are in a meeting when such modeling is 
brought up, you should see if a M&TS Modeling staff person is available or, if not, 
advise the applicant or consultant to contact the appropriate Modeling staff person.  You 
should then advise that staff person to expect the contact and what issues may arise. 

4.8 EPA Allowable Preconstruction Activity Guidelines (November 4, 
1993) 
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This section reiterates EPA's longstanding interpretation concerning the range of 
construction related activities that lawfully may occur prior to the issuance of a permit to 
construct or modify a facility or emissions unit. 

The Clean Air Act mandates a pre-construction review program for sources subject to 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) (§ 165) and New Source Review (NSR) 
(§§ 172 and 173) requirements.  In addition, under § I 10 (a)(2)(c), State and local 
agencies are required to include in their State Implementation Plans pre-construction 
review programs necessary to assure that construction of any new or modified source is 
consistent with attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  To fulfill this 
requirement, most District rules require that any person building any article, machine, or 
contrivance which may cause the issuance of air contaminants shall obtain authorization 
for such construction prior to beginning actual construction.  Pre-construction review is a 
necessary precursor to engineering and public review processes.  As a result of this 
process, the permitting authority may require installation of air pollution control or 
monitoring equipment that was not initially provided for in the design process.  Thus, the 
pre-construction review process is mandated both to ensure that Clean Air Act 
requirements are met and to help sources avoid costly construction changes. 

The question of what type of preliminary site activities may be conducted prior to permit 
issuance was addressed by EPA policy memoranda on December 18, 1978, March 28, 
1986 and May 13, 1993.  These memoranda explain that certain limited activities that do 
not represent an irrevocable commitment to the project would be allowed, such as 
planning, ordering of equipment and materials, site clearing, grading, and on-site 
temporary storage of equipment and materials.  Any of these activities, if undertaken 
prior to issuance of a permit, would be at the risk of the owner or operator. 

In contrast, all on-site activities of a permanent nature aimed at completing construction 
or modification of the source--including, but not limited to, installation of building 
supports and foundations, paving, laying of underground pipe work, construction of any 
permanent storage structure, and activities of a similar nature--are prohibited until after 
the permit is issued and effective, under all circumstances. 

4.9 EPA Notifications Required (June 8, 1992) 

We are required by District rules, EPA policies and our grant from EPA to notify EPA 
Region 9 of certain proposed permit actions, and to provide specified background 
materials.  Notice of the following should be provided to EPA Region 9: 

• Receipt of an application for permit for any new major source that will cause an 
increase in emissions greater than 100 tons per year of NOx, SOx or total 
particulates.  Notice to be provided within ten days of the receipt of the application. 

• Receipt of an application for permit for any major modification of an existing major 
source that will cause an increase in emissions greater than 40 tons per year of NOx 
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or SOx or 25 tons per year of total particulates or 15 tons per year of PM10.  Notice 
to be provided within ten days of the receipt of the application. 

• Proposed Authorities to Construct for any new or modified source that will result in 
an emissions increase equal to or greater than: 

ROG 250 lbs./day or 40 tons per year 
NOx 250 lbs. /day or 40 tons per year 
SOx 250 lbs./ day or 40 tons per year 
CO 550 lbs./ day or 100 tons per year 
PM10 80 lbs./day or 15 tons per year 

Except for PM10, these notice triggers are identical to that of Rule 20.3. For PM10, 
the Rule 20.3 trigger of 25 tons of total particulates per year can be used as an 
indicator of whether PM10 may exceed 15 tons per year.  However, the latter is the 
EPA requirement. 

Notice to EPA should be provided 10 days prior to the beginning of the public 
comment period of Rule 20.3 and should include copies of the public notice, the 
draft A/C and the Engineering Evaluation Coversheet. 

• Proposed draft Authorities to Construct or modified permits for sources that 
propose to use onsite emission reductions to net out of NSR or PSD review. 

• Proposed banking credit certificates.  Notice should be provided with submittal of 
the public notice for publication and should include copies of the draft emission 
reduction credit certificate, the public notice and the Engineering Evaluation 
Coversheet. 

• A copy of the final Authorities to Construct for projects listed above, including 
responses to any EPA comments received. 

All notifications should be sent to: 

New Source Section (A-3-1) 
EPA, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

4.10 Notice of EPA of Banking Actions 

EPA must be notified of all banking actions.  All notifications to EPA for permitting and 
banking actions must include a copy of the public notice and a copy of the proposed 
Authority to Construct, modified Permit to Operate (if no A/C) or banking certificate, as 
applicable. 
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4.11 Implementation of 1998 NSR Revisions (December 1998) 

With ARB approval of the repeal of the state offset program in San Diego's NSR rules, 
the requirement to offset all VOC and NOx emission increases from permitting actions 
subject to NSR at facilities with the potential to emit more than 15 tons per year of either 
VOC or NOx is no longer in effect.  BACT and AQIA requirements still apply.  Also, 
federal LAER/BACT, offset and PSD requirements still apply.  However, these are 
triggered at the generally much higher major source, major modification or PSD 
thresholds specified in the NSR rules. 

Engineers should no longer be implementing state offset requirements -on pending 
applications for Authorities to Construct or modified Permits to Operate.  Engineers must 
continue to calculate and document the emission increases for their applications.  Under 
the ARB approval we will need to periodically assess the overall regional emission 
effects of repealing the state offset requirements.  The Evaluation Coversheet includes a 
table (and related database) for compiling emission increases (both permitted and 
expected).  This information will be used not only for the tracking required by ARB but 
also as a means of identifying sources that should be inventoried under the criteria 
emissions inventory and Toxic Hot Spots programs and as an aid in estimating emission 
fees. 

A. Applying Federal NSR/PSD Requirements 

For the vast majority of permitting actions, BACT (and occasionally AQIA. 
requirements) will be the only NSR requirements.  Federal NSR/PSD requirements 
apply only when the project under review: 

• By itself constitutes a new major source of VOC or NOx.  This occurs when 
the new project's post-project potential to emit is equal to or greater than 50 
tons per year of either VOC or NOx (not combined). 

• By itself constitutes a new PSD major source.  See Rule 20.1 for the emission 
thresholds for this type source. 

• Is located at an existing major stationary source of VOC or NOx and, in 
conjunction with other contemporaneous emission increases and decreases 
from permitting actions occurring at the stationary source, constitutes a major 
modification (an emissions increase equal to or greater than 25 tons per year 
of VOC at an existing major VOC stationary source or 25 tons per year of 
NOx at an existing major NOx stationary source). 

• Is located at an existing major PSD stationary source and, in conjunction with 
other contemporaneous emission increases and decreases from permitting 
actions occurring at the stationary source, constitutes a PSD modification (see 
Rule 20.1 for the emission increase thresholds for a PSD modification). 
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Few projects will by themselves constitute a new major source or PSD source or 
even a PSD modification.  However, applications for new or modified emission 
units or permits at existing major VOC or NOx sources must be evaluated to see if 
those applications constitute a major modification for VOC or NOx.  This requires 
determining not only the emissions increases from the project being evaluated, but 
also all contemporaneous emission increases and decreases of VOC and NOx that 
have been permitted at the major stationary source during the five year 
contemporaneous period. (Note: because of changes in federal law, the 
contemporaneous accounting period has changed from the period back five years 
from receipt of a complete application to the period consisting of the calendar year 
in which the project will commence operation and the four preceding calendar 
years.) 

Whether an existing stationary source is major for VOC and NOx is based on the 
source's aggregate potential to emit (PTE).  However, doing a PTE inventory on 
every stationary source for which we receive an application to determine if it is 
major based on PTE would be time consuming and inefficient.  In order to 
minimize the number of cases where a contemporaneous accounting is needed, 
permitting engineers are to evaluate whether an existing stationary source is major 
for VOC and NOx only in the following cases: 

• When the application for a new or modified emission unit results in an annual 
emissions increase of VOC or NOx, 

and 

• The actual emissions at the existing stationary source equal or exceed 25 tons 
per year of VOC or NOx, whichever is the pollutant for which the application 
results in an emission increase.  The 25 tpy actual emissions will be used as a 
surrogate for a PTE of 50 tpy or more. 

• A list of existing sources whose actual emissions inventory is equal to or 
greater than 25 tons per year of VOC or NOx is available from Emissions 
Inventory.  Engineers should use this list to identify existing potential major 
sources for initiating a more detailed NSR review.  The list will be regularly 
updated by Emissions Inventory and will be posted in Engineering's VAX 
share file. 

• If actual emissions for the existing stationary source equal or exceed 50 tons 
per year of VOC or NOx, then clearly the source is major for that pollutant 
and a further evaluation of aggregate PTE is unnecessary. 

• If actual emissions are equal to or greater than 25 but less than 50 tons per 
year of VOC or NOx, then the aggregate PTE must be evaluated to determine 
if the stationary source is major for either VOC or NOx.  The aggregate PTE 
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should include all existing permitted emission units and any units/projects for 
which an Authority to Construct has been issued. 

The applicant is to be advised by the project engineer that an evaluation of 
aggregate PTE will be needed to determine if the stationary source is major, and if 
major, that a contemporaneous emissions increase accounting will be required. The 
applicant must be given the option of preparing these evaluations for review by the 
District or having the District prepare them.  An applicant may elect to propose 
limiting conditions on the total stationary source emissions to ensure that the source 
PTE is less than major source levels. In this case, a new application should be 
submitted by the applicant detailing how emissions would be limited and proposing 
monitoring and records necessary to assure compliance with the aggregate 
emissions limit(s).  Rule 60.2 should be consulted since the procedures will be 
analogous to that for creating synthetic minor source permits. 

Once it is determined that the existing stationary source is major for VOC or NOx, 
if the project will result in an annual emissions increase of whichever pollutant is 
major, an accounting of contemporaneous emission increases and decreases must be 
done to determine if the project is a major modification and subject to federal 
LAER/BACT/offset requirements.  This accounting must include any other units or 
projects for which an application is pending review. 

B. Permit Limits on Emissions 

Another aspect of the NSR changes is that with the repeal of the state offset 
requirements, the 15 ton per year offset threshold that frequently was used in 
permits to limit emissions no longer applies.  This can affect existing Authorities to 
Construct and Permits to Operate as well as applications under current review.  We 
should expect that applicants and permit holders with 15 ton per year limits already 
in their permits will request that the limit be removed.  While this may be 
permissible, it should not be done administratively on a wholesale basis.  Releasing 
the applicant/permittee from this threshold could have implications relative to toxic 
air contaminant emissions, previous BACT cost effectiveness decisions or 
compliance with a prohibitory rule. 

Therefore, a request to remove a 15 ton per year limitation in a permit or A/C must 
be done in the form of an application to modify the permit or amend the A/C, 
respectively.  The project engineer must charge the applicant for the costs of 
evaluating the change, and the change must be evaluated under the provisions of the 
current Rules and Regulations, including the revised (12/98) NSR rules. 

For current open applications and future applications subject to NSR review, 
emissions may be limited in permits by the most stringent of: 

• the operating levels (e.g. hours of operation, fuel/materials usage, production 
levels) requested in an application by a permit applicant, 
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• a Rule 1200 review, 

• BACT or BACT cost-effectiveness threshold (or limits on the applicability of 
BACT look-up tables in the BACT Guidance Document), 

• AQIA thresholds or an AQIA result, 

• public notification thresholds, 

• compliance with a District rule or regulation, state ATCM or federal NSPS or 
NESHAPs (or emissions/operational limits to avoid applicability of one or 
more such standards), 

• the federal NSR or PSD thresholds for major sources /major modifications, or 

• the physical capacity of the unit to emit considering any emission controls that 
are proposed/required for the unit. 

In the absence of the 15 ton per year state offset threshold for VOC and NOx, the 
allowable emissions for some projects could be relatively high (e.g. up to new 
major source levels absent any other limiting rules).  The District needs to ensure 
that the apparent emission increases in permits are realistic, consistent with the 
District's authority in Rule 21 to impose permit conditions necessary to ensure 
compliance. 

Accordingly, the procedure henceforth will be to include in permits as limiting 
conditions the levels of operation requested by the applicant in the permit 
application.  Those levels may not exceed the physical capacity of the emission 
unit, and the operations must be in compliance with all applicable District rules and 
regulations, and with any state or federal rules the District is enforcing.  The levels 
should be those reflected in the final application information on which a permitting 
decision is being made. 

For example, an applicant may specify maximum coatings use in a paint spray 
booth, at a non-major source, of 2 gallons per hour, 10 gallons per day and 1000 
gallons per year.  After completion of the engineering evaluation, the project 
engineer determines that the applicant has proposed BACT and the operations will 
comply with all District rules.  Even though the NSR and Rule 1200 analyses might 
find that the emission unit would still comply with much higher coatings usage, the 
permit must be written with conditions limiting usage to the levels requested in the 
application. (Note: If there are no acute health effects issues, there may be no need 
to include an hourly usage limit in the permit.) The permit must also include 
conditions requiring the site to keep records necessary to assure on-going 
compliance with the operational limits.  These conditions should be discussed with 
the applicant before proceeding with the A/C, S/A or P/0, as applicable. 

-133-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

When the operational levels requested by the applicant are the determining 
limitation on emissions, they are to be reflected in the permit as operational limits, 
not as underlying emission limits. The permit may also contain emission limits that 
coincide with emission limits in applicable rules.  If the conditions that will be 
imposed in an Authority to Construct or in a new or modified permit will allow 
emissions from the emission unit under review to equal or exceed 15 tons per year 
of either VOC or NOx, the project engineer must consult with their Senior Engineer 
and advise the Chief of Engineering before proceeding with the authorization. 

C. Deferred/Pending/Provided Offsets 

Existing permit (or Authority to Construct) conditions that allowed previous 
projects to defer small amounts of state offsets (VOC, NOx, PM10) can be 
rescinded.  This will be done administratively for existing permits to operate and 
will not require a source to submit a new application.  In the case where such a 
condition appears in an A/C, the project engineer should not carry forward the 
condition to the permit.  However, this does not allow administrative removal of 
any existing operational or emission limits in the permit or A/C.  Any emission or 
operational limits in the permit or A/C must remain in effect and can only be 
changed by an application to modify the permit or amend the A/C and after a 
reevaluation of the new request under current NSR and other applicable rules. 

Where an A/C requires that an applicant provide state offsets before commencing 
operations, but the ERC's have not yet been surrendered to the District, the 
requirement to provide offsets is to be rescinded by the project engineer by issuing 
a revised AIC (with the applicant's concurrence).  An application to amend the A/C 
would not be required for this change. 

Where an application is pending and the Applicant was told that offsets were 
required, the project engineer is to advise the applicant that offsets are no longer 
required. This must be documented in the application file. 

Where an applicant/permittee has already provided state offsets for a project the 
ERC's have been surrendered to the District, and the operations being offset have 
commenced, those ERC's are no longer valid and cannot be returned to the 
applicant/permittee. 

All labor spent on an application associated with the above procedures must be 
charged to the application. 

The above procedures do not apply to offsets required to meet federal NSR, to 
mitigate a local air quality impact, or required as a result of a CEQA analysis. 
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5. Toxic New Source Review 

5.1 Rule 1200 Toxic Screening Procedure and Screening Emission 
Rates (April 12, 1998, modified April, 2009, modified September 2, 
2010, modified May 2012, modified February 2016) 

OVERVIEW 

This procedure provides District engineering staff and permit applicants with a screening 
tool that can be used to evaluate projects which undergo toxic new source review in 
accordance with District Rule 1200.  If a project meets the applicability criteria and has 
emissions less that the screening emission rates in Tables 3 and4, the project is in 
compliance with Rule 1200 and will not require further evaluation.  Projects that do not 
meet the screening criteria or which have emissions greater than the screening emission 
rates on Tables 3 and 4 will require further evaluation using refined health risk 
assessment (HRA) procedures. 

The procedure is intended to be health protective.  Therefore, caution should be exercised 
when using the results of this procedure to set usage or emissions limits for equipment 
being evaluated.  Additionally, as with any application, equipment should not be 
purchased or installed until after the District has issued an Authority to Construct. 

Screening emission rates on Table 3 and 4 may be adjusted for projects with receptors 
greater than 25 meters away or for sources with exhaust stacks 15 feet tall or greater. 

This procedure will be revised periodically to reflect updates to health (dose-response) 
data, addition or deletion of listed toxic air contaminants, and changes in risk assessment 
methodology.  The District Toxics Section is responsible for updating this procedure and 
screening emission rate values as needed. 

APPLICABILITY 

The screening emission values specified in Table 3 can be used to evaluate point sources 
that meet all of the following minimum criteria: 

1. Sources with vertical exhaust stacks without raincaps or other obstructions to vertical 
flow. 

2. Sources with exhaust stacks 5 feet above ground level or greater. 
3. Sources with exhaust stack exit velocities of 2 feet per second or greater. 
4. Sources with a distance from the stack to nearest facility boundary (fence line) of 10 

meters or greater. 
5. Sources with stacks exceeding the height of all buildings within a distance of 5 times 

the height of the stack. 

The screening emission values specified in Table 4 can be used to evaluate non-elevated 
volume sources where the distance from the volume source to the nearest facility 
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boundary (fence line) is 10 meters or greater.  Non-elevated volume sources are typically 
fugitive sources that are not captured and vented through an exhaust system.  They can be 
either inside or outside of a building.  If you are unsure if a source can be evaluated as a 
non-elevated volume source under this procedure, consult the District Toxics Section. 

The procedure can be used to evaluate sources with multiple emission points.  To do this 
the total of the ratios of the potential emissions to the screening emissions values for each 
source are assumed to be additive, and are summed to determine the aggregate impacts. 

Per Rule 1200, a higher cancer risk is allowed for sources equipped with Toxics Best 
Available Control Technology (TBACT). However, if the calculated emission rates are 
greater than the screening level emission rates (for only one toxic air contaminant 
emitted) or if the sum of the ratios of potential emissions to screening level emissions are 
greater than 1.0 (for more than one toxic air contaminant emitted), further evaluation 
using a refined HRA is required.  The permit engineer shall provide all the pertinent 
information to conduct an HRA to the District Toxics Section.  The District Toxics 
Section shall provide an HRA report to the permit engineer which presents the risks to 
determine compliance with Rule 1200.  Permit applicants may consult with the 
appropriate District engineering section for assistance in determining if the proposed 
level of control is considered to be TBACT. 

These procedures are not applicable to projects with emissions of dense gasses or 
emissions which are not continuous.  A dense gas is an emission of high concentrations 
of a TAC that is significantly heavier than air and/or is significantly below ambient 
temperature.  Emissions that occur for periods of less than one hour are not considered to 
be continuous.   

PROCEDURE FOR TOXIC SCREENING 

Identify Toxic Air Contaminants 

Emissions of any amount of a toxic air contaminant listed on Table 3 and Table 4 must be 
evaluated.  Many toxic air contaminants have a number of synonyms.  For example, 
methyl chloroform, TCA and 1,1,1-trichloroethane are the same substance.  One way to 
ensure you have evaluated all subject compounds is to cross reference the Chemical 
Abstract Service (CAS) registry number (available on most MSDS sheets) against Table 
3 and 4.  EPA's cross-reference booklet, Common Synonyms (EPA 745-R-95-008), is 
useful for this.  The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) has a useful 
website at http://webbook.nist.gov/chemistry/ may also be used to cross reference the 
CAS registry numbers and common synonyms. 

In addition, several classes of compounds are identified by group, such as chlorofluoro-
carbons, zinc compounds, chlorinated dibenzodioxins and furans, and others.  Consult 
with the District Toxics Section for questions regarding identification of specific toxic air 
contaminants with listed groups of compounds. 

-136-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

Determine Averaging Times for Assessment 

Source emission rates must be calculated to correspond to the averaging periods of the 
screening emission rates listed in Tables 3 and 4.  Based on the potential health effects 
related to each toxic air contaminant, either or both the annual and/or maximum hourly 
emission rates must be calculated.  For example, nickel has both an annual and maximum 
hourly screening emission rate listed on Tables 3 and 4, therefore, emission rates must be 
calculated for both averaging times.  Lead has only an annual emission rate listed on 
Tables 3 and 4 and therefore, only the annual emission rate must be calculated. 

Calculate Potential Emissions for each Applicable Averaging Time 

Emissions can be calculated using emission factors, mass balance, engineering 
calculations, source test results or toxic compound speciation profiles.  The District 
Toxics Section has compiled emission estimation methods for a number of common 
processes.  These methods are presented on the District's website at 
http://www.sdapcd.org/toxics/emissions/emissions.html. You may consult with the 
District Toxics Section concerning emission calculations unless a simple mass balance or 
a previously established emission estimation method is available. 

Annual emissions are the total potential emissions (expressed in pounds per year) of the 
listed toxic air contaminant released under expected maximum operating conditions 
during a one-year period.  Maximum hourly emissions are the maximum potential 
emissions (expressed in pounds per hour) of the toxic air contaminant occurring in one 
hour under expected maximum operating conditions.  Guidance on determining the 
emission increases, potential to emit and emission reductions are presented in Rule 
1200(e). 

Calculate Receptor Proximity Adjustment Factor and/or Stack Height Adjustment Factor 
(Option 1) 

The screening emission rate values presented in Tables 3 and 4 are based on the 
assumption that the nearest receptor is 10 meters from the emission source.  If the nearest 
receptor is a distance of 25 meters or more, dispersion from the source will be greater 
which results in higher screening emission rate values.  In addition, the screening 
emission rate values presented in Table 3 are based on a stack height of 5 feet.  If the 
source being evaluated has a stack 15 feet tall or taller, dispersion from the source will be 
greater which also results in higher screening emission rate values.  This toxic screening 
procedure allows the screening emission rate values to be adjusted for additional 
dispersion by use of a dispersion adjustment factor (DA). 

The source to receptor distance (D) must be known in order to calculate the DA factor.  
Source to receptor distance is the minimum distance from any source of emissions from 
the emission unit being evaluated to any receptor.  The term receptor, as used in the 
calculation of the DA factor is defined as a residence, business, school, daycare center, 
hospital, hotel, government facility, retirement home, or any other location where 
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extended public access is possible. When calculating a DA factor for use with an acute 
screening emission rate value, the definition above is expanded to also include any 
location where short-term (one-hour) public access is likely.  This typically entails 
determination of two DA factors; one for calculation of cancer and chronic DA factor, 
and one for calculation of the acute DA factor.  The two DA factors may be based on 
separate receptor distances - one for cancer and chronic exposures and one for acute 
exposure. 

The Rule 1200 submittal package must include a map that shows the source location(s), 
facility boundary, nearest receptor(s) and dimensions of any building(s) within 5 times 
the height of the stack. 

Table 1 is used to calculate dispersion adjustment factor (DA) as a function of receptor 
distance and stack height. 

Table 1 
Dispersion Adjustment (DA) Factors 

Source Type Averaging 
Time 

Receptor Distance, D (meters) 

10 to 
<25 

25 to 
<50 

50 to 
<75 

75 to 
<100 

100 to 
<150 

150 to 
<200 >200 

Point Source 
(5 to <15 foot 
stack height) 

Annual 1.0 2.0 4.5 7.7 11.7 21.5 33.6 

1-hour 1.0 1.9 3.8 6.4 7.1 9.5 12.1 

Point Source 
(>15 foot stack 
height) 

Annual 1.0 7.2 10.9 15.9 21.4 33.3 46.6 

1-hour 1.0 8.3 14.3 19.0 22.8 30.5 40.1 

Volume Source Annual 1.0 3.4 9.8 18.7 29.7 57.7 92.6 
1-hour 1.0 1.8 2.7 3.9 5.2 8.2 11.6 

Ratio of Toxics Screening Dispersion Factors using the AERSCREEN Model 
(Option 2) 

A ratio of the dispersion parameter X/Q (ug/m3)/(g/s) from AERSCREEN to those listed 
in Table 2 below may be used to adjust the screening emissions rates in Tables 3 and 4 as 
follows: 

(Toxics Screening X/Q from Table 2) / (AERSCREEN X/Q) * Screening Emission Rates 
listed in Tables 3 and 4. As with Table 1, Table 2 Toxics Screening Dispersion Factors 
are a function of receptor distance and stack height.  

Table 2 
AERSCREEN Dispersion Adjustment (DA) Factors, (ug/m3)/(g/s) 

Source Type Averaging 
Time 

Receptor Distance, D (meters) 
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10 to 
<25 

25 to 
<50 

50 to 
<75 

75 to 
<100 

100 to 
<150 

150 to 
<200 >200 

Point Source Annual 5933 2276 935 546 362 197 126 
(5 to <15 foot 
stack height) 

1-hour 70156 37330 18353 11017 9893 7417 5790 

Point Source Annual 600 656 473 310 220 131 91 
(>15 foot stack 
height) 

1-hour 16309 8486 4908 3691 3081 2296 1748 

Volume Source Annual 12120 3567 1237 649 408 210 138 
1-hour 121200 61255 40645 28567 21291 13441 9474 

Compare Calculated Emission Rates with Screening Emission Rate Values 

Annual and maximum hourly screening emission rates for toxic air contaminants are 
listed in Tables 3 and 4.  Using the appropriate table (Table 3 for point sources or Table 4 
for non-elevated volume sources), determine the screening annual emission rate and/or 
the screening maximum hourly emission rate, whichever apply.  If appropriate, these 
emission rates may be adjusted for receptor proximity by multiplying them by the DA 
factor presented in Tables 1 or 2 above. Note: if the screening emission rates are adjusted, 
only one of the two adjustment options may be used. 

If only one toxic air contaminant is emitted and the calculated emission rates for each 
applicable averaging time is less than the screening level emission rates, the risks are 
expected to comply with Rule 1200 and no further review is required.  Documentation of 
the evaluation must be provided to the District Toxics Section.    

If more than one toxic air contaminant is emitted, the evaluation is based on the sum of 
the ratios of potential emissions to screening emission rates for each toxic air 
contaminant evaluated. This is done separately for each applicable averaging time.  If the 
sum of the ratios of potential emissions to screening emission rates are less than or equal 
to 1.0, the risks are expected to comply with Rule 1200 and no further review is required.  
This procedure is demonstrated in the example calculation below.  Documentation of the 
evaluation must be provided to the District Toxics Section.   

The same method is used to determine the aggregate effect of multiple emission points or 
sources that are considered to be part of the same project. To do this the total of the ratios 
of the potential emissions to the screening emissions values for each source are assumed 
to be additive, and are summed to determine the aggregate impacts. If the sum of the 
ratios of potential emissions to screening emission rates are less than or equal to 1.0, the 
risks are expected to comply with Rule 1200 and no further review is required. 
Documentation of the evaluation must be provided to the District Toxics Section. 

If more than one toxic air contaminant is emitted and the sum of the ratios of potential 
emissions to screening emission rates are greater than 1.0, further evaluation using 
refined HRA procedures is necessary.  The permit engineer shall provide all the pertinent 
information to conduct a refined HRA to the District Toxics Section.  The District Toxics 
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Section shall provide a refined HRA report to the permit engineer which presents the 
potential risks to determine compliance with Rule 1200. 

The screening levels in Tables 3 and 4 should not be used to limit emissions for a source 
whose emissions exceed those levels.  This could result in unnecessarily limiting the 
facility’s operation due to the conservative nature of the screening level analysis.  
Instead, a project that has emissions above the screening emissions should undergo 
further evaluation using a refined HRA. 
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Example Calculations 1: 
A source is estimated to emit xylene at a rate of 10,000 pounds per year and 9.0 pounds 
per hour.  It is also estimated to emit toluene at a rate of 6,000 pounds per year and 3.0 
pounds per hour.  The source emits through an exhaust stack that is 20 feet tall at a 
velocity greater than 2 feet per second.  There are no buildings greater than 20 feet in 
height within 100 feet of the stack.  The stack is not fitted with a rain cap and is 
uncontrolled and therefore not a TBACT source.  The distance from the stack to the 
nearest receptor is 65 meters.   

From Table 3, the screening emission rates for xylene are 1.15E+04 pounds per year and 
2.49 pounds per hour, and for toluene, 4.93E+03 pounds per year and 4.19 pounds per 
hour.  The dispersion adjustment factors from Table 1 are 10.9 (annual) and 14.3 (one 
hour).  For xylene, DA factor adjusted screening emission rates are 125,350 pounds per 
year (11,500 x 10.9) and 35.6 pounds per hour (2.49 x 14.3).  For toluene, the DA factor 
adjusted screening emission rates are 53,737 pounds per year 4,930 x 10.9) and 59.9 
pounds per hour (4.19 x 14.3).  The acceptability test for the annual assessment is as 
follows:   

 10,000 lb Xylene yr   6,000 lb Toluene yr   +   = 0.08 + 0.11 = 0.19which is lessthan1.0  
125,350 lb Xylene / yr   53,737 lb Toluene / yr  

The acceptability test for the hourly assessment is as follows: 

 9.0 lb Xylene hr   3.0 lb Toluene hr   +   = 0.25 + 0.05 = 0.30 which is less than 1.0  
 35.6 lb Xylene / hr   59.9 lb Toluene / yr  

Both the annual emission rate and the one-hour emission rate pass the test and therefore 
the 

project does not need to be evaluated further. 

Example Calculations 2: 
Using the same information provided for Example Calculations 1, ratio of the dispersion 
parameter X/Q (ug/m3)/(g/s) from AERSCREEN to those listed in Table 2 to adjust the 
screening emissions rates in Tables 3 and 4 as follows: 

AERSCREEN is run and results in an hourly X/Q of 510 (ug/m3)/(g/s) adjusted to an 
annual concentration (0.1 * hourly) of 51 (ug/m3)/(g/s). 

Table 2 Dispersion Factors are an annual concentration of 473 (ug/m3)/(g/s) and an 
hourly of 4908 (ug/m3)/(g/s). 

(Toxics Screening X/Q) from Table 2) / (AERSCREEN X/Q) * Screening Emission 
Rates listed in Tables 3 and 4. 

Annual Dispersion Factor Ratio: 
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 473X / Q  (11,500 lb Xylene / yr) = 106,657 lb Xylene / yr 
 51 X / Q  

 10,000 lb Xylene / yr 
  = 0.094 which is less than1.0 
106,657 lb Xylene / yr  

Hourly Dispersion Factor Ratio: 

 4908 X / Q 
 (2.49 lb Xylene / hr) = 24 lb Xylene / hr 
 510 X / Q  

 9 lb Xylene / hr   = 0.38 which is less than1.0
 24 lb Xylene / hr  

Both the annual and hourly emission rates pass and therefore the project does not need to 
be further evaluated. 

Requests for Additional Toxic Evaluation 

Sources which do not meet the criteria for this screening procedure and projects with the 
sum of the ratios of potential emissions to screening emission rates are greater than 1.0 
must be evaluated further through a refined HRA. It should not be assumed that a source 
that fails this screening procedure would not pass a more site-specific review. Additional 
review can be done by either the facility or the District Toxics Section. 

The District Toxics Section typically conducts a screening-level HRA using a screening-
level dispersion program (AERSCREEN) and simplified procedures. The screening-level 
HRA incorporates stack parameters (height, diameter, temperature, and flow rate), 
distance to offsite receptors, and building dimensions. Sources with better dispersion 
potential (generally higher stack heights, temperature and flow rate), and greater distance 
to offsite property are more likely to benefit from this secondary screening. 

If this secondary screening is not successful, the District Toxics Section, in conjunction 
with the Meteorology and Modeling Section, will conduct a refined HRA using detailed 
source, building, receptor and site information in conjunction with actual meteorological 
data to evaluate potential risk. 
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Table 3 
Rule 1200 Screening Emission Rates for Point Sources 

Chemical Name Chemical 

Abstract 

Number 

Annual 

Emission 

Rate 

lb/yr 

Hourly 

Emission 

Rate 

lb/hr 

ACETALDEHYDE 75-07-0 2.09E+00 5.32E-02 

ACETAMIDE 60-35-5 2.99E-01 

ACROLEIN 107-02-8 2.74E+00 2.83E-04 

ACRYLAMIDE 79-06-1 4.65E-03 

ACRYLIC ACID 79-10-7 6.79E-01 

ACRYLONITRILE 107-13-1 2.09E-02 

ALLYL CHLORIDE 107-05-1 9.96E-01 

2-AMINOANTHRAQUINONE 117-79-3 6.34E-01 

AMMONIA 7664-41-7 3.29E+03 3.62E-01 

ANILINE 62-53-3 3.67E+00 

ARSENIC AND COMPOUNDS (INORGANIC) 7440-38-2 6.82E-05 2.26E-05 

ARSINE 7784-42-1 5.87E-02 2.26E-05 

ASBESTOS 1332-21-4 2.85E-07 

BENZENE 71-43-2 2.09E-01 3.05E-03 

BENZIDINE (AND ITS SALTS) 92-87-5 4.18E-05 

BENZIDINE BASED DYES 1020 4.18E-05 

DIRECT BLACK 38 1937-37-7 4.18E-05 

DIRECT BLUE 6 2602-46-2 4.18E-05 

DIRECT BROWN 95 (technical grade) 16071-86-6 4.18E-05 

BENZYL CHLORIDE 100-44-7 1.23E-01 2.72E-02 

BERYLLIUM AND COMPOUNDS 7440-41-7 2.49E-03 

BIS(2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER  (Dichloroethyl Ether) 111-44-4 8.36E-03 

BIS(CHLOROMETHYL)ETHER 542-88-1 4.55E-04 

POTASSIUM BROMATE 7758-01-2 4.27E-02 

1,3-BUTADIENE 106-99-0 3.49E-02 7.47E-02 

CADMIUM AND COMPOUNDS 7440-43-9 1.39E-03 

CAPROLACTAM 105-60-2 2.74E+01 5.66E-03 

CARBON DISULFIDE 75-15-0 1.32E+04 7.01E-01 

CARBON TETRACHLORIDE  (Tetrachloromethane) 56-23-5 1.39E-01 2.15E-01 

CHLORINATED PARAFFINS 108171-26-2 2.35E-01 

CHLORINE 7782-50-5 3.29E+00 2.38E-02 

CHLORINE DIOXIDE 10049-04-4 9.87E+00 

4-CHLORO-O-PHENYLENEDIAMINE 95-83-0 1.31E+00 

CHLOROBENZENE 108-90-7 1.64E+04 

CHLOROFORM 67-66-3 1.10E+00 1.70E-02 
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CHLOROPHENOLS 

PENTACHLOROPHENOL 

2,4,6-TRICHLOROPHENOL 

CHLOROPICRIN 

p-CHLORO-o-TOLUIDINE 

CHROMIUM 6+ 

BARIUM CHROMATE 

CALCIUM CHROMATE 

LEAD CHROMATE 

SODIUM DICHROMATE 

STRONTIUM CHROMATE 

CHROMIC TRIOXIDE (as chromic acid mist) 

COPPER AND COMPOUNDS 

p-CRESIDINE 

CRESOLS (mixtures of) 

M-CRESOL 

O-CRESOL 

P-CRESOL 

CUPFERRON 

Cyanide And Compounds (inorganic) 

HYDROGEN CYANIDE (Hydrocyanic Acid) 

2,4-DIAMINOANISOLE 

2,4-DIAMINOTOLUENE 

1,2-DIBROMO-3-CHLOROPROPANE (DBCP) 

p-DICHLOROBENZENE 

3,3-DICHLOROBENZIDINE 

1,1,-DICHLOROETHANE  (Ethylidene Dichloride) 

DI(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE (DEHP) 

DIETHANOLAMINE 

p-DIMETHYLAMINOAZOBENZENE 

N,N-DIMETHYL FORMAMIDE 

2,4-DINITROTOLUENE 

1,4-DIOXANE  (1,4-Diethylene dioxide) 

EPICHLOROHYDRIN  (1-Chloro-2,3-epoxypropane) 

1,2-EPOXYBUTANE 

ETHYL BENZENE 

ETHYL CHLORIDE  (Chloroethane) 

ETHYLENE DIBROMIDE  (1,2-Dibromoethane) 

ETHYLENE DICHLORIDE  (1,2-Dichloroethane) 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL 

ETHYLENE OXIDE  (1,2-Epoxyethane) 

ETHYLENE THIOUREA 

FLUORIDES AND COMPOUNDS 

N/A 

87-86-5 

88-06-2 

76-06-2 

95-69-2 

18540-29-9 

10294-40-3 

13765-19-0 

7758-97-6 

10588-01-9 

7789-06-2 

1333-82-0 

7440-50-8 

120-71-8 

1319-77-3 

108-39-4 

95-48-7 

106-44-5 

135-20-6 

57-12-5 

74-90-8 

615-05-4 

95-80-7 

96-12-8 

106-46-7 

91-94-1 

75-34-3 

117-81-7 

111-42-2 

60-11-7 

68-12-2 

121-14-2 

123-91-1 

106-89-8 

106-88-7 

100-41-4 

75-00-3 

106-93-4 

107-06-2 

107-21-1 

75-21-8 

96-45-7 

1101 

1.16E+00 

2.99E-01 

6.58E+00 

7.74E-02 

1.29E-05 

6.29E-05 

3.88E-05 

8.03E-05 

3.25E-05 

5.06E-05 

2.48E-05 

1.39E-01 

9.87E+03 

9.87E+03 

9.87E+03 

9.87E+03 

9.50E-02 

1.48E+02 

1.48E+02 

9.09E-01 

5.23E-03 

2.99E-03 

5.23E-01 

1.74E-02 

3.67E+00 

1.51E-01 

4.93E+01 

4.55E-03 

1.32E+03 

6.75E-02 

7.74E-01 

2.61E-01 

3.29E+02 

2.40E+00 

4.93E+05 

8.36E-02 

2.90E-01 

6.58E+03 

6.75E-02 

4.65E-01 

1.36E+01 

3.28E-03 

1.13E-02 

3.85E-02 

3.85E-02 

3.39E-01 

1.47E-01 

2.72E-02 
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HYDROGEN FLUORIDE (Hydrofluoric Acid) 

FORMALDEHYDE 

GLUTARALDEHYDE 

GLYCOL ETHERS 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL BUTYL ETHER – EGBE 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL ETHYL ETHER – EGEE 
ETHYLENE GLYCOL ETHYL ETHER ACETATE – 

EGEEA 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL METHYL ETHER – EGME 
ETHYLENE GLYCOL METHYL ETHER ACETATE – 

EGMEA 

HEXACHLOROBENZENE 
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANES  (mixed or technical 
grade) 

alpha-HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE 

beta- HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE 

gamma-HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE (Lindane) 

n-HEXANE 

HYDRAZINE 

HYDROCHLORIC ACID  (Hydrogen Chloride) 

HYDROGEN SULFIDE 

ISOPHORONE 

ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL  (Isopropanol) 

LEAD AND COMPOUNDS   (inorganic) 

LEAD ACETATE 

LEAD PHOSPHATE 

LEAD SUBACETATE 

MALEIC ANHYDRIDE 

MANGANESE AND COMPOUNDS 

MERCURY AND COMPOUNDS (INORGANIC) 

MERCURIC CHLORIDE 

METHANOL 

METHYL BROMIDE  (Bromomethane) 

METHYL tertiary-BUTYL ETHER 

METHYL CHLOROFORM  (1,1,1-Trichloroethane) 

METHYL ETHYL KETONE  (2-Butanone) 

METHYL ISOCYANATE 
4,4'-METHYLENE BIS (2-CHLOROANILINE) 
(MOCA) 

METHYLENE CHLORIDE  (Dichloromethane) 
4,4'-METHYLENE DIANILINE (AND ITS 
DICHLORIDE) 

METHYLENE DIPHENYL ISOCYANATE 
MICHLER'S KETONE  (4,4’-
Bis(dimethylamino)benzophenone) 

N-NITROSODI-n-BUTYLAMINE 

7664-39-3 

50-00-0 

111-30-8 

N/A 

111-76-2 

110-80-5 

111-15-9 

109-86-4 

110-49-6 

118-74-1 

608-73-1 

319-84-6 

319-85-7 

58-89-9 

110-54-3 

302-01-2 

7647-01-0 

7783-06-4 

78-59-1 

67-63-0 

7439-92-1 

301-04-2 

7446-27-7 

1335-32-6 

108-31-6 

7439-96-5 

7439-97-6 

7487-94-7 

67-56-1 

74-83-9 

1634-04-4 

71-55-6 

78-93-3 

624-83-9 

101-14-4 

75-09-2 

101-77-9 

101-68-8 

90-94-8 

924-16-3 

1.37E+01 

9.96E-01 

1.32E+00 

1.15E+03 

4.93E+03 

9.87E+02 

1.48E+03 

1.16E-02 

3.10E-04 

3.10E-04 

3.10E-04 

1.13E-03 

1.15E+05 

1.23E-03 

1.48E+02 

1.64E+02 

3.29E+04 

1.15E+05 

1.87E-02 

2.93E-02 

2.43E-02 

2.43E-02 

1.15E+01 

6.66E-01 

4.90E-02 

4.90E-02 

6.58E+04 

8.22E+01 

1.16E+01 

1.64E+04 

1.64E+01 

1.39E-02 

5.97E+00 

6.11E-04 

1.15E+01 

2.43E-02 

1.90E-03 

2.72E-02 

6.22E-03 

1.58E+00 

4.19E-02 

1.58E-02 

1.05E-02 

2.38E-01 

4.75E-03 

3.62E-01 

6.79E-05 

6.79E-05 

3.17E+00 

4.41E-01 

7.69E+00 

1.47E+00 

1.58E+00 
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N-NITROSODI-n-PROPYLAMINE 621-64-7 2.99E-03 

N-NITROSODIETHYLAMINE 55-18-5 5.81E-04 

N-NITROSODIMETHYLAMINE 62-75-9 1.31E-03 

N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE 86-30-6 2.32E+00 

N-NITROSO-N-METHYLETHYLAMINE 10595-95-6 9.50E-04 

N-NITROSOMORPHOLINE 59-89-2 3.12E-03 

N-NITROSOPIPERIDINE 100-75-4 2.22E-03 

N-NITROSOPYRROLIDINE 930-55-2 9.96E-03 

NICKEL AND COMPOUNDS 7440-02-0 2.30E-02 

NICKEL ACETATE 373-02-4 6.92E-02 

NICKEL CARBONATE 3333-67-3 4.65E-02 

NICKEL CARBONYL 13463-39-3 6.68E-02 

NICKEL HYDROXIDE 12054-48-7 3.63E-02 

NICKELOCENE 1271-28-9 4.66E-02 

NICKEL OXIDE 1313-99-1 2.92E-02 

Nickel refinery dust from the pyrometallurgical process 1146 2.30E-02 

NICKEL SUBSULFIDE 12035-72-2 9.41E-02 

NITRIC ACID 7697-37-2 

p-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE 156-10-5 9.50E-01 

OZONE 10028-15-6 
PARTICULATE EMISSIONS FROM DIESEL-FUELED 
ENGINES 9901 1.90E-02 

PERCHLOROETHYLENE  (Tetrachloroethylene) 127-18-4 9.96E-01 

PHENOL 108-95-2 3.29E+03 

PHOSGENE 75-44-5 

PHOSPHINE 7803-51-2 1.32E+01 

PHOSPHORIC ACID 7664-38-2 1.15E+02 

PHTHALIC ANHYDRIDE 85-44-9 3.29E+02 
PCB (POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS) 
(unspeciated mixture)  [high risk] 1336-36-3 2.27E-04 

PCB (POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS) (speciated) N/A 

3,3',4,4'-TETRACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 77) 32598-13-3 2.40E-05 

3,4,4',5-TETRACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 81) 70362-50-4 8.01E-06 

2,3,3',4,4'-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 105) 32598-14-4 8.01E-05 

2,3,4,4',5-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 114) 74472-37-0 8.01E-05 

2,3',4,4',5-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 118) 31508-00-6 8.01E-05 

2,3',4,4',5'-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 123) 65510-44-3 8.01E-05 

3,3',4,4',5-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 126) 57465-28-8 2.40E-08 

2,3,3',4,4',5-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 156) 38380-08-4 8.01E-05 

2,3,3',4,4',5'-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 157) 69782-90-7 8.01E-05 

2,3',4,4',5,5'-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 167) 52663-72-6 8.01E-05 

3,3',4,4',5,5'-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 169) 32774-16-6 8.01E-08 

2,3,3',4,4',5,5'-HEPTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 189) 39635-31-9 8.01E-05 

2.26E-05 

6.81E-05 

4.58E-05 

6.58E-05 

3.57E-05 

4.58E-05 

2.88E-05 

2.26E-05 

9.26E-05 

9.73E-03 

2.04E-02 

2.26E+00 

6.56E-01 

4.53E-04 
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POLYCHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS 
(PCDD) (Treat as 2,3,7,8-TCDD for HRA) 1086 

2,3,7,8-TETRACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 1746-01-6 

1,2,3,7,8-PENTACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 40321-76-4 

1,2,3,4,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 39227-28-6 

1,2,3,6,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 57653-85-7 

1,2,3,7,8,9-HEXACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 19408-74-3 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HEPTACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 35822-46-9 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-OCTACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 3268-87-9 
POLYCHLORINATED DIBENZOFURANS  (PCDD) 
(Treat as 2,3,7,8-TCDD for HRA) 1080 

2,3,7,8-TETRACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 51207-31-9 

1,2,3,7,8-PENTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 57117-41-6 

2,3,4,7,8-PENTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 57117-31-4 

1,2,3,4,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 70648-26-9 

1,2,3,6,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 57117-44-9 

1,2,3,7,8,9-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 72918-21-9 

2,3,4,6,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 60851-34-5 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HEPTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 67562-39-4 

1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HEPTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 55673-89-7 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-OCTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 39001-02-0 
POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBON  (PAH) 
[Treat as B(a)P for HRA] 1151 

BENZ(A)ANTHRACENE 56-55-3 

BENZO(A)PYRENE 50-32-8 

BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE 205-99-2 

BENZO(J)FLUORANTHENE 205-82-3 

BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE 207-08-9 

CHRYSENE 218-01-9 

DIBENZ(A,H)ACRIDINE 226-36-8 

DIBENZ(A,H)ANTHRACENE 53-70-3 

DIBENZ(A,J)ACRIDINE 224-42-0 

DIBENZO(A,E)PYRENE 192-65-4 

DIBENZO(A,H)PYRENE 189-64-0 

DIBENZO(A,I)PYRENE 189-55-9 

DIBENZO(A,L)PYRENE 191-30-0 

7H-DIBENZO(C,G)CARBAZOLE 194-59-2 

7,12-DIMETHYLBENZ(A)ANTHRACENE 57-97-6 

1,6-DINITROPYRENE 42397-64-8 

1,8-DINITROPYRENE 42397-65-9 

INDENO(1,2,3-C,D)PYRENE 193-39-5 

3-METHYLCHOLANTHRENE 56-49-5 

5-METHYLCHRYSENE 3697-24-3 

NAPHTHALENE 91-20-3 

5-NITROACENAPHTHENE 602-87-9 
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2.66E-09 

2.66E-09 

2.66E-09 

2.66E-08 

2.66E-08 

2.66E-08 

2.66E-07 

8.86E-06 

3.85E-09 

3.85E-08 

1.28E-07 

1.28E-08 

3.85E-08 

3.85E-08 

3.85E-08 

3.85E-08 

3.85E-07 

3.85E-07 

1.28E-05 

7.49E-05 

7.49E-04 

7.49E-05 

7.49E-04 

7.49E-04 

7.49E-04 

7.49E-03 

7.49E-04 

2.13E-04 

7.49E-04 

7.49E-05 

7.49E-06 

7.49E-06 

7.49E-06 

7.49E-05 

3.49E-06 

7.49E-06 

7.49E-05 

7.49E-04 

3.97E-05 

7.49E-05 

1.74E-01 

6.72E-03 
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6-NITROCHRYSENE 7496-02-8 7.49E-06 

2-NITROFLUORENE 607-57-8 7.49E-03 

1-NITROPYRENE 5522-43-0 7.49E-04 

4-NITROPYRENE 57835-92-4 7.49E-04 

1,3-PROPANE SULTONE 1120-71-4 8.71E-03 

PROPYLENE  (PROPENE) 115-07-1 4.93E+04 

PROPYLENE GLYCOL MONOMETHYL ETHER 107-98-2 1.15E+05 

PROPYLENE OXIDE 75-56-9 1.61E+00 3.51E-01 

SELENIUM AND COMPOUNDS 7782-49-2 4.28E-01 

HYDROGEN SELENIDE 7783-07-5 5.66E-04 

SELENIUM SULFIDE 7446-34-6 
7631-86-9 

4.28E-01 

SILICA [CRYSTALLINE, RESPIRABLE] [1175] 4.93E+01 

SODIUM HYDROXIDE 1310-73-2 9.05E-04 

STYRENE 100-42-5 1.48E+04 2.38E+00 

SULFATES 9960 1.36E-02 

SULFURIC ACID AND OLEUM 7664-93-9 1.64E+01 1.36E-02 

SULFURIC ACID 7664-93-9 1.64E+01 1.36E-02 

SULFUR TRIOXIDE 7446-71-9 1.64E+01 1.36E-02 

OLEUM 8014-95-7 1.36E-02 

1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 79-34-5 1.05E-01 

THIOACETAMIDE 62-55-5 3.43E-03 

TOLUENE 108-88-3 4.93E+03 4.19E+00 

TOLUENE DIISOCYANATES 26471-62-5 5.36E-01 

TOLUENE-2,4-DIISOCYANATE 584-84-9 5.36E-01 

TOLUENE-2,6-DIISOCYANATE 91-08-7 5.36E-01 

1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE (Vinyl Trichloride) 79-00-5 3.67E-01 

TRICHLOROETHYLENE 79-01-6 2.99E+00 

TRIETHYLAMINE 121-44-8 3.29E+03 3.17E-01 

URETHANE  (Ethyl Carbamate) 

VANADIUM COMPOUNDS 

51-79-6 

N/A 

2.09E-02 

VANADIUM (fume or dust) 7440-62-2 3.39E-03 

VANADIUM PENTOXIDE 1314-62-1 3.39E-03 

VINYL ACETATE 108-05-4 3.29E+03 

VINYL CHLORIDE  (Chloroethylene) 75-01-4 7.74E-02 2.04E+01 

VINYLIDENE CHLORIDE  (1,1-Dichloroethylene) 75-35-4 1.15E+03 

XYLENES (mixed isomers) 1330-20-7 1.15E+04 2.49E+00 

m-XYLENE 108-38-3 1.15E+04 2.49E+00 

o-XYLENE 95-47-6 1.15E+04 2.49E+00 

p-XYLENE 106-42-3 1.15E+04 2.49E+00 
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Table 4 
Rule 1200 Screening Emission Rates for Volume Sources 

Chemical Name Chemical 
Abstract 
Number 

Annual 
Emission 

Rate 
lb/yr 

Hourly 
Emission 

Rate 
lb/hr 

ACETALDEHYDE 75-07-0 7.3E-01 3.4E-02 
ACETAMIDE 60-35-5 1.0E-01 
ACROLEIN 107-02-8 9.6E-01 1.8E-04 
ACRYLAMIDE 79-06-1 1.6E-03 
ACRYLIC ACID 79-10-7 4.3E-01 
ACRYLONITRILE 107-13-1 7.3E-03 
ALLYL CHLORIDE 107-05-1 3.5E-01 
2-AMINOANTHRAQUINONE 117-79-3 2.2E-01 
AMMONIA 7664-41-7 1.1E+03 2.3E-01 
ANILINE 62-53-3 1.3E+00 
ARSENIC AND COMPOUNDS (INORGANIC) 7440-38-2 2.4E-05 1.4E-05 

ARSINE 7784-42-1 2.1E-02 1.4E-05 
ASBESTOS 1332-21-4 1.0E-07 
BENZENE 71-43-2 7.3E-02 1.9E-03 
BENZIDINE (AND ITS SALTS) 92-87-5 1.5E-05 

BENZIDINE BASED DYES 1020 1.5E-05 
DIRECT BLACK 38 1937-37-7 1.5E-05 

DIRECT BLUE 6 2602-46-2 1.5E-05 
DIRECT BROWN 95 (technical grade) 16071-86-6 1.5E-05 

BENZYL CHLORIDE 100-44-7 4.3E-02 1.7E-02 
BERYLLIUM AND COMPOUNDS 7440-41-7 8.7E-04 
BIS(2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER  (Dichloroethyl Ether) 111-44-4 2.9E-03 
BIS(CHLOROMETHYL)ETHER 542-88-1 1.6E-04 
POTASSIUM BROMATE 7758-01-2 1.5E-02 
1,3-BUTADIENE 106-99-0 1.2E-02 4.7E-02 
CADMIUM AND COMPOUNDS 7440-43-9 4.9E-04 
CAPROLACTAM 105-60-2 9.6E+00 3.6E-03 
CARBON DISULFIDE 75-15-0 4.6E+03 4.5E-01 
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE  (Tetrachloromethane) 56-23-5 4.9E-02 1.4E-01 
CHLORINATED PARAFFINS 108171-26-2 8.2E-02 
CHLORINE 7782-50-5 1.1E+00 1.5E-02 
CHLORINE DIOXIDE 10049-04-4 3.4E+00 
4-CHLORO-O-PHENYLENEDIAMINE 95-83-0 4.6E-01 
CHLOROBENZENE 108-90-7 5.7E+03 
CHLOROFORM 67-66-3 3.8E-01 1.1E-02 
CHLOROPHENOLS N/A 

PENTACHLOROPHENOL 87-86-5 4.1E-01 
2,4,6-TRICHLOROPHENOL 88-06-2 1.0E-01 

CHLOROPICRIN 76-06-2 2.3E+00 2.1E-03 
p-CHLORO-o-TOLUIDINE 95-69-2 2.7E-02 
CHROMIUM 6+ 18540-29-9 4.5E-06 

BARIUM CHROMATE 10294-40-3 2.2E-05 
CALCIUM CHROMATE 13765-19-0 1.4E-05 

LEAD CHROMATE 7758-97-6 2.8E-05 
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SODIUM DICHROMATE 
STRONTIUM CHROMATE 

CHROMIC TRIOXIDE (as chromic acid mist) 
COPPER AND COMPOUNDS 
p-CRESIDINE 
CRESOLS (mixtures of) 

M-CRESOL 
O-CRESOL 
P-CRESOL 

CUPFERRON 
Cyanide And Compounds (inorganic) 

HYDROGEN CYANIDE (Hydrocyanic Acid) 
2,4-DIAMINOANISOLE 
2,4-DIAMINOTOLUENE 
1,2-DIBROMO-3-CHLOROPROPANE (DBCP) 
p-DICHLOROBENZENE 
3,3-DICHLOROBENZIDINE 
1,1,-DICHLOROETHANE  (Ethylidene Dichloride) 
DI(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE (DEHP) 
DIETHANOLAMINE 
p-DIMETHYLAMINOAZOBENZENE 
N,N-DIMETHYL FORMAMIDE 
2,4-DINITROTOLUENE 
1,4-DIOXANE  (1,4-Diethylene dioxide) 
EPICHLOROHYDRIN  (1-Chloro-2,3-epoxypropane) 
1,2-EPOXYBUTANE 
ETHYL BENZENE 
ETHYL CHLORIDE  (Chloroethane) 
ETHYLENE DIBROMIDE (1,2-Dibromoethane) 
ETHYLENE DICHLORIDE  (1,2-Dichloroethane) 
ETHYLENE GLYCOL 
ETHYLENE OXIDE  (1,2-Epoxyethane) 
ETHYLENE THIOUREA 
FLUORIDES AND COMPOUNDS 

HYDROGEN FLUORIDE  (Hydrofluoric Acid) 
FORMALDEHYDE 
GLUTARALDEHYDE 
GLYCOL ETHERS 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL BUTYL ETHER – EGBE 
ETHYLENE GLYCOL ETHYL ETHER – EGEE 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL ETHYL ETHER ACETATE – 
EGEEA 

ETHYLENE GLYCOL METHYL ETHER – EGME 
ETHYLENE GLYCOL METHYL ETHER ACETATE – 

EGMEA 
HEXACHLOROBENZENE 
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANES  (mixed or technical 
grade) 

alpha-HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE 
beta- HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE 

gamma-HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE (Lindane) 

10588-01-9 
7789-06-2 
1333-82-0 
7440-50-8 
120-71-8 
1319-77-3 
108-39-4 
95-48-7 

106-44-5 
135-20-6 
57-12-5 
74-90-8 

615-05-4 
95-80-7 
96-12-8 

106-46-7 
91-94-1 
75-34-3 

117-81-7 
111-42-2 
60-11-7 
68-12-2 

121-14-2 
123-91-1 
106-89-8 
106-88-7 
100-41-4 
75-00-3 

106-93-4 
107-06-2 
107-21-1 
75-21-8 
96-45-7 

1101 
7664-39-3 
50-00-0 

111-30-8 
N/A 

111-76-2 
110-80-5 

111-15-9 
109-86-4 

110-49-6 
118-74-1 

608-73-1 
319-84-6 
319-85-7 
58-89-9 

1.1E-05 
1.8E-05 
8.7E-06 

4.9E-02 
3.4E+03 
3.4E+03 
3.4E+03 
3.4E+03 
3.3E-02 
5.2E+01 
5.2E+01 
3.2E-01 
1.8E-03 
1.0E-03 
1.8E-01 
6.1E-03 
1.3E+00 
5.3E-02 
1.7E+01 
1.6E-03 
4.6E+02 
2.4E-02 
2.7E-01 
9.1E-02 
1.1E+02 
8.4E-01 
1.7E+05 
2.9E-02 
1.0E-01 
2.3E+03 
2.4E-02 
1.6E-01 
4.8E+00 
4.8E+00 
3.5E-01 
4.6E-01 

4.0E+02 

1.7E+03 
3.4E+02 

5.2E+02 
4.1E-03 

1.1E-04 
1.1E-04 
1.1E-04 
3.9E-04 

7.2E-03 

2.4E-02 
2.4E-02 

2.2E-01 
9.3E-02 

1.7E-02 
1.7E-02 
4.0E-03 

1.0E+00 
2.7E-02 

1.0E-02 
6.7E-03 
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n-HEXANE 110-54-3 4.0E+04 
HYDRAZINE 302-01-2 4.3E-04 
HYDROCHLORIC ACID  (Hydrogen Chloride) 7647-01-0 5.2E+01 
HYDROGEN SULFIDE 7783-06-4 5.7E+01 
ISOPHORONE 78-59-1 1.1E+04 
ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL  (Isopropanol) 67-63-0 4.0E+04 
LEAD AND COMPOUNDS   (inorganic) 7439-92-1 6.5E-03 

LEAD ACETATE 301-04-2 1.0E-02 
LEAD PHOSPHATE 7446-27-7 8.5E-03 

LEAD SUBACETATE 1335-32-6 8.5E-03 
MALEIC ANHYDRIDE 108-31-6 4.0E+00 
MANGANESE AND COMPOUNDS 7439-96-5 2.3E-01 
MERCURY AND COMPOUNDS (INORGANIC) 7439-97-6 1.7E-02 

MERCURIC CHLORIDE 7487-94-7 1.7E-02 
METHANOL 67-56-1 2.3E+04 
METHYL BROMIDE  (Bromomethane) 74-83-9 2.9E+01 
METHYL tertiary-BUTYL ETHER 1634-04-4 4.1E+00 
METHYL CHLOROFORM  (1,1,1-Trichloroethane) 71-55-6 5.7E+03 
METHYL ETHYL KETONE  (2-Butanone) 78-93-3 
METHYL ISOCYANATE 624-83-9 5.7E+00 
4,4'-METHYLENE BIS (2-CHLOROANILINE) 
(MOCA) 101-14-4 4.9E-03 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE (Dichloromethane) 75-09-2 2.1E+00 
4,4'-METHYLENE DIANILINE (AND ITS 
DICHLORIDE) 101-77-9 2.1E-04 
METHYLENE DIPHENYL ISOCYANATE 101-68-8 4.0E+00 
MICHLER'S KETONE  (4,4’-
Bis(dimethylamino)benzophenone) 90-94-8 8.5E-03 
N-NITROSODI-n-BUTYLAMINE 924-16-3 6.6E-04 
N-NITROSODI-n-PROPYLAMINE 621-64-7 1.0E-03 
N-NITROSODIETHYLAMINE 55-18-5 2.0E-04 
N-NITROSODIMETHYLAMINE 62-75-9 4.6E-04 
N-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE 86-30-6 8.1E-01 
N-NITROSO-N-METHYLETHYLAMINE 10595-95-6 3.3E-04 
N-NITROSOMORPHOLINE 59-89-2 1.1E-03 
N-NITROSOPIPERIDINE 100-75-4 7.8E-04 
N-NITROSOPYRROLIDINE 930-55-2 3.5E-03 
NICKEL AND COMPOUNDS 7440-02-0 8.0E-03 

NICKEL ACETATE 373-02-4 2.4E-02 
NICKEL CARBONATE 3333-67-3 1.6E-02 
NICKEL CARBONYL 13463-39-3 2.3E-02 
NICKEL HYDROXIDE 12054-48-7 1.3E-02 

NICKELOCENE 1271-28-9 1.6E-02 
NICKEL OXIDE 1313-99-1 1.0E-02 

Nickel refinery dust from the pyrometallurgical process 1146 8.0E-03 
NICKEL SUBSULFIDE 12035-72-2 3.3E-02 

NITRIC ACID 7697-37-2 
p-NITROSODIPHENYLAMINE 156-10-5 3.3E-01 
OZONE 10028-15-6 
PARTICULATE EMISSIONS FROM DIESEL-FUELED 
ENGINES 9901 6.6E-03 
PERCHLOROETHYLENE  (Tetrachloroethylene) 127-18-4 3.5E-01 
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1.5E-01 
3.0E-03 

2.3E-01 

4.3E-05 
4.3E-05 
2.0E+00 
2.8E-01 

4.9E+00 
9.3E-01 

1.0E+00 

1.4E-05 
4.3E-05 
2.9E-05 
4.2E-05 
2.3E-05 
2.9E-05 
1.8E-05 
1.4E-05 
5.9E-05 
6.2E-03 

1.3E-02 

1.4E+00 
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PHENOL 
PHOSGENE 
PHOSPHINE 
PHOSPHORIC ACID 
PHTHALIC ANHYDRIDE 
PCB (POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS) 
(unspeciated mixture)  [high risk] 
PCB (POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS) (speciated) 

3,3',4,4'-TETRACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 77) 
3,4,4',5-TETRACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 81) 

2,3,3',4,4'-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 105) 
2,3,4,4',5-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 114) 
2,3',4,4',5-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 118) 
2,3',4,4',5'-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 123) 
3,3',4,4',5-PENTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 126) 
2,3,3',4,4',5-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 156) 
2,3,3',4,4',5'-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 157) 
2,3',4,4',5,5'-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 167) 
3,3',4,4',5,5'-HEXACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 169) 

2,3,3',4,4',5,5'-HEPTACHLOROBIPHENYL  (PCB 189) 
POLYCHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS 
(PCDD) (Treat as 2,3,7,8-TCDD for HRA) 

2,3,7,8-TETRACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 
1,2,3,7,8-PENTACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 
1,2,3,4,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 
1,2,3,6,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 
1,2,3,7,8,9-HEXACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HEPTACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-OCTACHLORODIBENZO-P-DIOXIN 

POLYCHLORINATED DIBENZOFURANS  (PCDD) 
(Treat as 2,3,7,8-TCDD for HRA) 

2,3,7,8-TETRACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
1,2,3,7,8-PENTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
2,3,4,7,8-PENTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
1,2,3,4,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
1,2,3,6,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
1,2,3,7,8,9-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
2,3,4,6,7,8-HEXACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HEPTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HEPTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-OCTACHLORODIBENZOFURAN 

POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBON  (PAH) 
[Treat as B(a)P for HRA] 

BENZ(A)ANTHRACENE 
BENZO(A)PYRENE 

BENZO(B)FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(J)FLUORANTHENE 
BENZO(K)FLUORANTHENE 

CHRYSENE 
DIBENZ(A,H)ACRIDINE 

DIBENZ(A,H)ANTHRACENE 
DIBENZ(A,J)ACRIDINE 

108-95-2 
75-44-5 

7803-51-2 
7664-38-2 
85-44-9 

1336-36-3 
N/A 

32598-13-3 
70362-50-4 
32598-14-4 
74472-37-0 
31508-00-6 
65510-44-3 
57465-28-8 
38380-08-4 
69782-90-7 
52663-72-6 
32774-16-6 
39635-31-9 

1086 
1746-01-6 

40321-76-4 
39227-28-6 
57653-85-7 
19408-74-3 
35822-46-9 
3268-87-9 

1080 
51207-31-9 
57117-41-6 
57117-31-4 
70648-26-9 
57117-44-9 
72918-21-9 
60851-34-5 
67562-39-4 
55673-89-7 
39001-02-0 

1151 
56-55-3 
50-32-8 

205-99-2 
205-82-3 
207-08-9 
218-01-9 
226-36-8 
53-70-3 

224-42-0 
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1.1E+03 

4.6E+00 
4.0E+01 
1.1E+02 

7.9E-05 

8.4E-06 
2.8E-06 
2.8E-05 
2.8E-05 
2.8E-05 
2.8E-05 
8.4E-09 
2.8E-05 
2.8E-05 
2.8E-05 
2.8E-08 
2.8E-05 

9.3E-10 
9.3E-10 
9.3E-10 
9.3E-09 
9.3E-09 
9.3E-09 
9.3E-08 
3.1E-06 

1.3E-09 
1.3E-08 
4.5E-08 
4.5E-09 
1.3E-08 
1.3E-08 
1.3E-08 
1.3E-08 
1.3E-07 
1.3E-07 
4.5E-06 

2.6E-05 
2.6E-04 
2.6E-05 
2.6E-04 
2.6E-04 
2.6E-04 
2.6E-03 
2.6E-04 
7.4E-05 
2.6E-04 

4.2E-01 
2.9E-04 
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DIBENZO(A,E)PYRENE 
DIBENZO(A,H)PYRENE 
DIBENZO(A,I)PYRENE 
DIBENZO(A,L)PYRENE 

7H-DIBENZO(C,G)CARBAZOLE 
7,12-DIMETHYLBENZ(A)ANTHRACENE 

1,6-DINITROPYRENE 
1,8-DINITROPYRENE 

INDENO(1,2,3-C,D)PYRENE 
3-METHYLCHOLANTHRENE 

5-METHYLCHRYSENE 
NAPHTHALENE 

5-NITROACENAPHTHENE 
6-NITROCHRYSENE 
2-NITROFLUORENE 

1-NITROPYRENE 
4-NITROPYRENE 

1,3-PROPANE SULTONE 
PROPYLENE  (PROPENE) 
PROPYLENE GLYCOL MONOMETHYL ETHER 
PROPYLENE OXIDE 
SELENIUM AND COMPOUNDS 

HYDROGEN SELENIDE 

SELENIUM SULFIDE 

SILICA [CRYSTALLINE, RESPIRABLE] 
SODIUM HYDROXIDE 
STYRENE 
SULFATES 
SULFURIC ACID AND OLEUM 

SULFURIC ACID 
SULFUR TRIOXIDE 

OLEUM 
1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHANE 
THIOACETAMIDE 
TOLUENE 
TOLUENE DIISOCYANATES 

TOLUENE-2,4-DIISOCYANATE 
TOLUENE-2,6-DIISOCYANATE 

1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE (Vinyl Trichloride) 
TRICHLOROETHYLENE 
TRIETHYLAMINE 
URETHANE  (Ethyl Carbamate) 
VANADIUM COMPOUNDS 

VANADIUM (fume or dust) 
VANADIUM PENTOXIDE 

VINYL ACETATE 
VINYL CHLORIDE  (Chloroethylene) 
VINYLIDENE CHLORIDE  (1,1-Dichloroethylene) 
XYLENES (mixed isomers) 

m-XYLENE 

192-65-4 
189-64-0 
189-55-9 
191-30-0 
194-59-2 
57-97-6 

42397-64-8 
42397-65-9 
193-39-5 
56-49-5 

3697-24-3 
91-20-3 

602-87-9 
7496-02-8 
607-57-8 
5522-43-0 

57835-92-4 
1120-71-4 
115-07-1 
107-98-2 
75-56-9 

7782-49-2 
7783-07-5 

7446-34-6 
7631-86-9 

[1175] 
1310-73-2 
100-42-5 

9960 
7664-93-9 
7664-93-9 
7446-71-9 
8014-95-7 
79-34-5 
62-55-5 

108-88-3 
26471-62-5 
584-84-9 
91-08-7 
79-00-5 
79-01-6 

121-44-8 
51-79-6 

N/A 
7440-62-2 
1314-62-1 
108-05-4 
75-01-4 
75-35-4 

1330-20-7 
108-38-3 

2.6E-05 
2.6E-06 
2.6E-06 
2.6E-06 
2.6E-05 
1.2E-06 
2.6E-06 
2.6E-05 
2.6E-04 
1.4E-05 
2.6E-05 
6.1E-02 
2.3E-03 
2.6E-06 
2.6E-03 
2.6E-04 
2.6E-04 
3.0E-03 
1.7E+04 
4.0E+04 
5.6E-01 
1.5E-01 

1.5E-01 

1.7E+01 

5.2E+03 

5.7E+00 
5.7E+00 
5.7E+00 

3.7E-02 
1.2E-03 
1.7E+03 
1.9E-01 
1.9E-01 
1.9E-01 
1.3E-01 
1.0E+00 
1.1E+03 
7.3E-03 

1.1E+03 
2.7E-02 
4.0E+02 
4.0E+03 
4.0E+03 

2.2E-01 

3.6E-04 

5.8E-04 
1.5E+00 
8.6E-03 
8.6E-03 
8.6E-03 
8.6E-03 
8.6E-03 

2.7E+00 

2.0E-01 

2.2E-03 
2.2E-03 

1.3E+01 

1.6E+00 
1.6E+00 
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o-XYLENE 95-47-6 4.0E+03 1.6E+00 
p-XYLENE 106-42-3 4.0E+03 1.6E+00 

References: 

Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Program Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Risk 
Assessemnts (Guidance Manual) – SRP Draft [10/14/14] 

Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Program Risk Assessment GuidelinesTechnical Support 
Document for the Derivation of Noncancer Reference Exposure Levels. [12/19/08] 

Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Program Risk Assessment Guidelines Part II: Technical Support 
Document for Cancer Potency Factors. 
[06/01/09] 

Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines: Technical Support 
Document for Exposure Assessment and Stochastic Analysis, [08/27/12] 

5.2 Rule 1200 Requirements for Health Risk Assessment (Tom 
Weeks, February 2001, modified April 2009) 

This document indicates the level of HRA review anticipated under Rule 1200 and the 
fees and supplemental information that should be submitted with the permit applications 
to allow expeditious review.  It is the basis of the HRA time estimates used in the 
Application Fee Deposit Reference Sheet (see Section 2.4 above).  

Category 1 and 2 applications are expected to pass a screening level HRA using “look-up” 
tables and generally will require approximately one hour of evaluation time.  Category 3 
applications are expected to require a site specific screening HRA using a simple 
dispersion model and will require approximately four hours or evaluation time.  Category 
4 applications are expected to require a refined site specific HRA.  The Toxics Section 
must be consulted concerning the required evaluation time for Category 4 applications. 

Permit engineers must be notified by the Toxics Section if actual costs incurred will 
exceed the initial estimate and the permit engineer must prepare an invoice for the 
additional fees prior to the additional analysis unless approved by a senior engineer. 

HRA REVIEW CATEGORY 
CATEGORY 0 - NO ANALYSIS REQUIRED (NEGLIGIBLE TOXIC EMISSIONS OR EXEMPT) 
CATEGORY 1 - EXPECTED TO PASS HRA USING SCREENING EMISSION RATE TABLES 
CATEGORY 2 - EXPECTED TO PASS HRA USING DISPERSION LOOK-UP TABLES 
CATEGORY 3 - EXPECTED TO PASS SCREENING HRA 
CATEGORY 4 - REFINED HRA REQUIRED 
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NOTES AND QUALIFIERS 
A - HRA required only if materials containing chromium, nickel, lead, or copper are used or 
processed. 
B - Facility uses propane or natural gas as fuel and annually cremates less than 300 human bodies 

or 
43,200 lbs of remains (human or animal) 

C - HRA not required if electrically heated. 
D - HRA required only if Rule 1200 listed materials are processed, produced or otherwise used. 
E - HRA not required if the P/O is issued with a throughput limitation that assures risks are < 

100E-6 and HHI 10.0 
G - HRA not required if 2 gallons per day or less of all graphic arts materials are used (minus 

water) 
H - Should be Category 4 if initial application review indicates that a refined HRA is required or is 

provided with the application for review. 

FEE SCHEDULE CATEGORY, QUALIFIER 

SCHEDULE 1: Abrasive Blasting Equipment Excluding Rooms and Booths 
(a)   Pot 100 Pounds Capacity or Larger with no Peripheral Equipment 2, A 
(b)    Pot 100 Pounds Capacity or Larger Loaded Pneumatically or from 2, A
         Storage Hoppers 
(c)  Bulk Abrasive Blasting Material Storage System 2, A 
(d)    Spent Abrasive Handling System 2, A 
(x)   Portable Abrasive Blasting Unit, Registration Under Rule 12.1 0 

SCHEDULE 2:  Abrasive Blasting Cabinets, Rooms and Booths 
(a)   Abrasive Blasting Cabinet, Room or Booth 1, A 
(b)   Cabinet, Room or Booth with an Abrasive Transfer or Recycle System 1, A 

SCHEDULE 3: Asphalt Roofing Kettles and Tankers used to Store Heat, Transport, and 
Transfer Hot Asphalt 

(a) Kettle or Tanker with Capacity Greater than 85 Gallons 
(b) Kettle or Tanker with Capacity Greater than 85 Gallons and Requiring 

Emission Control Equipment 
(w) Asphalt Roofing Kettles and Tankers, Registration Under Rule 12 
(z) Asphalt Roofing Kettles and Tankers, Registration Under Rule 12, 

Conversion from Valid Permit 

0 
0 

0 
0 

SCHEDULE 4:  Hot-Mix Asphalt Paving Batch Plants 3 

SCHEDULE 5: Rock Drills 
(a) Drill with Water Controls 1 
(b) Drill with Controls other than Water 1 
(w) Drill, Registration Under Rule 12 0 
(z) Drill, Registration Under Rule 12, Conversion from Valid Permit 0 
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SCHEDULE 6: Sand, Rock, and Aggregate Screens, when not used in Conjunction with 
other Permit Items in these Schedules 

(a) Screen Set 1 
(x) Portable Sand and Gravel Screen, Registration Under Rule 12.1 0 

SCHEDULE 7: Sand, Rock, and Aggregate Plants 3 
(a) Crusher System 3 
(b) Screening System 3 
(c) Loadout System 3 
(d) Aggregate Dryer System 3 
(x) Portable Rock Crushing System, Registration Under Rule 12.1 0 

SCHEDULE 8: Concrete Batch Plants, Concrete Mixers Over One Cubic Yard Capacity 3 
and Separate Cement Silo System 

(a) Concrete Batch Plant (including Cement-Treated Base Plants) 3 
(b) Mixer over One Cubic Yard Capacity 3 
(c) Cement or Fly Ash Silo System not part of another system requiring a permit 3 
(x) Portable Concrete Batch Plant, Registration Under Rule 12.1 0 

SCHEDULE 9: Concrete Product Manufacturing Plants 2 

SCHEDULE 10: Brick Manufacturing Plants 1 
(a) Clay Batching and Extruding System 1 
(b) Crusher-Screen System 1 
(c) Kiln 3 

SCHEDULE 11: Tire Buffers 0 

SCHEDULE 12:  Fish Canneries and Smoke Houses 1 
(a) Dryer (also called Meal Drying and Grinding System) 1 
(b) Precooker 1 
(c) Vat and Vibrating Screen System 1 
(d) Scrap Cooker and Grinder System 1 
(e) Cooker 1 
(f) Dry Pet Food Processing System 1 
(g) Digester Tank 1 
(h) Smoke House 1 
(i) Loadout System 1 

SCHEDULE 13: Boilers and Heaters 

(a) 1 MM BTU/HR up to but not including 50 MM BTU/HR Input 2 
(b) 50 MM BTU/HR up to but not including 250 MM BTU/HR Input 3, H 
(c) 250 MM BTU/HR up to 1050 MM BTU/HR Input or up to but not including 100 3, H 

Megawatt Gross Output whichever is Greater (Based on an Average Boiler 
Efficiency of 32.5%) 

(d) 100 Megawatt Gross Output or Greater (Based on an Average Boiler Efficiency of 3, H 
32.5%) 

(f) 1 MM BTU/HR up to but not including 50 MM BTU/HR Input at a Single Site 3, H 
where more than 5 such Units are Located 
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(g) Notice of Intention - 250 MM BTU/HR up to 1050 BTU/HR or up to but not 3, H 
including 100 Megawatt Output 

(h) Notice of Intention - Each 100 Megawatt Output or Greater 3, H 

SCHEDULE 14: Non-Municipal Incinerators 
(a) Waste Burning Capacity up to and including 100 LBS/HR 2, B 
(b) Waste Burning Capacity Greater than 100 LBS/HR 2, B 
(c) Burning Capacity up to and including 50 LBS/HR used exclusively for the 2, B 

Incineration or Cremation of Animals 

(d) Emission Controls or Modifications 0 

SCHEDULE 15: Burn Out Ovens 
(b) Wire Reclamation Oven 2 
(c) IC Engine Parts Refurbishing Unit 2 
(z) Navy:  Burn Out IC Engine Parts (98-99 Only) 0 

SCHEDULE 16: Core and Plastics Annealing/Softening Ovens 
(a) Core Oven 2 
(b) Plastic Annealing/Softening Ovens 0, C 

SCHEDULE 17: Brake Debonders 1 

SCHEDULE 18: Metal Melting Devices 
(a) Sweat Furnace 2 
(b) Electric Arc Furnace 2 
(c) Pit or Stationary Crucible 2 
(d) Pot Furnace 3 
(e) Induction Furnace 3 
(f) Cupola 3 
(g) Reverberatory Furnace 3 
(h) Brass Metal Melting Furnace - U.S. Navy 3 

SCHEDULE 19: Oil Quenching and Salt Baths 1 

SCHEDULE 20: Gas Turbine Engines, Test Cells and Test Stands 
GAS TURBINE, TURBOSHAFT, TURBOJET & TURBOFAN ENGINE TEST CELLS AND 
STANDS 
(a) Aircraft Propulsion Turbine, Turboshaft, Turbojet or Turbofan Engine 2 

Test Cell or Stand 
(b) Aircraft Propulsion Test Cell or Stand at a Facility where more than one 2 

such Unit is located 
(c) Non-Aircraft Turbine Test Cell or Test Stand 2 

GAS TURBINE ENGINES 
(d) Non-Aircraft Turbine Engine 1 MM BTU/HR up to but not including 1 

50 MM BTU/HR input 
(e) Non-Aircraft Turbine Engine 50 MM BTU/HR up to but not including 2 

250 MM BTU/HR input 
(f) Non-Aircraft Turbine Engine 250 MM BTU/HR or greater input 3 
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(g) Unit used solely for Peak Load Electric Generation 3 
(h) Standby Gas Turbines used for Emergency Power Generation 1 

SCHEDULE 21: Waste Disposal and Reclamation Units 
(a) Paper or Wood Shredder or Hammermill Grinder 0 
(b) Metal Shredder 0 
(c) Garbage and Refuse Shredder 1 
(d) Air Classifier 1 
(e) Dryer 0 

SCHEDULE 22: Feed and Grain Mills and Kelp Processing Plants 

(a) Receiving System (includes Silos) 0 
(b) Grinder, Cracker, or Roll Mill 0 
(c) Shaker Stack, Screen Set, Pelletizer System, Grain Cleaner, or Hammermill 0 
(d) Mixer System 0 
(e) Truck or Rail Loading System 0 

SCHEDULE 23: Bulk Terminal Grain and Dry Chemical Transfer and Storage Facility Equipment 
(a) Receiving System (Railroad, Ship and Truck Unloading) 1 
(b) Storage Silo System 1 
(c) Loadout Station System 1 
(d) Belt Transfer Station 1 

SCHEDULE 24: Dry Chemical Mixing and Detergent Spray Towers 
(a) Grain Mixing System (Includes Receiving, Transfer, Mixing or Blending, Storage, 

Loadout Bagging) 1 
(b) Detergent Spray Tower 1 
(c) Dry Chemical Mixers with capacity over One-Half Cubic Yard 1 

SCHEDULE 25:  Volatile Organic Compound Terminals, Bulk Plants and Intermediate Refueler Facilities 

PART 1 - BULK PLANTS AND BULK TERMINALS EQUIPPED WITH OR PROPOSED 
TO BE EQUIPPED WITH A PROCESSOR 2 
(a) Per Tank 3 
(b) Tank Rim Seal Replacement 0 
(c) Per Truck Loading Head 3 
(d) Per Vapor Processor 3 

PART 2 - BULK PLANTS NOT EQUIPPED WITH OR NOT PROPOSED TO BE EQUIPPED 
WITH A VAPOR PROCESSOR 
(e) Per Tank 2 
(f) Per Truck Loading Head 2 

PART 3 - FACILITIES FUELING INTERMEDIATE REFUELERS (IR) FOR SUBSEQUENT 
FUELING OF MOTOR VEHICLES, BOATS OR AIRCRAFT 
(h) Per IR Loading Connector 2 

SCHEDULE 26: Non-Bulk Volatile Organic Compound Dispensing Facilities Subject to District 
Rules 61.0 thru 61.6 
(a) Phase I and Phase II Vapor Recovery Facility 0, E 
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(b) Replacement or Addition of Tanks at a Permitted Facility 0, E 
(c) Facilities where only Phase I controls are required 0, E 
(d) Addition of Nozzles at Permitted Facilities where Phase II is required 0, E 
(e) Non-Retail Facilities with 250-550 Gallon Tanks and no other Non-Bulk 0, E 

Gasoline Dispensing Permits 
(f) Phase II Bootless or Mini-Booted Nozzles Vacuum Assist Systems Facility 0, E 

SCHEDULE 27: Application of Materials Containing Organic Solvents (includes coatings, 
adhesives, and other materials containing volatile organic compounds (VOC)) 

PART 1 - MARINE COATINGS 
(t) Marine Coating Application at Facilities where combined coating and cleaning 

solvents usage is < 3 gallons/day and <100 gallons/year 1 
(a) Marine Coating Application at Facilities emitting < 10 tons/year of VOC from 3 

Marine Coating Operations 

(b) Marine Coating Application at Facilities emitting > 10 tons/year of VOC from 3 
Marine Coating Operations 

(c) Each additional Marine Coating Permit Unit 2 

PART 2 - INDUSTRIAL MATERIAL APPLICATIONS and MANUFACTURING 
(d) Surface Coating Application Station using > 1 gallon/day without Control 2 

Equipment and not covered by other Fee Schedules at Facilities emitting 
< 5 tons/year 

(e) Surface Coating Application Station without Control Equipment and not covered 2 
by other Fee Schedules at Facilities emitting > 5 tons/year 

(f) Fiberglass, Plastic or Foam Product Process Line at Facilities emitting < 10 3 
tons/year from these types of Operations 

(g) Fiberglass, Plastic or Foam Product Process Line at Facilities emitting > 10 3 
tons/year from these types of Operations 

(i) Surface Coating Application Station requiring Control Equipment 3 
(j) Surface Coating Application Station Subject to Rules 67.3 or 67.9 without Control 2 

Equipment at Facilities emitting < 5 tons/year 
(k) Surface Coating Application Station Subject to Rules 67.3 or 67.9 without Control 2 

Equipment at Facilities emitting > 5 tons/year 
(l) Wood Products Coating Application Station without Control Equipment at Facilities 2 

emitting < 5 tons/year and using > 500 gallons/year 

(m)    Wood Products Coating Application Station without Control Equipment at Facilities 3 
emitting > 5 tons/year 

(n) Press or Operation at a Printing or Graphic Arts Facility Subject to Rule 67.16 0, G 
(o) Union Tribune Publishing Graphic Arts Operation 1, G 
(p) Surface Coating Application Station without Control Equipment where combined 1 

coating and cleaning solvent usage is < 1 gallon/day or < 50 gallons/year 
(q) Wood Products Coating Application Station without Control Equipmentat Facilities 1 

using < 500 gallons/year 

PART 3 - AUTOMOTIVE PAINTING 
(r) Facility applying < 5 gallons/day of Coating Materials Subject to Rule 67.20 1 

(as applied or sprayed) 
(s) Facility applying > 5 gallons/day of Coating Materials Subject to Rule 67.20 1 

(as applied or sprayed) 
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PART 4 - ADHESIVE MATERIALS APPLICATION OPERATIONS 
(u) Adhesive Materials Application Station without Control Equipment at Facilities 2 

emitting < 5 tons/year of VOC 
(v)    Adhesive Materials Application Station without Control Equipment at Facilities 2 

emitting > 5 tons/year of VOC 
(w)   Adhesive Materials Application Station without Control Equipment using 1 

< 55 gallons/year of Adhesive Materials 

SCHEDULE 28: Vapor and Cold Solvent Cleaning Operations and Metal Inspection Tanks 
(a) Vapor Degreaser (> 5 sq. ft.) 1 
(b) Cold Solvent Degreaser (> 5 sq. ft.) 0 
(c) Corrosion Control Carts 1 
(d) Paint Stripping Tanks 3 
(e) Vapor Phase Solder Reflow Unit 1 
(f) Remote Reservoir Cleaners 0, D 
(h) Vapor Degreaser (< 5 sq. ft) 0, D 
(i) Cold Solvent Degreaser (< 5 sq. ft) 0, D 
(j) Metal Inspection Tanks 1 
(k) Contract Service Remote Reservoir Cleaners 0, D 
(l) Small Contract Service Cold Degreasers (< 5 sq. ft) 0 
(m) Facility-Wide Solvent Application Operations 2 

SCHEDULE 29:  Solder Levelers and Hydrosqueegees 2 

SCHEDULE 30: Kelp and Biogum Products Solvent Dryer 1 

SCHEDULE 31: Dry Cleaning Facilities 
(a) Facility using Halogenated Hydrocarbon Solvents required to install Control 1, E 

Equipment 
(b) Facility using Petroleum Based Solvents 0, D 
(c) Facility using Solvents not required to install Control Equipment 1 

SCHEDULE 32: Acid Chemical Milling, Copper Etching and Hot Dip Galvanizing 
(a) Copper Etching Tank 3 
(b) Acid Chemical Milling Tank 3 
(c) Hot Dip Galvanizing Tank 3 

SCHEDULE 33: Can and Coil Manufacturing and Coating Operations 
(a) Process Line Applying >1000 Gallons/Year 2 
(b) Research and Development Coil Coating Line 2 
(c) Process Line Applying <1000 Gallons Per Year 1 

SCHEDULE 34: Piston Type Internal Combustion Engines 
(a) Cogeneration Engine with In-Stack Emission Controls 2 
(b) Cogeneration Engine with Engine Design Emission Controls 2 
(c) Emergency Standby Engine (for electrical or fuel interruptions beyond control of 2 

Permittee 
(d) Engine for Non-Emergency and Non-Cogeneration Operation 1 
(e) Grouping of Engines (> 200 Horsepower) for Dredging or Crane Operation 2 
(f) Diesel Pile-Driving Hammer 2 
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(g) Engine for Non-Emergency and Non-Cogeneration Operation (< 200 Horsepower) 2 
(w) Specific Eligible Engines, Registration Under Rule 12 0 
(x) Specific Eligible Portable Engines, Registration Under Rule 12.1 0 
(z) Specific Eligible Engines, Registration Under Rule 12, Conversion from Valid 0 

Permit 

SCHEDULE 35: Bulk Flour, Powered Sugar and Dry Chemical Storage System 0, D 

SCHEDULE 36: Grinding Booths and Rooms 0, D 

SCHEDULE 37: Plasma Electric and Ceramic Deposition Spray Booths 2 

SCHEDULE 38:  Paint, Stain, Ink, Solder Paste, and Dielectric Paste Manufacturing 
(a) Paint, Stain or Ink Manufacturing Lines Producing ≥10,000 Gallons 2 
(b) Can Filling Lines 2 
(c) Each Process Line for Solder Paste or Dielectric Paste Manufacturing 2 
(d) Paint, Stain or Ink Manufacturing Lines Producing <10,000 Gallons 2 

SCHEDULE 39: Precious Metals Refining 2, A 

SCHEDULE 40: Asphalt Pavement Heaters/Recyclers 
(a) Processor 1 

SCHEDULE 41: Perlite Processing 0 

SCHEDULE 42:  Electronic Component Manufacturing 1 
(a) Electronic Manufacturing Operations 1 
(b) Electronic Manufacturing Screen Printing 1 
(c) Electronic Manufacturing Coating/Maskant Application Excluding Conformal 1 

Operations 
(d) Electronic Manufacturing Conformal Coating 1 
(e) Electronic Manufacturing Facility-wide Solvent Application 1 

SCHEDULE 43: Ceramic Slip Casting 1 

SCHEDULE 44: Evaporators, Dryers, & Stills Processing Organic Materials 
(a) Evaporators and Dryers 2 
(b) Solvent Recovery Stills 2 

SCHEDULE 45: Rubber Mixers 0 

SCHEDULE 46: Reverse Osmosis Membrane Manufacturing 3 

SCHEDULE 47: Organic Gas Sterilizers 2 
(a) Organic Gas Sterilizers requiring control 2 
(b) Stand Alone Organic Gas Aerator requiring control 2 
(c) Organic Gas Sterilizer not requiring control 2 
(d) Stand Alone Organic Gas Aerator not requiring control 2 
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SCHEDULE 48:  Municipal Waste Storage and Processing 

(a) Sanitary Landfill 3 
(b) Temporary Storage and/or Transfer Station 2 
(c) Landfill Gas Flare or Containment System 3 
(d) Municipal Waste Incinerator 4 
(e) North County Resource Recovery 3 

SCHEDULE 49: (a) Non-Operational Status Equipment 
(b) Activating Non-Operational Status Equipment 0 

SCHEDULE 50:  Coffee Roasters 1 

SCHEDULE 51: Industrial Waste Water Treatment 

(a) Processing Line - Onsite 3 
(b) Processing Line - Offsite 3 

SCHEDULE 52:  Air Stripping and Soil Remediation Equipment 

(a) Air Stripping Equipment 3 
(b) Soil Remediation Equipment - Onsite 3 
(c) Soil Remediation Equipment - Offsite 4 

SCHEDULE 53:  Lens Casting Equipment 
(a) Lens Casting Equipment 3 
(b) Lens Coating Equipment 2 

SCHEDULE 54:  Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 
(a) Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 1 
(b) Protein Synthesis Employing Solvents 1 

SCHEDULE 55:  Hexavalent Chromium Plating & Chromic Acid Anodizing 
(a) Emissions Collection System serving one or more Plating and/or Anodizing Tank(s) 3 
(b) Decorative Plating Tank(s) Only 3 
(c) Hard Chrome Plating or Chromic Acid Tank 3 

SCHEDULE 56:  Sewage Treatment Facilities 
(a) Sewage Treatment Facility 3 
(b) Wastewater Odor Treatment System that is not part of a Permitted Sewage 3 

Treatment Facility 
(c) Sewage Sludge Composting Facility 2 

SCHEDULE 57:  Laundry Facilities Processing Material Containing Organic Compounds 2 

SCHEDULE 58:  Bakeries 0 

5.3 Supplemental Guidance For Rule 1200 HRA Review (Tom 
Weeks, September 2004) 
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The following guidance shall be followed when performing Rule 1200 Health Risk 
Assessments. 

Toxics New Source Review (TNSR) Labor Tracking and Cost Accounting -Toxics New 
Source Review (Rule 1200) applies to any new, relocated, or modified emission unit 
which may increase emissions of one or more toxic air contaminant and for which an 
Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate is required pursuant to Rule 10.  Rule 
40(d)(5) allows the District to recover fees for TNSR analysis by charging additional 
engineering evaluation fees.  Estimated HRA review time is presented in the Engineering 
Division MOP Section 5.2.  

Recent review of T&M applications indicates that HRA fees are not consistently 
collected and that labor time is not always tracked correctly.  Fees must be collected for 
all sources that undergo TNSR. Facilities that undergo TNSR should be quoted and must 
submit the combined application fee and TNSR fee (along with any other appropriate fee 
add-on such as those for NSR, source testing, NESHAP and ATCM review) for all 
emission units.  Labor spent performing TNSR, either by the permit engineer or the 
Toxics section must be coded as billable time in labor tracking.  

Submittal of TNSR Deminimis Screening HRAs to the Toxics Section - Rule 1200 
requires that the District "develop screening risk assessment procedures for common 
equipment and toxic air contaminants to expedite and standardize review for compliance 
with Section (d)" and "propose additional exemptions to Section (b) that the Air Pollution 
Control Officer deems appropriate, based on the results of these screening procedures." 
In order to do that it is necessary to review data on emission units that pass the District's 
deminimis screening procedure.  Therefore, all deminimis screening HRAs must be 
submitted to the Toxics Section Aide. 

Review of Applicant Prepared Health Risk Assessments - Health Risk Assessments 
prepared by applicants and submitted with an application should be forwarded, upon 
receipt, to the Toxics Section for review.  Although it may, in some cases, be easier to 
perform a deminimis screening HRA, refined HRAs submitted by the applicant cannot be 
ignored.  Refined HRAs often result in lower estimated risk than screening analyses 
which can impact the results of the engineering evaluation.  In addition, submittal of 
these refined HRAs early in the evaluation process will help expedite permit issuance. 

5.4 Rule 11(a)(6) Interpretation (Tom Weeks, November, 2010) 

Rule 11(a)(6) states that the exemption from permit requirements specified in section (d) 
“…shall not apply to any new or modified equipment, operation or process which emits 
or may emit toxic air contaminants, as defined in Rule 1210, and which the Air Pollution 
control Officer determines has emissions which, in the absence of any emission control 
device or limitation on material usage or production, may be expected to exceed any 
standard specified in Rule 1200(d)(1)(i), (d)(2) or (d)(3).” 
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In the past this has been interpreted to mean that any exempt emission unit that emits a 
Rule 1200 toxic air contaminant in quantities greater than de minimis amounts, no longer 
qualifies for an exemption and must obtain a District permit. However, de minimis toxic 
emission rates are highly health protective and exceeding these levels does not mean that 
an emission unit will “exceed a standard specified in Rule 1200(d)(1)(i), (d)(2) or (d)(3).” 

Therefore, prior to imposing the Rule 11(a)(6) exclusion, a site specific health risk 
assessment must be performed.  Because most exempt equipment emit TACs and do not 
to present a public health risk, the request to perform a refine HRA should be based on 
knowledge that the subject equipment differs in some way from the other equipment in 
the exempt category and may therefore be expected to exceed a standard specified in 
Rule 1200(d)(1)(i), (d)(2) or (d)(3). 

5.5 Procedure for Updating Tables in Rule 1200 and 1210 

The following procedure shall be used to update tables in Rules 1200 and 1210. 

1) Edit the table and include the new revision dates on each table as applicable 
2)  Publish a 30 day notice 
3) After the comment period ends, an Advisory is mailed to all permit holders and 

the District’s general mailing list.  The advisory should include a brief description 
of the nature of the changes, who to contact with questions. 

4) Revised table are distributed as rule book updates. 
5) Rules with revised tables are posted on the website. 

6. Permit to Operate Evaluations 

6.1 P/O Engineer Evaluation Requirements and Process (October, 
2020, Nick Horres) 

The purpose of the PTO evaluation is to explain the results of the initial inspection and 
how any specific initial compliance requirements were fulfilled. It should also highlight 
any changes made to the equipment since the A/C, discuss additional rule analysis if 
necessary due to changes, and explain any changes made to the conditions. Finally, it 
contains our recommendation for either approving or denying the permit. There is a 
standard format for the evaluation available as a template which contains the following 
sections: 
7.0 Inspection Report 

• This section should include the results of the initial inspection and any discussion 
about changes to the equipment from the A/C to the proposed PTO. It should be 
as specific as possible and not simply state that the equipment met the 
requirements. Typical information that should be noted in the PTO evaluation 
includes: 
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• Listing of each piece of equipment inspected and whether it matched the 
requirements of the A/C or there is a minor change. E.g.: 

“The engine matched the A/C description, with a S/N of BC204820485 which 
was added to the S/A” or 
“The installed burner was a slightly different model number, VC300-2 and 
had a slightly lower heat input, 22 MMBtu/hr compared to 22.5 MMBtu/hr 
listed in the application.” 

• Discussion of each permit condition that was reviewed during the inspection and 
how compliance was demonstrated. If there was a source test conducted, state that 
the source test results showed compliance with permit limits (or didn’t). E.g.: 

“The engine was equipped with an hour meter (with a reading of 6.5 hr) and 
the operator provided the maintenance manual, maintenance records and 
engine log book” or 
“The baghouse was equipped with a magnahelic gauge; however, the 
incorrect gauge was installed and the range (1”-2” H2O) is not sufficient for 
the range of the filter (1”-6”). A new part had already been ordered, so a 
requirement was added to the S/A to replace the gauge within 14 days and 
provide a photo to demonstrate” 

• State that there are inspection photos available or explain why there aren’t any. 
• If the equipment installed deviated from the equipment description in any way 

that potentially could affect permit requirements, there should be a discussion of 
how the change continues to comply with the same conditions on the A/C or 
required reanalysis. Typical reasons you may need to consider changes/rule 
analysis: 

o The equipment installed is larger than the proposed equipment 
o A different engine is installed that has higher diesel PM emissions 
o A coating process is found to consist of different types of coating than 

proposed (e.g. proposed as metal coating but during inspection you find 
aerospace components) 

o Initial material usage is higher than expected and causing exceedance of 
emission limits 

o Different monitoring equipment is installed than proposed 
o The applicant requests changes to the A/C requirements that could affect 

emissions 
• Explain any changes to permit conditions, potentially including attachments or 

other aids to more easily show what is changing. A spreadsheet comparing A/C to 
PTO or listing strikeout/highlight versions of the conditions in the evaluation 
typically is the best way. 

8.0 Recommended PTO Conditions 
This section should state the conclusions of the evaluation and either recommend that 
permit be issued or the application denied. If proposing approval, the CON record should 
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be listed and whether it was new or modified, and whether it deviated from the A/C 
requirements. 

6.2 Creating Conditions for PTOs (October, 2020 Nick Horres) 

Conditions for permits will typically be very similar to conditions for the authority to 
construct. Standard condition sets are maintained in BCMS as “CON” records. If an 
already approved CON with no changes is being used (e.g. for a standard emergency 
engine) then you only need to apply the condition set to the permit. If not, a new 
condition set is prepared or an existing CON is revised. 

The first step in preparing the conditions is typically to finalize all the conditions on the 
application record and then copy them to the PTO. Alternatively, if you do not need to 
issue an S/A with the final PTO conditions, conditions can be finalized on the new CON 
record instead. For any new or revised conditions, the engineer should follow through the 
steps outlined in the A/C evaluation procedures to identify if there is an already approved 
reference condition that meets the same need, and if revised conditions are present only 
on the permits affected by the application. 

If creating a new CON, the next step is to create the record in BCMS. The following 
steps show how to create and name the CON. To name the CON, the fee schedule and 
brief description are listed as the organization name: 
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Once the CON record is created, conditions should be copied from the APP record and 
any updates made. The initial workflow step should then be completed by the permit 
engineer. The engineer should then notify their senior engineer that it is ready for review 
and provide any relevant information explaining what changes were made and why. The 
senior engineer then completes the workflow step and forwards the request to a 
representative from Compliance for review and approval. Compliance review is primarily 
focused on enforceability. Compliance will complete their review and the workflow task 
and forward the request to the engineering aide to finalize the condition setup. Finally, 
the aide will notify the permit engineer that the set is ready and the permit issuance 
process can proceed. Review time should be charged to the underlying applications, not 
to the CON record itself. 

The following diagram provides a rough outline of a typical permit condition/CON 
record setup process. 
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6.3 Permit Condition Languange Guidance (October, 2020 Nick Horres) 

General Guidance 
Writing good permit conditions is one of the most important steps in the application review process. 
We utilize standard conditions whenever possible, but a high percentage of applications will need 
new conditions. Engineers should generally consider the following principles when drafting 
conditions and also follow any directions from their supervisor: 

• Utilize existing conditions whenever possible 
• Duplicate existing wording only changing the relevant sections. For example: if there is a 

standard condition for a temperature limit at 700 degrees C and you need a limit of 750 
degrees C, copy the existing condition and update the limit rather than attempting to write a 
new condition. 

• Pay close attention to usage of “and”, “or” and comma placement to ensure the condition is 
enforceable as intended. Something that may be implied when used normally in spoken 
English can be vague in the context of a permit condition. A common mistake is to use 
phrasing similar to: 

Emissions from this equipment shall be below 10 lb/day or 5 tons/year. 

The usage of “or” in the above sentence can be interpreted as saying that the applicant only 
needs to meet one of the limits rather than both. In this condition the “or” should be 
replaced with “and” 

• Use definitive language. E.g. always specify “the operator shall do A…” not “the operator 
should do B…” 

• Be clear and concise. It’s better to have more, simpler conditions than fewer longer 
conditions. 

• Utilize “permit streamlining” principles (if one rule requires meeting an emission limit of 10 
ppm and one requires meeting 15 ppm, you can combine them and list an emission limit of 
10 ppm) 

• There must be a mechanism (typically a test or monitoring requirement) to demonstrate 
compliance with any condition on the permit 

• Many limits will also require recordkeeping conditions requiring the owner/operator to 
maintain documentation to show they comply with all limits/requirements (maintenance 
records, material usage records, etc.) 

• Include rule references in the condition. The ideal form of rule references is to place 
brackets around them but parentheses are also acceptable. You may also cite multiple rules 
in one condition so that the condition can be used on a greater variety of permits. For 
example: All fuel used in this engine must be CARB diesel. [Rule 69.4.1 and/or 17 CCR 
93115 and/or 17 CCR 93116] 

• Avoid employing complex calculations within conditions unless absolutely necessary 
• Pollutant and chemical names should be used, spelled correctly and for TAC limits include 

the CAS # 
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• Be specific whenever possible. The vaguer a condition is, the more likely that the facility 

will eventually misunderstand it and it will be harder for Compliance to enforce the 
requirement. 

• When stating things like calculation methodologies, test procedures or similar requirements 
that are not specified in the regulation, consider including phrasing similar to “…or 
alternative procedure approved in writing in advance by the District” 

• Do not refer to other conditions by number or as “below” or “above” since conditions can 
easily be reordered/renumbered 

• Consider who the operator/permittee is. Larger, more sophisticated companies with 
dedicated environmental staff and past experience working with permits will have an easier 
time complying with more complex requirements than a small operation new to permitting 

6.4 Preparing a PTO in BCMS 

The last step in finishing a PTO evaluation is to prepare the PTO in BCMS. Depending on the 
application type, this may require modifying an existing permit, relocating an existing permit, or 
creating a new permit. When possible, modifying/relocating an existing permit should be utilized 
instead of creating a new permit. 

Modifying an existing permit 

The two parts of a permit that need to be modified when finishing an application are the permit 
record and the conditions. 

In the permit record, the equipment description, equipment types, BEC and version history need to 
be revised. For the version history, the PTE and expected actual emission values must be completed 
for any application that involved emission calculations. 

NOTE: It is extremely critical that the PTE and expected actual emissions are completed 
accurately on any permit when the application involved emission calculations or emission 
calculations are readily are available from previous applications. These will be utilized as data 
made available to the public through AB423 changes, so accuracy and completeness is key. 
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The equipment type section is what determines annual renewal fees. Some fee schedules are based 
on each emission unit while some are based on each facility, so these should be set correctly as 
listed in Rule 40. In some cases, such as rock plants, there may be multiple fee schedules on the 
same permit that are set to assess renewal. For coating permits that involve multiple types of 
coating, each fee schedule should be added, but only the highest renewal fee should be set to assess. 

The last step is to apply the conditions from the approved CON by copying to the permit as shown 
in other procedures. 

Relocating a permit 

Before submitting the final evaluation for approval, the existing permit needs to be moved to the 
new site ID. This can be accomplished as follows. This covers only those additional steps for 
changing a permit’s location. All other steps should be followed as usually for BCMS and 
completing the PTO evaluation. Permit Engineers can carry these steps out themselves or request an 
aide to move the permit. 
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1. Open the old site record that is associated with the permit to be moved in “related records”. 

Find the permit in question and check the box next to it. 

2. Click “Delete” from the menu. Note that this does not delete the permit, it deletes the 
association to the old SITE. 

After clicking the button, the old site will now no longer be connected to the permit. 

3. Open the change of location application in the “related records” tab. Select the “look up” 
function.  
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Search for the permit that is being relocated. 

After clicking submit and finding the permit, check the box next to the application and click 
“select as child”. Since you are on the application record, this selects the permit as being under 
it, following the typical record relationships. 

After this, a window will pop up asking what parameters should be copied. Select only 
“Contact” and click submit. This copies the application contact information, including 
equipment location, to the permit. 
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This should successfully move the permit to the new site and place it under the application. 

4. Now the data just needs to be cleaned up. First open the permit and delete the old contacts. 
There should only be one of each contact type. Note that the new equipment location must 
be changed to the primary contact to allow deleting the old equipment location. 
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After cleanup, there should only be one of each contact type. 

5. After moving the permit, this has left the original application record by itself. To prevent 
loss of documents in accordance with the retention schedule, the original application should 
also be moved and associated with the permit. 

Finally, the PTO record data and permit conditions should be updated as necessary following the 
same steps as for a modified permit. 

Creating a new permit 

To create a new permit, the application record will be “cloned” to copy key information over. This 
is done from the related records tab in BCMS 
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Now set the record type to PTO and create the new record. When prompted, select to copy contact 
information and then submit to create the new PTO record. 
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Now that the new permit is created, the same steps should be followed as for modifications to 
create the record data and apply the conditions. 

6.5 Permit Streamlining (October, 2020) 

It is important that engineers finalize permit evaluations as soon as possible after compliance with 
permit conditions has been established. Startup Authorizations are typically issued for 6 months, 
and ideally the final permit should be issued before the startup authorization expires. Additionally, 
applications for new equipment only include renewal fees for one year of operation, and extending 
the startup authorization period beyond one year can result in an applicant having to pay fees before 
their permit becomes active. 

6.6 Denials (November 2021) 

Before an application for an A/C is denied, the applicant generally will be notified by telephone of 
the proposed action with the reasons and the call will be documented.  The applicant will be given 
an opportunity to submit any revised or new information in order to demonstrate that the 
application should not be denied.  This must be done through the submittal of a new application and 
a fee that will be determined in accordance with Rule 40(a)(4).  If such a demonstration is not made 
as soon as is reasonably possible (within 10 working days), the denial action will be taken.  
Proposed P/O denials will be reviewed with the supervisor.  If there is a benefit in notifying the 
applicant of the proposed action before it is taken, it will be done in a manner similar to that for an 
A/C denial.  All A/C or P/O denial actions (except routine, off-the-shelf equipment) will be 
approved by the chief of engineering and the deputy director. The section’s senior engineer will 
sign all denial letters. The section’s senior engineer will sign all denial  letters. 

Operation of equipment without written authorization is a misdemeanor subject to fines or 
penalties up to $10,000 a day. If the withdrawal of an S/A or denial of an application is due to 
an emission violation and operation of the equipment continues, an additional penalty of up to 
$75,000 a day may be assessed 
When denying or canceling an application, the applicant will be advised that if there is construction 
without an A/C, Rule 10(a) will be violated or if there is operation without a P/O, Rule 10(b) will 
be violated.  Notice that a violation of any District rule or regulation will be subject to civil and 
criminal penalties also will be stated.  Similar language will be used when there may be the 
potential to violate other District rules. 
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The following letter template, or an equivalent as approved by the Senior Engineer, shall be used 
for all denials. 

Month DD, YYYY 

Applicant Name APPLICATION 
Applicant DBA NO.: APCD20XX-APP-
Applicant Title XXXXXX 
Address 
City, CA, ZIP 
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Dear _______, 

This is in reference to the permit application filed by [Applicant DBA] 
with the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (District) for an 
Authority to Construct (ATC) [Project Description] to be located at 
[Equipment Location Address]. After a detailed review, the District has 
concluded the proposed project as specified in Application No. 
APCD20XX-APP-XXXXXX, will not comply with applicable District 
rules (and/or state and/or federal air quality laws & regulations). 
Specifically, the proposed equipment will not comply with District Rule 
[…list all District, state and federal rules, laws or regulations requirements not 
met]. 

Therefore, in accordance with District Rule 22 - Denial of 
Applications, this application for anAuthority to Construct and Permit 
to Operate is hereby denied. 

Please note that [Applicant DBA] may appeal this denial through the filing 
of a petition with the District Hearing Board for a public hearing.  Such a 
petition must be made within 30 days after receipt of this letter.  [Applicant 
DBA] may also submit another application to the District for an Authority 
to Construct and Permit to Operate for equipment which will comply with 
applicable District rules (and all applicable state and federal laws and 
regulations). 

Construction or operation of equipment without written authorization from 
the District is a misdemeanor subject tofines or penalties as specified in 
California Health and Safety Code. 

If you have any questions regarding this action, please contact [District 
Project Engineer] at (858) XXX-XXXX, [District Project Engineer e-mail 
address] or the undersigned at (Tel. No. & email address). 

Senior Engineer Name 

Senior Engineer Title 
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6.7 Review of Conditions by Applicants (October 2020) 

Before issuing a PTO, we must enure that the applicant/operator understands the 
conditions and can comply with them. Conditions should initially be reviewed with the 
operator before the S/A is issued. If any changes are necessary, the Engineer should 
provide the applicant the opposrtunity to review and commont on the proposal. Typically 
this can be done by issuing an S/A with the updated conditions prior to beginning work 
on the CON approval or once reviewed by Compliance. 

The engineer should consult with their supervisor to determine when conditions should 
be provided to the applicant. For minor changes or changes that are expected to be 
approved by the senior engineer and Compliance, the conditions my be provided 
concurrently with CON review. If there is uncertainty, conditions should typically be 
approved by Compliance prior to providing to the applicant unless they are made aware 
that changes are likely. 

6.8 Applications Required for Expired Permits (April 24, 1979) 

Rule 10(h) requires an application for an annual renewal permit prior to the expiration 
date of the current permit.  If no such application is made, the permit is expired. 

In order to provide some flexibility to handle late applications for renewal in a reasonable 
manner, Rule 10(h) provides a six-month period within which an expired permit can be 
reinstated as though it were an annual renewal, provided an application for renewal is 
made and all fees and penalties are paid.  Submittal date is the postmarked date, if the 
application is mailed. 

Once the six-month period has passed, the permit is expired, and all current rules and 
regulations of the District apply.  Therefore, a new application for an A/C and P/O will be 
required. 

6.9 Documents to be upload prior to submitting the PTO for approval 

In addition to the documents required to be uploaded during the A/C review and issuance 
process, the following documents are expected to be uploaded as they become 
available/finalized during PTO evaluation, prior to submitting the application for final 
approval: 

• Signed CCN returned by applicant 
• Inspection Report/PTO Evaluation 
• Startup Authorization 
• Inspection Photos 
• Source Test Report 
• Supplemental test data or other information required as part of satisfying a 

condition 
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• Any relevant correspondence with applicant or other regulatory agencies 
• Invoices sent for additional fee deposits 

7. Startup Authorization (S/A) 

7.1 S/A Issuance (February 22, 1984) 

A. When a P/O evaluation that clearly demonstrates that the subject operation is in 
compliance with District requirements is done, an S/A will be issued allowing 
operation until a P/O is issued.  This type of S/A will be issued for six months. 

B. When equipment has been installed in accordance with an A/C or installed properly 
if an A/C is to be issued concurrently with a P/O and appears to be operating 
properly with no apparent violation of a District requirement, but will require 
further evaluation (i.e. source testing), an S/A may be issued for shakedown and 
test.  The S/A will be issued for no longer than is reasonable to conduct the 
shakedown/testing and for the District to verify compliance.  S/As of this type will 
not be issued for longer than 30 days without specific approval from the senior 
engineer.  The senior engineer will approve extension of this type of S/A. 

C. When the initial P/O evaluation indicates that operation of the subject equipment 
does not meet District standards but the problem may be corrected readily, an S/A 
will be issued for shakedown and test.  A senior engineer will approve S/As of this 
type in advance.  They will be of limited duration (i.e 10 days) and will specify as a 
condition of the S/A, what corrective action must be taken.  When liquid leaks are 
found, an S/A will be issued consistent with this type of policy only if a condition is 
added to the S/A that requires such leaks to be corrected within one working day 
from the issuance of the S/A. 

D. In the event a P/O evaluation indicates that operation of the subject equipment does 
not meet District requirements and substantial rework or replacement would be 
required for compliance to be achieved, the matter will be discussed with the 
supervisor regarding possible denial, S/A issuance or notification that a variance is 
needed to continue operation.  The supervisor or deputy director will provide 
guidance. 

E. Only the vapor control staff will issue Notices to Repair. 

F. For portable, off-the-shelf equipment, such as tar kettles and abrasive blast pots that 
will not exceed any NSR rule thresholds and that are not subject to any emission 
limitation other than Rule 50, the applicant will be advised that upon receipt of the 
application, he must notify the District the first time the equipment will be used in 
the county and that failure to do so will result in a violation of District rules.  When 
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the District is so notified and either an engineer or an inspector observes the source 
in operation, an S/A can be issued to cover the approximately 60-day P/O issuance 
turnover time.  For those cases where an inspector will issue the S/A, the District 
will provide the Compliance division with the appropriate conditions that must be 
included with the S/A.  (December 19, 1979) 

G. The S/A date cannot be changed once it has been entered on the VAX.  The present 
coding of the screen has been set up so that once the data has been entered and 
saved (committed) users cannot modify it.  This information can be modified by 
Data Management.  (March 10, 1994) 

7.2 Implementation Procedures for Rule 24 (July 1, 1997) 

On March 20, 1996, the Board repealed old Rule 24 and adopted a new Rule 24 entitled 
Temporary Permit to Operate. With the repeal of old Rule 24, applicants can no 
longer deem their permit applications denied if not acted upon within 90 days and can no 
longer appeal that presumptive denial to the Hearing Board. 

New Rule 24 contains provisions that allow new, modified and existing equipment to 
temporarily operate, under specified circumstances, without a Startup Authorization or 
Permit to Operate or Hearing Board variance.  You should already have a copy of new 
Rule 24 in your Rules and Regulations. 

In the past, businesses could not operate their emission units without written District 
authorization.  This meant that new or modified emission units with an A/C could not 
operate until Engineering conducted an inspection and issued a S/A.  It also meant that 
new (or modified) units built without an A/C could not legally operate until their 
applications were evaluated, an A/C was issued, and an inspection done and an S/A 
issued.  A facility's only recourse to obtain operating authority pending issuance of a S/A 
was to petition the Hearing Board for a variance.  This was time consuming and costly. 

In 1996, the District decided to write a new Rule 24 to streamline this process.  In 
general, Rule 24 allows the A/C to serve as a temporary permit to operate new or 
modified emission units, and a substantially complete application to serve as a temporary 
permit to operate existing emission units installed without the required A/C.  Compliance 
action is still applicable to equipment installed without an A/C and operation must still be 
in compliance with all applicable District rules. 

Rule 24 does not significantly change current Engineering procedures for evaluating and 
issuing Authorities to Construct, Startup Authorizations or Permits to Operate.  However, 
it does require change in two areas: 

A. Authorities to Construct for new or modified emission units must contain provisions 
that implement a temporary permit to operate once construction is complete and the 
applicant provides the required notice to the District. 
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B. This procedure describes the process for the applicant to notify the District that 
construction is complete in accordance with the A/C, for the District to document 
this for the file, and for the Compliance Division to access information on the 
status. 

There may also be occasions when the Compliance Division will inquire if an 
application submitted for a previously permitted or existing, unpermitted emission 
unit is substantially complete and the project engineer will need to respond.  
Guidance on whether an application will be considered substantially complete is 
provided later in this memo. 

When a facility operating under a Rule 24 temporary permit to operate is 
determined by the District to not be in compliance, the temporary permit to operate 
can be withdrawn.  The procedures for withdrawing a temporary permit are also 
discussed later in this memo. 

Note:  Rule 24 is not intended to provide a temporary Title V permit to operate.  
Title V sources that operate new or modified emission units pursuant to 
authorizations under Rule 24 are in compliance with District Rule 10 permit 
requirements, but are obligated to ensure they have also met the requirements of 
District Regulation XIV which prescribes the Title V permit program in San Diego. 

Procedures 
The temporary permits to operate provided by Rule 24 are not to be a basis for delays in 
permit application processing.  The requirements of Rule 18 still apply, as do all policies, 
procedures and customer expectations for timely actions on applications. 

A. Rule 24, Sections (a) and (b) - New and Modified Emission Units: 

The Authority to Construct for new or modified emission units will serve as a 
temporary Permit to Operate once the owner/operator provides written notification 
that construction is complete in accordance with the Authority to Construct.  Note 
that Rule 24(a) defines a new emission unit as one not previously authorized by the 
District to operate in the county and for which a currently valid A/C has been (or is 
being) issued. 

For purposes of Rule 24, a relocated or replacement emission unit will be 
considered a modified emission unit and the procedures described below apply.  
However, an emission unit that has been relocated without an Authority to 
Construct but for which a substantially complete application has been submitted 
could be operated under the provisions of Rule 24, Section (d) as an existing 
emission unit. 

B. To implement Rule 24, Sections (a) and (b): 
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1) When issuing an Authority to Construct for a new or modified emission unit, 
include the following as the last condition of the Authority to Construct: 

"This Authority to Construct authorizes temporary operation of the 
above specified equipment.  This temporary permit to operate shall take 
effect upon written notification to the District that construction (or 
modification) has been completed in accordance with this Authority to 
Construct.  This temporary permit to operate will remain in effect, unless 
withdrawn or modified by the District, until the equipment is inspected 
by the District and a revised temporary permit (Startup Authorization) is 
issued or a Permit to Operate is granted or denied." 

"Upon completion of construction (or modification) in accordance with 
this Authority to Construct and prior to commencing operation, the 
applicant must complete and mail, deliver or fax the enclosed 
Construction Completion Notice to the District.  After mailing, 
delivering or faxing the Notice, the applicant may commence operation 
of the equipment-.  Operation must be in compliance with all of the 
conditions of this Authority to Construct and applicable District rules." 

"This Authority to Construct shall be posted on or within 25 feet of the 
above described equipment, ' or maintained readily available at all times 
on the operating premises." 

2) Delete the language in the Authority to Construct that states that the A/C is 
not a permit to operate and that operation without District authorization or 
Hearing Board variance is a violation. 

3) Include in the Authority to Construct conditions regarding operation of the 
emission unit as necessary to ensure compliance.  Under current permitting 
procedures, A/C's should already contain anticipated P/O conditions.  This 
procedure must be diligently followed.  This does not preclude revising 
conditions for the S/A or P/O, as needed, to ensure compliance and with the 
knowledge of the applicant. 

4) Word Processing will include a stamped, self-addressed Construction 
Completion Notice with each Authority to Construct letter and with letters to 
extend Authorities to Construct.  A copy of the Notice form is attached.  Word 
Processing will fill in the following information on the Notice, before mailing, 
based on information from the application and Authority to Construct: 

Company Name (DBA) 
Application Number 
Equipment Address 
Type of Equipment 
Project Engineer Name/Phone Number 
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5) The applicant must notify the District of construction, installation or 
modification of the emission unit(s) by mailing, faxing or delivery of the 
completed Notice.  If the applicant calls to notify you, make a note in the file 
but advise the applicant to complete and mail/fax/deliver the Construction 
Completion Notice. 

6) The date of District receipt of all Construction Completion Notices will be 
time-stamped by Clerical on the Notice.  Permit Processing will enter the 
"Construction Completion Date" and "Construction Notification Date" in the 
corresponding fields in the application file on the VAX, using the information 
provided on the Construction Completion Notice.  Permit Processing will then 
forward the Notice to the appropriate project engineer.  Compliance will use 
this VAX information to verify that Notices have been received. 

If an engineer receives a notice directly, a copy should be forwarded to Permit 
Processing for recording. 

Note: The current "Equipment Installed Date" field in the VAX application 
file is being deleted in favor of the "Construction Completion Date" field. 
Also, the Construction Completion Date input by Permit Processing cannot be 
changed except by a senior engineer. 

7) On receiving the Construction Completion Notice, the project engineer will 
contact the applicant to inform them that the Notice was received, verify 
construction completion and schedule an inspection.  This contact should 
generally be made within one working day, but not later than one week, of 
receiving the Notice.  The project engineer will add the Notice to the 
application evaluation file. 

8) The current policies and procedures regarding inspections, Startup 
Authorizations and permit to operate evaluations/actions will continue to be 
followed. 

9) After inspecting the equipment and determining whether it has been 
constructed/installed/modified in accordance with the A/C and in compliance 
with applicable District rules, the project engineer must determine whether to 
issue a Startup Authorization and also update the application file in the VAX 
system.  The date when the project engineer issues the initial startup 
authorization should be entered by the project engineer in the "S/A Issued 
Date" field.  The "S/A Action Code" field should be completed with the 
appropriate code depending on whether the S/A is for shake down and testing 
or operation until a permit can be issued. 

10) If the Authority to Construct will expire after notice is received that 
construction is complete, but before an inspection can occur and a S/A issued, 
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the project engineer should extend the Authority to Construct (not beyond the 
5 years from original issuance allowed by Rule 17) by reissuing the A/C or by 
a letter extending the A/C with the same terms and conditions.  Make sure that 
Compliance receives a copy of the reissued A/C or letter extending the A/C. 

11) If the project engineer finds that the emission unit is not constructed in 
accordance with Authority to Construct, or is not in compliance with a District 
rule, because of minor, easily correctable deficiencies (e.g. missing label, 
pressure tap or temperature gauge), but can reasonably be expected to operate 
in compliance with the substantive requirements of applicable rules, the 
project engineer should issue a Startup Authorization for shake down and 
testing for a reasonable period of time with conditions requiring the minor 
deficiencies be corrected by specific dates. 

(Note:  This procedure is what the language in Rule 24, Sections (a) and (b) is 
referring to when it talks about the APCO granting a reasonable period of time 
for the construction to be completed in accordance with the A/C before acting 
on the P/O.  This is not a new procedure.  Refer to the attached copies of 
permit policy memos dated February 22, 1984 and March 29, 1993.) 

12) If the permit engineer finds that the equipment was not built in accordance 
with the Authority to Construct, has major deficiencies, and/or is unlikely to 
be able to operate in compliance with the Authority to Construct or applicable 
District rules, the engineer should consult with their senior engineer and 
inform the applicant verbally and in writing of the non-compliance.  At that 
time the engineer is to also advise the applicant that the temporary permit to 
operate contained in the Authority to Construct is being withdrawn effective 
10 calendar days after the date of written District notice. 

The written notice to the applicant must cite the reasons why the temporary 
permit is being withdrawn and advise the applicant that continued operation of 
the emission unit without written District authorization or a Hearing Board 
variance will be in violation of District Rule 10(b).  When withdrawal of a 
temporary permit is necessary, the project engineer will discuss with the 
senior engineer and Chief of Engineering the appropriate disposition of the 
pending application. 

The engineer must also advise the Compliance Division if the noncompliance.  
The Compliance Division will determine if any follow-up Compliance action 
is appropriate. 

C. Rule 24, Section (c) – Previously Permitted Emission Units 

The provisions of Rule 24, Section (c) primarily affect emission units that had valid 
permits but the permit has expired or has been retired.  Section (c) allows the 
application for permit to serve as the temporary Permit to Operate if the application 
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is substantially complete.  Operation must be in compliance with the previous 
permit description and conditions, and applicable District rules. 

Section (c) only applies to emission units that are not portable (per Rule 20.1 
definition), that have not changed ownership, have not been relocated to another 
stationary source, and have not been altered or modified since holding the previous 
permit.  In these latter cases, Sections (b) or (d) of Rule 24 may apply depending on 
whether the emission unit is being relocated or otherwise modified, whether an A/C 
has been or is being granted, and whether the unit is portable.  If the emission unit is 
proposed to be (or has been) altered, modified, or relocated, an Authority to 
Construct is required and NSR, Rule 1200 and AB3205 may be applicable.  In these 
cases, the implementation procedures described above for Rule 24 Sections (a) and 
(b) would apply. 

Section (c) also only applies if the application for permit is received within 18 
months of when the previous permit expired.  Since expired permits can be 
administratively renewed or reinstated (by Permit Processing) within 12 months of 
expiring (or within 6 months of being retired), Rule 24(c) will generally only have 
relevance for Engineering when an application to reissue a permit is filed between 
12 and 18 months after the previous permit has expired (or between 6 and 18 
months after a previous permit was retired).  These types of permit applications are 
infrequent. 

The following procedures regarding Rule 24(c) will apply for Engineering: 

1) If the emission unit has not been altered, modified or relocated (to another 
stationary source or contrary to a permit condition) since the previous permit, 
an Authority to Construct is not required, and NSR and the AB3205 
notification process do not apply. 

The permit evaluation would consist of determining whether the application is 
substantially complete and whether the emission unit is in compliance with its 
former permit and with currently applicable District rules.  This will typically 
be based on an inspection, review of the previous evaluation, permit 
description and conditions, and an evaluation of compliance with current 
applicable rules. 

2) For purposes of Rule-24, an application will be considered substantially 
complete if: 

• the general application form has been completed and signed, 
• appropriate initial fees have been submitted, 
• the application is accompanied by complete supplemental forms, as 

applicable, and 
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• all information specifically identified by the District, in writing or on 
the application or supplemental forms, prior to the filing of the 
application has been provided. 

This does not preclude an application from being determined incomplete for 
purposes of Rule 18.  However, if within 30 days of receipt of an application 
the permit engineer does not inform the applicant in writing that an 
application is incomplete, it is automatically deemed complete for purposes of 
Rule 18, and would be considered substantially complete for purposes of Rule 
24. 

3) If a substantially complete application has been submitted, that application 
serves as a temporary permit to operate until the unit is inspected and a 
revised temporary permit to operate (S/A) is issued, or the Permit to Operate 
is granted to denied. 

4) The current policies and procedures regarding inspections, Startup 
Authorizations and permit to operate evaluations/actions will continue to be 
followed. 

5) If during the course of the evaluation, the project engineer determines that the 
emission unit is not operating in compliance with any applicable District rules 
and regulations, the engineer should consult with their senior engineer, inform 
the applicant verbally of the noncompliance, and advise the Compliance 
Division of the noncompliance.  The Compliance Division will determine if 
the temporary permit to operate will be withdrawn and provide written notice 
of that determination to the applicant. 

The project engineer must also advise the applicant, in writing, of the reasons 
why the equipment is not in compliance and what the applicant must do to 
bring the equipment into compliance.  The project engineer should check with 
Compliance as to their decision on the temporary permit.  If the Compliance 
Division has determined that the temporary permit to operate provided under 
Rule 24(c) should be withdrawn, the notice of that determination should be 
coordinated with the project engineer's correspondence regarding 
noncompliance and required remedial action(s). 

When withdrawal of a temporary permit (or Startup Authorization) is 
necessary, the project engineer is to discuss with the senior engineer and Chief 
of Engineering the appropriate disposition of the pending application. 

D. Rule 24, Section (d) Existing Emission Units. 

Rule 24, Section (d) provides that a substantially complete application can serve as 
a temporary permit to operate for an existing emission unit that has been 
constructed, erected or installed without a currently valid Authority to Construct.  
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This section is intended to reduce the need for applicants to obtain a Hearing Board 
variance while they wait for an Authority to Construct and a Startup Authorization 
to be issued. 

A facility might construct or install an emission unit without an A/C (in violation of 
District Rule 10), but then operate it under Rule 24, Section (d) by submitting a 
substantially complete permit application.  However, Section (d) does not grant the 
facility any immunity from Compliance of the violation of Rule 10(a), i.e. 
constructing, erecting or installing the emission unit without an A/C, nor immunity 
from having to comply with District rules. 

Section (d) does not apply to applications for portable emission units, nor to 
emission units subject to the AB3205 notification program, nor to projects that 
would constitute new or modified major stationary sources as defined in Rule 20.1. 
(Note: This does not mean that Rule 24(d) does not apply to all emission units at 
major stationary sources.  Instead, Rule 24(d) excludes only those emission units or 
projects whose emission increases constitute a new major source or a major 
modification of an existing major source.) Emission units must be operated in 
compliance with all applicable District rules. 

Section (d) should not significantly impact Engineering's permit processing 
procedures.  Engineers should be familiar with Section (d) so they can answer 
applicant questions regarding it.  Also, Compliance Division staff may periodically 
ask if an application received is substantially complete.  In such case, the criteria 
described above in Section (c) and repeated below apply.  If those criteria have been 
met, the application is considered substantially complete for purposes of Rule 24, 
but is not necessarily complete for purposes of Rule 18. 

1) For purposes of Rule 24 an application will be considered substantially 
complete if: 

• the general application form has been completed and signed, 
• appropriate initial fees have been submitted, 
• the application is accompanied by complete supplemental forms, as 

applicable, and 
• all information identified by the District, in writing or on the 

application or supplemental forms prior to the filing of the application, 
has been provided. 

2) Standard engineering evaluation, A/C issuance, inspection, S/A and P/0 
issuance procedures will continue to apply except as follows. 

3) If NSR applies, no benefit should be accorded the applicant for installing the 
equipment without an A/C.  For example, in determining BACT cost-
effectiveness, no costs associated with retrofitting controls to the existing 
emission unit should be allowed.  Costs should be determined as if the 
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emission unit had not yet been installed.  Similarly, air quality impact analysis 
(AQIA) requirements should be applied as if the emission unit had not yet 
been installed. 

4) If Rule 1200 applies, again no benefit should be accorded the applicant for 
installing the equipment without an A/C. 

5) Temporary permit to operate provisions should be incorporated into the 
Authority to Construct, if approved.  The procedures described above 
regarding Rule 24, Sections (a) and (b), and new conditions in the Authority 
to Construct apply. 

6) If during the course of the evaluation, the project engineer determines that the 
emission unit is not operating in compliance with any applicable District rules 
and regulations, the engineer should consult with their senior engineer, inform 
the applicant verbally of the noncompliance, and advise the Compliance 
Division of the noncompliance.  The Compliance Division will determine if 
the temporary permit to operate will be withdrawn and provide written notice 
of that determination to the applicant. 

The project engineer must also advise the applicant, in writing, of the reasons 
why the equipment is not in compliance and what the applicant must do to 
bring the equipment into compliance.  The project engineer should check with 
Compliance-regarding their decision on the temporary permit.  If the 
Compliance Division has determined that the temporary permit to operate 
provided under Rule 24(c) should be withdrawn, the notice of that 
determination should be coordinated with the project engineer's 
correspondence regarding non-compliance and required remedial action(s). 

When withdrawal of a temporary permit (or Startup Authorization) is 
necessary, the project engineer is to discuss with the senior engineer and Chief 
of Engineering the appropriate disposition of the pending application. 

E. Rule 24, Section (e) - Withdrawal of Temporary Permit to Operate 
Rule 24, section (e) codifies the District's ability to withdraw or modify a temporary 
Permit to Operate that may derive from an Authority to Construct, substantially 
complete application, or a Startup Authorization.  Under Section (e), a temporary 
permit to operate can be modified or withdrawn, in writing, if operation of an 
emission unit is in violation of any condition of the temporary permit or an 
applicable provision of the District rules and regulations. 

This ability to withdraw extends to cases where the District requests additional 
information on an application, the applicant fails to provide the information, and the 
application is cancelled pursuant to Rule 17.  When the permit engineer advises the 
applicant, in writing, that the application is cancelled, the engineer is to also advise 
the applicant that the temporary permit to operate (via Rule 24 or a startup 
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authorization) is being withdrawn effective 10 calendar days following the date of 
the District written notice. 

To ensure that applicants are fully aware of this, the following standard condition is 
to be included in all Startup Authorizations: 

"This Startup Authorization shall expire on the date specified above, or 10 
calendar days following written notice from the District that the equipment is 
not in compliance with an applicable requirement and that this Startup 
Authorization is being withdrawn, or upon receipt of a Permit to Operate, or 
written notice of denial of a Permit to Operate, whichever is sooner." 

7.3 Equipment Deficiency Letters (February 22, 1984) 

These letters will be used only when an equipment deficiency has been noted and an S/A 
will not be issued.  Such letters will notify applicants that operation of the equipment 
without written authorization is a violation of Rule 10(b) and may be subject to a civil 
penalty of $1,000 per day and that the letter "is not a written authorization to operate." 

7.4 S/As vs. AECPs (June 18, 1990) 

The ARB audit report noted two occasions when S/A's were issued to sources, intending 
to comply by use of an alternative emissions compliance plan (AECP), before the AECP 
had been developed, reviewed and approved.  ARB pointed out that compliance could not 
have been determined, and therefore an S/A should not have been issued, without an 
approved AECP in place.  To ensure that this is not repeated in the future, although we 
expect few additional sources to comply with use of AICP'S, the following procedures 
shall be implemented by Engineering staff: 

A. A startup authorization shall not be issued on any VOC source that proposes to 
comply with a VOC rule through use of an Alternative Emissions Control Plan 
(AECP) unless the AECP has been submitted to the District, reviewed and 
approved, and the approved AECP is implemented as a condition of the S/A. 

This requirement shall not apply to any current S/A's.  However, if any such S/A's 
have been issued without a deadline for submittal and approval of an AECP, then 
the S/A shall be modified, in writing, within two weeks of this directive, to include 
conditions that require the AECP to be submitted and approved within thirty days. 

B. Authorities to Construct for sources pro n to implement AECPs shall not be 
approved until the source has submitted the AECP methodology and record-keeping 
provisions, and they have been approved by the District. 

7.5 Expired S/As (October 21, 1991) 

Procedures to be followed for facilities with expired Start-Up Authorizations (S/As). 
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A. If during a compliance inspection, the field inspector determines that a Start-Up 
Authorization has expired, the inspector shall complete the Expired Start-Up 
Authorization Report and submit it with the inspection report.  The AQ HI will pass 
the report to the APC Aide. 

B. The Aide completes the lower portion of the form with the expiration date, the 
name of the appropriate AQ III and the date due back from Engineering.  The form 
is to be returned by Engineering within three (3) working days. 

C. The Aide provides a copy of the report to the appropriate Senior Engineer and puts 
the original in the tickler file.  Reports are filed according to the due date. 

D. The Aide will check the tickler file daily.  All expired S/A reports which have been 
returned by Engineering with revised expiration dates will be distributed to the 
appropriate inspector with a copy to the engineering file.  When the Aide 
determines the report is late or is returned without a revised expiration date a copy 
of the report will be annotated, dated and given to the appropriate AQ III for 
follow-up. 

E. If the S/A is not extended, the AQ III will notify the field inspector to issue a 
violation. 

7.6 Startup Authorization/Permit to Operate Procedures (March 29, 
1993) 

In the context of discussing permit-streamlining issues with a local industry task force, 
two concerns were expressed that seem readily addressed. 

A. Startup Authorizations (S/A's) that are issued for short periods (30 or 60 days) and 
are continuously being extended for short periods immediately before or after S/A 
expiration.  This places facility operators on near-constant alert, unsure whether the 
S/A will be extended, whether they need to petition for a variance or are at risk of 
receiving a Notice of Violation.  On occasion, it also impose a burden on applicants 
to remind the project engineer to extend S/A's when issuance of the permit is likely 
beyond the applicant's control. 

To correct this, the following revision to S/A procedures is to take effect 
immediately: 

1) If upon inspection the project Engineer determine that an operation is in 
compliance with applicable requirements and a Permit to Operate (P/O) will 
be granted, an S/A should be issued with appropriate conditions for a period 
of 180s day.  The S/A should be checked as being for purposes of allowing 
operation until a P/O has been issued. 
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2) If an S/A is to be issued for purposes of shaking down, testing and/or 
evaluating the operation, the S/A shall be issued for up to 60 days with 
appropriate conditions.  If more than 60 days is needed due to source test 
scheduling or the nature of the operation a shakedown period of up to 120 
days can be granted with the approval of the Senior Engineer.  Shakedown 
periods greater than 120 days must be discussed with Chief, Engineering 
Division, and the Senior Engineer prior to approval. 

3) A standard condition shall be added to all S/A’s as follows: 
This S/A shall expire on the date specified above or 10 days following written 
notice from the District that the equipment is not in compliance with an 
applicable rule, receipt of a Permit to Operate, or notice of denial of a Permit 
to Operate, whichever is sooner. 

4) Existing procedures regarding S/A's issued to allow operation while minor 
deficiencies, which do not affect the compliance status of the equipment, are 
being corrected shall remain unchanged. 

B. P/O's that are issued with conditions different than the S/A are creating some 
problems.  If there are issues with the conditions, the applicant is faced with having 
to try and resolve them or file an appeal within 10 days.  The applicant may feel it 
necessary to file an appeal so as not to loose their appeal rights. 

To an extent practicable, S/A’s issued to allow operation until a permit is received 
should have conditions that mirror the BEC conditions that will be applied to the 
permit.  In addition, the project engineer shall provide the applicant with a copy of 
the conditions recommended for the P/0, if they differ substantively from the S/A 
conditions, at least 10 days prior to permit issuance.  Any issues raised by the 
applicant are to be brought to the Senior Engineers attention.  It is suggested that 
the applicant be provided the permit condition prior to or concurrent with the 
submittal of the permit recommendations to the Senior Engineer for approval. 

8. Title V Permits 

8.1 Instructions for Title V Application 

INTRODUCTION 

This application package contains the instructions and forms to apply for a Title V permit.  
All The application must be submitted with a base fee of $2200 and a deposit of $20,000 
for permit evaluation and issuance. 

The following forms are required for each application: 

Stationary Source Summary [Forms 1401-A1 and 1401-A2] 
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Insignificant Activity List [Form 1401-G] 
Applicable Requirements Summary Check List [Form 1401-H1] 
List of Permits by Equipment Category [Form 1401-H2] 
Certification Statement [Form 1401-I] 
Compliance Certification Schedule [Form 1401-K] 
Abatement Devices [Form 1401-M] 

The following form may also be required: 

Schedule of Compliance [Form 1401-L] 

The following forms are optional: 

Alternative Operating Scenario [Form 1401-N] 
Multiple Applicable Requirements Streamlining [Form 1401-O] 
Outdated SIP Requirement Streamlining [Form 1401-P] 
Permit Shield [Form 1401-Q] 

EPA requires that you submit “information related to emissions sufficient to verify which 
requirements are applicable to the source” and the calculations which form the basis for 
this information.  Generally, this means that facilities should submit emission unit-specific 
forms for each source.  However, the District has already gathered most of the necessary 
information to calculate these emissions.  EPA application streamlining guidance allows 
the applicant to reference the calculations of emissions for permitted emission units. 
Emission information is only required when the District would need to verify emissions 
levels and monitoring approaches for the following: 

1. The facility proposes Plantwide Allowable Limits (PALs) or other plantwide 
emissions limits; or 

2. The facility claims an exemption from an emissions-based applicable requirement for 
a single emission unit or multiple emission units and expects a permit shield to be 
granted by the District from this otherwise applicable requirement.  

To avoid duplication of data, the applicant should only submit emission unit-specific forms 
where there is more recent data that differs from data previously submitted to the District. 
For information on emission unit-specific forms contact the District. 
To avoid duplication of the data submitted, the District will send to the facilities a copy of 
the permit descriptions, permit content, a permit applicable rules list, and variance activity, 
and the dates of most recent inspection and source test that the District currently has in its 
database. If the information is correct and complete, the facility may return this 
information to the District. 

Use the following forms if any part of the data is incorrect or missing: 
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Combustion Emission Unit Form 1401-B 
Coating/Solvent Emission Unit Form 1401-C 
Organic Liquid Storage Form 1401-D 
General Emission Unit Form 1401-E 
Emission Control Unit Form 1401-F 

The District will require emissions data only if there is no data on record at the District.  It 
is the facility’s responsibility to submit correct emissions data. 

Each of these forms are available on diskette.  Two paper copies of the application is 
required.  However, a facility may also submit a copy on diskette.  Computer generated 
lists may be attached to the Applicable Requirements Summary Check List, Insignificant 
Activity List, and Compliance Certification Schedule forms in lieu of entering data on 
these forms, if the data is in the same format. 

An applicant submitting "Trade Secret" information must supply in writting a "justification 
for this designation" pursuant to District Rule 176.  The written justification is public 
record. 

THE FOLLOWING ARE INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT EACH FORM 

FORM 1401-A1 STATIONARY SOURCE SUMMARY 

This form is the basic facility application form and part of the Application Summary.  The 
District will send this form together with the emissions summary of Form 1401-A2 to EPA 
instead of the text of the entire application.  EPA does have the right to request the entire 
application from any facility.  Please keep one copy of your entire application in case a 
copy is requested by EPA. The District will expect you to submit a copy to EPA if they 
request it.  Please note that EPA uses the term “source” to mean plant or facility.  Only one 
Stationary Source Summary form is required per facility. 

Items I.1, and I.3 through I.5 are self-explanatory. 

Item I.2, the SIC code, is a “Standard Industrial Classification” code.  Use the SIC code 
that most closely describes your facility. 

Item I.6, UTM coordinates, are Universal Transverse Mercator coordinates.  These 
coordinates are used to define the location of your plant precisely.  The District will enter 
the data on this line. 

Item I.7, Source located within 50 miles of a state line, refers to other states and tribal 
lands.  The District will provide a list of tribal lands and their location and has determined 
all sources are located within 50 miles of tribal lands.  

Items I.8 through I.10 are self-explanatory. 
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If an agent or contractor operates the source (facility), please fill in item I.11. 

Item I.12, the responsible official, is defined in Regulation XIV, Rule 1401.  The respon-
sible official must sign the application and attachments where noted.  This person is 
responsible for all statements in the application. 

Items I.13 and I.15 are self-explanatory. 

Item I.14, Application Contact, is the name of the contact person for this application. 

Items I.16 requires description of processes and products at the facility.  Include process 
flow diagrams if necessary for clarity. 

The Federal Risk Management Plan referred to in Item I.17 is a plan that must be filed by 
facilities that store certain amounts of certain hazardous compounds.  The compounds and 
amounts are listed in Part 68 of Section 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  
These facilities will be required to have a risk management plan that is registered with the 
appropriate agency.  The District will not review the plan, but the existence of a RMP will 
have to be documented in the application and permit.  Applications submitted before the 
requirements are final will be accepted without verification that RMPs are registered with 
appropriate agencies. 

Item II requires the type of permit action:  This application form will be used for initial 
applications and subsequent modifications.  Please check the type of application or permit 
action. 

Item III requires description of the permit action.  The appropriate items should be 
checked. 

The applicant should list all supplemental attachments submitted with this application under 
Item IV.  The District forms themselves are not considered attachments but any attachments 
to the forms must be listed.  Attach an additional sheet if necessary. 

FORM 1401-A2 STATIONARY SOURCE EMISSIONS 

If an applicant stipulates that it is a major source and subject to specific applicable 
requirements, it need not provide additional information in its application to demonstrate 
applicability with respect to those requirements.  No emission information is required if the 
applicant stipulates the facility is a major source. No emission information is required if 
the applicant stipulates the facility is subject to specific applicable requirements. 

Please check the major source threshold emissions which apply for the facility. 

There is space allotted to reference emission inventory submittals to the District. 
Reference the inventory by name and the inventory year. 
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Note:  The applicant only needs to submit annual potential emissions data if the facility is 
new and there is no facility emissions inventory on file with the District. If this is the case 
the applicant should check the box indicating emissions calculations have been provided 
and attach them to the application. 

FORM 1401-G INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITY LIST 

Use this form as a checklist for all insignificant activities included in Regulation XIV, 
Appendix A based on size or production rate.  Regulation XIV, Appendix A, has the 
required criteria to make this determination.  Checking activities identified at the facility is 
all that is required. 

Any activity which is subject to an applicable requirement other than District Rules 50 and 
51 cannot be considered an insignificant activity and must not be included in this listing. 

FORM 1401-H1 APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS SUMMARY CHECK LIST 

This form is intended to list requirements.  Applicable requirements which apply to an 
entire facility are listed first.  The applicant should fill in equipment categories at the top of 
a column as needed.  The applicant should then check appropriate boxes for applicable 
requirements on the form and attach emission unit permit number lists for specific 
equipment categories where necessary.  Each column heading represents an equipment 
category with a unique set of applicable requirements and the applicant needs to provide a 
list of the permits for each of the equipment categories specified.  The column “Future 
Effective Date” should also be completed.  Where streamlining is employed note on this 
form and complete Form 1401-O [Multiple Applicable Requirements Streamlining], Form 
1401-P [Outdated SIP Requirement Streamlining], and Form 1401-Q [Permit Shield], as 
needed.  An example completed form for some specific equipment categories is available 
from the District. 

The applicant is encouraged to make use of application streamlining processes for 
applicable requirements in completing this form.  Not all the processes listed may be 
applicable to a specific facility.  Examples of streamlining are included in the appendix to 
these instructions.  The application streamlining processes are: 

A. Multiple Applicable Requirements 

The applicant can propose to combine multiple requirements.  An applicant proposing to 
streamline multiple requirements applicable to the facility or emission unit must take the 
following actions to combine multiple requirements: 

Step One - Provide a side-by-side comparison of all requirements that are currently 
applicable and effective for the specific emissions units of a source.  Distinguish 
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between requirements which are emission and/or work practice standards, and 
monitoring and compliance provisions. 

Step Two - Determine the most stringent emission and/or performance standard (or any 
hybrid or alternative limits as appropriate) consistent with the streamlining 
principles and provide the corresponding supporting documentation relied upon to 
make this determination.  This process should be repeated for each emissions unit 
and each pollutant combination subject to multiple applicable requirements for 
which the applicant is proposing a streamlined requirement. 

Step Three - Propose one set of permit terms and conditions (i.e., the streamlined 
requirements) to include the most stringent emission limitations and/or standards, 
appropriate monitoring and associated recordkeeping and reporting, and such other 
conditions as are necessary to assure compliance with applicable requirements. 

Step Four - The applicant must certify compliance with applicable requirements.  If a 
source is certifying compliance only with the streamlined limit this should be 
indicated in an attachment to the certification, so that it is clear that the certification 
is being made with respect to a set of terms and conditions that the source believes 
“assure compliance” with all applicable requirements .  In any event, a source may 
only certify compliance with a streamlined limit if there is information on which to 
base such a certification. 

Step Five - Develop a compliance schedule (Form 1401-L) to implement any new 
monitoring/ compliance approach relevant to the streamlined limit if the source is 
unable to comply with it, upon permit issuance. The monitoring, recordkeeping, and 
reporting requirements of the applicable requirements being subsumed continue to 
apply in the permit until the new streamlined compliance approach is operative. 

Step Six - Indicate on the application forms (Forms 1401-O and 1401-Q) that streamlining 
of the listed applicable requirements under a permit shield is being proposed and 
propose that a permit shield would be in effect stating that compliance with the 
streamlined limit assure compliance with the listed applicable requirements.  All 
emission and/or performance standards not subsumed by the streamlined 
requirements must be separately addressed in the Title V permit application. 

The applicant must demonstrate the adequacy of the proposed streamlined requirements 
guided by the following principles: 

a. The most stringent of applicable emissions limitations for a specific regulated air 
pollutant on a particular emission unit must be determined taking into account: 

• Emission limitation formats (emission limits in different forms must be 
converted to a common format and/or units of measure or a correlation 
established among different formats prior to comparisons); 
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• Averaging times; and 

• Test methods prescribed in the applicable requirement. 

b. Work practice requirements in streamlining procedures will be treated as follows: 

• A work practice requirement directly supporting an emission limit (i.e., apply-
ing to the same emissions covered by the emission limit)  shall be considered 
inseparable from the emission limit for the purposes of streamlining emission 
limits.  The proposed streamlined emission limit must include its directly 
associated supporting work practices, but need not include any work practice 
standards that are associated with and directly support the subsumed limit(s); 

• Where two or more analogous work practice requirements apply to the same 
emissions or emission point(s) but do not directly support an emission limit, 
they may be streamlined, as can multiple emission limits for the same emissions 
or emission point(s) (e.g., different leak detection and repair programs); 

• When multiple work practice requirements apply to different emissions or 
emission points, the multiple work practice requirements cannot be streamlined. 

c. Monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements should not be used to 
determine the relative stringency of the applicable requirements to which they are 
applicable. 

d. Facilities, where the preceding guidance does not allow sufficient streamlining, may 
at their option perform the following to justify additional or different streamlining: 
• Construct an alternative or hybrid emission limit that is at least as stringent or 

more stringent as any applicable requirement, where it is difficult to determine a 
single most stringent applicable emissions limit by comparing all the applicable 
emission limits with each other; 

• Use a “State-only or District-only” requirement as the streamlined requirement 
(except that this streamlining is not allowed for a proposed District MACT 
standard) when it is more stringent than any applicable Federal requirement (the 
State-only or District-only requirement would then become federally 
enforceable in the Title V permit); 

• Use a more accurate and precise test method than the one applicable (except that 
this streamlining is not allowed for a proposed District MACT standard) to 
eliminate doubt in the stringency determination; and 

• Conduct detailed correlations to prove the relative stringency of each applicable 
requirement. 
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e. The monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements associated with the most 
stringent emission requirement are presumed appropriate, unless reliance on that 
monitoring would diminish the ability to assure compliance with the streamlined 
requirements.  To evaluate this presumption, compare whether the monitoring 
proposed would assure compliance with the streamlined limit to the same degree of 
confidence as would the monitoring applicable to each subsumed limit.  If not, and if 
the monitoring associated with the subsumed limit is also relevant to and technically 
feasible for the streamlined limit, then monitoring associated with the subsumed limit 
(or other qualifying monitoring) would be included in the permit.  The recordkeeping 
and reporting associated with the selected monitoring approach may be presumed to 
be relevant only to the monitoring with which it is associated. 

B. Outdated SIP Requirements 

An applicant proposing to submit its Title V permit application based on a District rule that 
has been submitted for EPA approval rather than the current SIP version may take one of 
two courses of actions to streamline the application: 

The first type of action is appropriate for District rules that (1) have been previously 
demonstrated to EPA’s satisfaction to be at least as stringent as the approved SIP rule so as 
to assure compliance with it for all subject sources or (2) have been specifically identified in 
a formal agreement between the District and EPA for expeditious SIP processing.  The latter 
category typically involves District rules pending SIP approval which do or could represent 
full or partial relaxations of the current SIP.  The District and EPA have an up-to-date list of 
District rules which meet either of these criteria. 

In preparing initial Title V permit applications with respect to such District rules: 

Step One - The applicant must list or cross reference in its application all requirements 
from District rules which are eligible for this approach and refer to the list 
established and maintained for this purpose by the District. 

Step Two - The applicant must identify in the permit application the current SIP 
requirements that the pending SIP revision would replace. 

Step Three - The applicant may choose to  certify compliance with all the requirement(s) of 
the local rule in lieu of the current SIP if there is sufficient information on which to 
base such a certification. 

Step Four - The applicant may propose that a permit shield would be in effect upon permit 
issuance.  For those listed District rules which are recognized by EPA as being able 
to assure compliance with the current SIP rule, the applicant would indicate in the 
application that a permit shield is being proposed to be incorporated into the permit 
to confirm this understanding.  The permit shield request should be noted in Form 
1401-Q [Permit Shield]. 
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The second type of action is appropriate where a District rule has not been demonstrated to 
EPA’s satisfaction to assure compliance with the existing SIP or has not been included in 
the formal agreement as described above.  An applicant may still propose to base its initial 
Title V application on other District rules pending SIP approval, provided it can show that 
compliance with the District rule would assure compliance with the current SIP (i.e., make 
an adequate demonstration consistent with the demonstration of the adequacy of the 
proposed streamlined requirements detailed under streamlining multiple requirements 
above in section A). 

Step One - The applicant must list in its application both the applicable requirement of the 
current SIP and of the District rule and indicate that it has opted for streamlining 
approach.  The applicant must develop and submit with its application sufficient 
documentation that demonstrates the District rule assures compliance with the 
applicable SIP.  Guidance that sets forth the necessary elements and guiding 
principles are detailed above in Section A. 

Step Two - The applicant may choose to certify compliance with the proposed require-
ments of the District rule if there is sufficient information on which to base such a 
certification. 

Step Three - The applicant may propose a permit shield or similar permit language which 
would confirm that compliance with the District rule assures compliance with the 
relevant requirements of the current SIP. 

The applicant should note streamlining of this type in Form 1401-P [Outdated SIP 
Requirement Streamlining]. 

C. Generic Requirements 

The requirement to identify all applicable requirements, including those for insignificant 
emission units, can be addressed by standard or generic permit conditions with minimal or 
no reference to any specific emissions unit or activity.  Different generic permit tables may 
be necessary to cover the situation of a particular type of insignificant emission unit which 
is governed by different applicable requirements (e.g., one to cover units subject to the SIP 
and one to cover units also subject to NSR).  

If the source is operating out of compliance with an applicable requirement, please use the 
Schedule of Compliance form (Form 1401-N) to submit a proposal for achieving 
compliance.  If the facility is operating under an abatement order, judicial consent decree, or 
administration order, please include the details in the Schedule of Compliance form. 

The applicant needs to attach emissions information to this form for some specific requests.  
The applicant needs to supply the facility-wide annual emissions when the level of emission 
of a pollutant is to be used by the District in granting a shield relative to a decision of non-
applicability where a source is claiming an exemption based on an emissions level cutoff in 
a standard that has been issued for the category to which the emissions unit potentially 
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belongs.  The emissions of a pollutant must also be provided if there is a Plantwide 
Allowable Limit (PAL) or other plantwide emissions limit proposed for the Title V permit. 

FORM 1401-H2 LIST OF PERMITS BY EQUIPMENT CATEGORY 

The applicant must list the permitted emission units on the form by equipment category for 
equipment categories listed on the Applicable Requirements Summary Check List [Form 
1401-H1].  List the equipment category in the same order as Form 1401-H1 along with the 
associated emission units by permit number (or application numbers where applicable).  
Mark under the column “status” whether the emission unit is “O”, operational, “N”, non-
operational, or “S”, new equipment without a permit operating under startup authorization 
(only to be used with an application number). 

FORM 1401-I CERTIFICATION STATEMENT 

Check the boxes in front of the statements that are true for your facility and have the 
responsible official sign the certification statement. 

FORM 1401-K COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION SCHEDULE 

Compliance certifications must be submitted to the District periodically.  This schedule 
shows how often this certification must be submitted for each emission unit and applicable 
requirement.  For example, a facility may have a source for which monitoring data is 
required every month.  The default frequency, in the absence of other requirements, is once 
per year.  If an emission unit is not explicitly listed the default frequency is assumed.  The 
rule reference should be listed under the heading “Applicable Requirements”. 

A compliance certification is a certification by the responsible official that a source or 
facility is in compliance with an applicable requirement.  Reports of recordkeeping or 
monitoring may be required to be submitted with the certification if so stated in the 
underlying requirement. 

The Applicable Requirement Summary Check List and the Certification Statement Forms 
will be used for these certifications. 

FORM 1401-M ABATEMENT DEVICES 

Please list the permit number for the equipment associated with the abatement device, the 
abatement device description, and the sources or operations abated by the device.  
Abatement devices should be listed which are associated with processes subject to 
applicable requirements such as a scrubber or thermal oxidizer installed on a process to 
meet a RACT rule or NSPS requirement or which are separately subject to applicable 
requirements such as a RACT rule or NSPS requirement.  Some equipment should not be 
listed as abatement devices on this form.  Some examples are a mist eliminator installed on 
a tank containing water to eliminate, for safety purposes, water droplets generated or a 
muffler on a lawn mower which abates noise but also reduces particulate matter emission. 
Control equipment installed on insignificant activities such as welding operations should 
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not be listed.  Measures such as low NOx burners, injection timing retard, and the use of 
high volume low pressure coating application equipment should also not be listed. 

FORM 1401-L SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

For each non-complying source, describe how the emission unit will achieve compliance. 
Propose a schedule to correct the deficiencies.  Include a schedule for progress reports.  
Reports must be submitted at least every six months.  If the source is operating under a 
judicial consent decree or administrative order,  the Schedule of Compliance must be at 
least as stringent.  The rule reference should be listed under the heading “Applicable 
Requirements”.  Please enter the attachment identifier, e.g., Attachment A, under the 
heading “Compliance Schedule Attachment”.  Please attach any associated Hearing Board 
Order.  The attachments should be numbered, L1, L2, etc. 

FORM 1401-N ALTERNATIVE OPERATING SCENARIOS 

This form can be used by facilities that wish to describe alternative operating scenarios.  If 
desired, an alternate operating scenario with the maximum allowable throughput can be 
described for the District’s review.  Examples of alternative operating scenarios are 
included in the appendix to these instructions. 

FORM 1401-O MULTIPLE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS STREAMLINING 

ments.  The applicant should list the multiple applicable requirements and identify the 
streamlined requirement.  The detailed analysis including the  permit shield proposed for 
the streamlining should be attached.  The process for streamlining multiple applicable 
requirements includes proposing a permit shield.  The process by which a facility would 
determine a streamlined requirement and identify requirements to be considered under a 
permit shield are discussed under the instruction for Form 1401-H.  The detailed analyses 
should be referenced on this form and numbered as Attachment O1, O2, etc.  Examples of 
streamlining are included in the appendix to these instructions. 

FORM 1401-P OUTDATED SIP REQUIREMENT STREAMLINING 

This form can be used by facilities that wish to submit a Title V permit application based 
on more recently adopted District rule requirements rather than the current SIP rule.  The 
applicant should list the outdated SIP rule and identify the current District rule and include 
the District rule revision date.  The applicant should indicate if a permit shield is proposed.  
The detailed analysis including any permit shield proposed should be attached.  The 
detailed analyses should be referenced on this form and numbered as Attachment P1, P2, 
etc. 

FORM 1401-Q PERMIT SHIELD 
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This form must be used by facilities that are requesting a permit shield.  Identify the 
emission unit(s), the requirements to be shielded and the basis for the shield.  If the basis 
for the shield doesn’t fit in the space provided attach an additional sheet.  These additional 
sheets should be referenced on this form and numbered as Attachment Q1, Q2, etc. 

8.2 Instructions for Title V Engineering Evaluation Process (revised 
3/2014) 

INTRODUCTION 

For any action requiring a Title V permit application, given the District’s permitting 
structure, a District application will be required and therefore is expected to precede the 
Title V application.  Permit engineering staff should be vigilant for the receipt of a District 
application from a Title V source.  Upon such receipt, the project engineer must notify the 
Title V engineer with the objective of discussing the nature of the project and determining 
Title V requirements and, most importantly, into which Title V track it falls.  The following 
table lists District Title V permits, including those for which applications have been 
received, but have yet to be issued.    

Facilities With Issued Title V Permits 
Permit Record# Title V Facility Name 
TVP-00037 Orange Grove Energy, L.P. 
TVP-00036 El Cajon Energy LLC 
TVP-00032 Fleet Readiness Center Southeast 
TVP-00031 SFPP, LP 
TVP-00030 SD City of Metro Wastewater Biosolids Center 
TVP-00029 Otay Landfill Gas LLC 
PTO-974746 Neo San Diego LLC 
PTO-960391 Applied Energy LLC 
PTO-960383 Fleet Readiness Center Southwest 
PTO-960380 USN Air Station NORIS 
PTO-971535 Minnesota Methane LLC Miramar 
PTO-975482 Minnesota Methane San Diego LLC North City 
PTO-979681 SDG&E Cuyamaca Peak Energy Plant 
PTO-960991 Solar Turbines Inc. 
PTO-978119 Chula Vista Energy Center LLC 
PTO-978478 Escondido Energy Center LLC 
PTO-960998 Applied Energy LLC MCRD 
PTO-978585 Calpeak Power Border LLC 
PTO-971227 Otay Landfill, Inc. 
PTO-978586 Calpeak Power Border LLC 
PTO-974488 Cabrillo Power I LLC 
PTO-961008 SD City of Metro Wastewater Department 
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PTO-960992 General Dynamics NASSCO 
PTO-984123 SDG&E Miramar 
PTO-978248 Wildflower Energy LP / Larkspur 
PTO-961006 City of San Diego / Env Svc Dept / Miramar LF 
PTO-961005 SD Co of Pub Wks San Marcos LF 
PTO-971226 Sycamore Landfill Inc. 

Facilities With Pending Title V Applications 
APP-002026 Otay Landfill Gas, LLC (Toro Energy) 
APP-001247 Otay Mesa Energy Center 
APP-002924 Sycamore Energy 

Each  application for an initial Title V permit must be submitted with a onetime  non-
refundable processing fee of $$95 and a deposit based on an estimation of the cost of the 
permit work (the current default for initial permits) is $20,000 which has shown to be 
reasonably representative of typical initial Title V permits in accordance with District Rule 
40. Fees for permit renewals, revisions and other changes should be estimated on a case-
by-case basis.  Fee estimates for Title V renewals have historically fallen in the range of 
$8,500 – 9,000, and this estimate range appears reasonable for covering most renewals. 

The following forms are required for each initial Title V permit application.  These forms 
and their completion are discussed on the District’s website: 

Stationary Source Summary [Forms 1401-A1 and 1401-A2] 
Insignificant Activity List [Form 1401-G] 
Applicable Requirements Summary Check List [Form 1401-H1] 
List of Permits by Equipment Category [Form 1401-H2] 
Certification Statement [Form 1401-I] 
Compliance Certification Schedule [Form 1401-K] 
Abatement Devices [Form 1401-M] 

The following form may also be required: 

Schedule of Compliance [Form 1401-L] 

The following forms are optional: 

Alternative Operating Scenario [Form 1401-N] 
Multiple Applicable Requirements Streamlining [Form 1401-O] 
Outdated SIP Requirement Streamlining [Form 1401-P] 
Permit Shield [Form 1401-Q] 
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EPA requires  submittal of “information related to emissions sufficient to verify which 
requirements are applicable to the source” and the calculations which form the basis for 
this information.  Generally, this means that facilities should submit emission unit-specific 
forms for each source.  However, the District has already gathered most of the necessary 
information to calculate these emissions.  EPA application streamlining guidance allows 
the applicant to reference the calculations of emissions for permitted emission units. 
Emission information is only required when the District would need to verify emissions 
levels and monitoring approaches for the following: 

1. The facility proposes Plantwide Applicability  Limits (PALs) or other plantwide 
emissions limits; or 

2. The facility claims an exemption from an emissions-based applicable requirement for 
a single emission unit or multiple emission units and expects a permit shield to be 
granted by the District from this otherwise applicable requirement.  

To avoid duplication of data, the applicant should only submit emission unit-specific forms 
where there is more recent data that differs from data previously submitted to the District. 

An applicant submitting information claimed to be "Trade Secret"  must provide written 
justification pursuant to District Rule 176.    

8.3 Title V Permit Changes and Modifications 

Operational Flexibility or Section 502(b)(10) Change 

Under Section 502(b)(10) of the CAA, codified at 40 CFR § 70.4 (b)(12), certain changes 
qualify as “operational flexibility.”   These  are operational changes  that  do not require a 
modification of the Title V permit. 

A Section 502(b)(10) change cannot include any of the following categories: 

1. A change that would contravene an existing federally enforceable 
monitoring, (including test methods) record keeping, reporting or 
compliance certification permit condition. If the change necessitates changing 
an existing permit condition for monitoring, record keeping, reporting, testing, or 
compliance certification, then it cannot qualify as a 502(b)(10) change. 

2. Exceedance of an allowable emission limit in a permit. If the Title V permit 
has an emissions cap for one or more pollutants on the entire facility or on part of 
the facility, and the change would result in emissions above that cap (and 
therefore necessitate an increase in the cap), it cannot be a 502(b)(10) 
change. Also if a source has a specific expressed emission limit (i.e., mass per 
unit time such as lb/hr or concentration such as gr/dscf) and that emission limit 
must be increased due to the change, it also cannot be a 502(b)(10) change. 
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A Section 502(b)(10) change only requires that the applicant file Form 1410-C for the 
change along with the standard District general application form (App116)and 
supplemental application form (if necessary).  The engineer receives a copy of the entire 
application from permit processing.  An applicant must provide EPA seven days notice 
before making a Section 502(b)(10) change.  More importantly, an applicant must  first 
obtain any necessary District Authority to Construct or revision to an existing Permit to 
Operate before making such a change. 

The project engineer, in reviewing the application for completeness, should note that the 
applicant has requested a Section 502(b)(10) change.  The project engineer should also 
note if the applicant has requested an affirmative determination that the District agrees 
the change is a Section 502(b)(10) change.  Historically, requests for affirmative 
determination are rare because they delay the applicant’s ability to proceed.  The engineer 
should engage the applicant directly as a start if there is a question whether the proposed 
change qualifies as operational flexibility or is actually another type of change under 
Title V. 

No Affirmative Determination Requested 

Provided the applicant has not requested an affirmative District determination that the 
change is a Section 502(b)(10) change, the project engineer follows the standard District 
procedure to process the permit.   

Affirmative Determination Requested 

If, however, the applicant has requested an affirmative District determination, the project 
engineer should consult with the Title V engineer (or Senior Engineer) to find out if the 
District agrees that the change is a section 502(b)(10) change. In the case where the 
District agrees with the applicant, the project engineer follows the standard District 
procedure to process the application.  If the District determines the change does not 
qualify as operational flexibility, the engineer  will notify the applicant about the 
determination and the applicant will need to request that the change be processed under a 
different modification track.  If this should occur, the project engineer will need to follow 
the instructions for the appropriate Title V modification track listed below. 

Because District permitting requirements are often more stringent that federal 
requirements, a District A/C or revised District P/O is often required prior to an 
operational flexibility change under the CAA.  Because it may result in an additional P/O 
or revised P/O, and the District has an interest in mirroring District permit conditions 
with those in the Title V permit, most op-flex changes are made at the time of the District 
permitting process.  However, the provision under Section 502(b)(10) allow changes that 
qualify to be  incorporated at the time of the next Title V permit action such as a renewal, 
modification or administrative amendment. 

Administrative Permit Amendment 
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An administrative permit amendment is a change to the terms and conditions of a permit 
that are approved pursuant to Rule 1410(i) and 40 CFR § 70.7(d).  Types of changes that 
qualify for administrative permit amendments include address changes, corrections to 
typographical errors, changes of ownership and incorporation of NSR or PSD permits 
issued according the enhanced authority to construct procedures specified in Rule 
1410(q).  The enhanced authority to construct, which is discussed in more detail in the 
following section, fulfills substantive and administrative requirements under Title V, but 
does so during the District’s construction review.  Because these requirements are 
accomplished during construction review, the Title V change can be processed 
subsequently as an administrative amendment, whereas normally it would require 
additional work under another type of Title V change (minor or significant modification), 
and may require public notification. 

The administrative permit amendment requires only that the applicant file Form 1410-A 
for the amendment, along with the standard District general application form (App 116) 
and any supplemental application forms.      

Enhanced Authority to Construct 

Pursuant to District Rule 1410(q), and at the request of the applicant, Tthe Enhanced 
Authority to Construct process allows for public comment and EPA review of a project 
before installation.  Because the procedural requirements of Title V are satisfied during 
the A/C process the permit modification can be incorporated into the Title V permit once 
the project is installed by the Title V administrative permit amendment process, without 
further public notice.  The steps detailed will be limited to the enhanced A/C process. 

To file for Enhanced Authority to Construct, the applicant submits   Form 1410-E along 
with the standard District general application form (App 116) and any supplemental 
application forms and, if necessary, additional Title V permit application forms for 
compliance schedule, compliance assurance monitoring (under 40 CFR § 64, if 
applicable), SIP gap streamlining, alternative operating scenario, etc.   

The processing steps are: 

• The project engineer informs the Title V engineer  that the applicant has requested 
an enhanced process for issuing the A/C 

• The project engineer coordinates with the Title V engineer  in developing the A/C 
conditions.  

• The Title V engineer or Senior Engineer will ask the project engineer to include 
an underlying rule reference for each condition and this must be reviewed by the 
Title V engineer or Senior Engineer. 
Note:  Because EPA and the public review the proposed A/C conditions as 
potential operating conditions, the project engineer and Title V engineer   should 
incorporate the operating conditions into the A/C (this is usually the case, but here 
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it becomes particularly important that the conditions appear as they will in the 
Title V permit).  Any changes to these conditions will require an additional 
modification procedure and potentially require a separate public notice and 
another EPA review, which would largely eliminate the utility of the enhanced 
A/C process. 

• The project engineer must include a condition requiring submittal of an initial 
compliance certification as follows: 

“The permittee shall submit to the District and to the federal EPA an 
annual compliance certification for the modified equipment, in a manner 
or form approved in writing by the District, for the previous calendar year 
that includes the identification of each applicable term or condition of the 
final permit for which the compliance status is being certified, the current 
compliance status and whether the modified equipment was in continuous 
or intermittent compliance during the certification period, identification of 
the applicable permitted method used to determine compliance during the 
certification period, and any other information required by the District to 
determine the compliance status.  The annual compliance certification for 
each calendar year shall be submitted no later than March 1  following 
each calendar year.” 

• The engineer will send a draft copy to the facility for review and comment. 

• Under the enhanced A/C process, the applicant is not allowed to operate prior 
to inspection and issuance of temporary authorization under Rule 1410(b)(2) 
to operate. [Rule 24 does not apply and is supplanted by Rule 1410 for the 
enhanced A/C process.] 

• Once the draft A/C is prepared by the project engineer, a 30-day notice is 
prepared and sent to affected states.  This includes Indian tribes, such as Pala, 
that have requested and received EPA’s agreement as to this designation. As 
of April 2013, the District has extended its distribution to all tribes in San 
Diego County via an email list. 

• The project engineer also prepares for EPA Region IX a cover letter that 
details the project and transmits the proposed A/C for EPA’s 45-day review. 

• If comments are received, responses to these comments are prepared and for 
review by the Title V engineer or Senior Engineer.  Should any comments 
require substantive changes in the terms of the A/C, these changes will be 
sent to EPA Region IX.  The submittal of changes restarts EPA’s 45-day 
review period. 

• If EPA objects to any terms of the A/C, the Title V engineer or Senior 
Engineer works with EPA to resolve the issues that EPA raises as objections 
to the proposed A/C. 
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• If EPA does not object, under the request of an administrative permit 
amendment for the A/C conditions to be added to the Title V permit, the 
project engineer prepares a BEC request for all conditions that includes the 
condition rule references and adds, for the federal/local designation. 

Once all issues are resolved, the equipment is ready for operation, and there is a 
reasonable expectation that the equipment will operate in compliance with all 
conditions and requirements, the project engineer can proceed to prepare a permit for 
the Title V engineer.   
Note:  As indicated above the permit must contain unchanged conditions from the 
A/C.  The project engineer will inspect the equipment/operation and the Title V 
engineer  will issue a revised Title V permit (usually under a request for an 
administrative amendment).  If however, there is source testing or other testing that 
needs to be completed (what would commonly be referred to as “shakedown and 
testing”), the Title V engineer or  Senior Engineer should issue written authorization 
under  Rule 1410(b)(2) until testing can be completed and results confirming 
compliance with all applicable requirements are obtained. Changes that are deemed 
necessary through the results of testing or from operating experience must be added 
by going through an additional, separate Title V permit modification procedure. 

Minor Permit Modification 

A minor permit modification is a modification issued pursuant to Rule 1410(j) and 40 
CFR § 70.7(e)(2) that will not trigger federally-mandated new source review.  

Applicant applies with Form 1410-B along with the standard District general application 
form (App 116) and any supplemental application form(s).  The project engineer should 
coordinate with the Title V engineer   once it’s determined that the applicant has 
requested a minor permit modification. The application should contain the proposed 
permit conditions. 

Within 5 days of determining the application complete, the project engineer must notify 
EPA Region IX and affected states of the receipt of a complete application, describing 
the application.  No other extra processing steps are required at this time.  The applicant 
must first obtain any necessary District AC.  The project engineer should coordinate the 
AC and conditions with the Title V engineer. 

The object of the minor permit modification is to allow operation of modified equipment 
under a new set of conditions.  Therefore, there are only extra processing steps for the 
project engineer for Title V prior to issuing the District permit to operate. The process is 
as follows: 

• The project engineer develops the final set of conditions and includes a rule 
reference. 
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• The Title V engineer   reviews the condition list, and prepares a cover letter and 
the Title V application review summary (this can take the form of an abbreviated 
Statement of Basis) that details the minor permit modification.  The proposed 
permit is attached and sent for EPA’s 45-day review period. 

• If EPA has no objection, the project engineer prepares a BEC request for all 
conditions that includes the condition rule references . 

Significant Permit Modification 

A significant permit modification is a modification that does not qualify as a minor 
modification or that will trigger federally-mandated new source review.  Significant 
modifications are processed pursuant to Rule 1410(k) and are required to  include an 
opportunity for public review and comment as well as  review by the federal EPA and 
affected states. 

The applicant applies for a significant permit modification by completing and submitting, 
at a minimum, the following forms: 

• Stationary Source Summary [Forms 1401-A1 and 1401-A2] 
• Applicable Requirements Summary Check List [Form 1401-H1] 
• List of Permits by Equipment Category [Form 1401-H2] 
• Certification Statement [Form 1401-I] 

Aside from these required forms, the applicant may request other Title V program options 
such as, multiple applicable requirements streamlining or a permit shield, so that other 
supplemental Title V application forms may also be submitted.  The applicant must first 
obtain any necessary District A/Cs.  The project engineer should coordinate the A/C and 
conditions with the Title V engineer. 

The Title V engineer  performs the following tasks  after receipt of the Title V 
application: 

• Application completeness determination within  60 days of receipt 
• If further information is required to determine completeness   communicate any 

deficiencies to the applicant prior to completeness determination.  If the source 
supplies the additional information promptly, the Title V engineer proceeds 
toward determination of completeness.  If the information is not forthcoming after 
informal request, the engineer notifies  the applicant in writing requesting (and 
specifying) the additional required  information, allowing approximately 60 days 
for the applicant to provide the requested information. 

• Once the information is received from the applicant, the Title V engineer 
completes evaluation of the application and prepares the permit documents for 
public and EPA review. 

• Denial or cancellation of an application based on failure to receive the required 
information from the applicant may, on occasion, be justified but is rare and must 
only be initiated with the approval of the responsible senior engineer and/or the 
Chief of Engineering. 
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The project engineer should inform the Title V engineer   about the project, and the two 
engineers should discuss any issues associated with processing the two applications 
(timing issues, questions of which Title V track is appropriate, Title V issues that affect 
the District permit, etc.) .  The objective is to ensure that the permit conditions for the 
District P/O are the same in the subsequently issued Title V permit, and to ensure, as the 
District P/O is being developed, that Title V requirements are included as necessary (for 
example, when they are not included in the “FW” section of the Title V permit).    

After the proposed permit conditions for the District P/O have been prepared, the Title V 
engineer continues developing  the proposed Title V permit.  Ideally, the District P/O 
will be finalized with its issuance pending before the proposed Title V permit is prepared 
for public notice and EPA review, and communication between the project engineer and 
the Title V engineer will have ensured all requirements are met and the Title V conditions 
match the District P/O conditions.  In the interest of matching the District P/O with that 
contained in Title V permit, issuance of the District P/O may be held until completion of 
the public comment period and EPA review.  However, given that such comments are 
infrequent, the District P/O is typically issued once all other procedures are complete.   

When the project engineer has finalized the District P/O for issuance and the text of the 
conditions is determined, the following should be performed: 

• The Title V engineer  prepares conditions with rule references under the Title V 
application and arranges each as either “District Enforceable Only Conditions” or 
“Federally Enforceable and District Enforceable Conditions”  . 

• The Title V engineer  prepares a 30-day public notice to be submitted internally 
for posting in local publications, on the District’s website, and for distribution 
pursuant to the County’s list-server. (As of 2013, we are also distributing all 
public notices of Title V actions to San Diego tribes via email.) 

• The Title V engineer  prepares  the Title V statement of basis (i.e., review report) . 
The public notice, permit, and statement of basis are sent to EPA and affected 
states for review ;these documents also comprise the substance of the public 
notice. 

• If EPA has no objections (and either no comments were received from the 
public or any comments received were resolved before EPA’s final review), 
then appropriate revisions can be made to the statement of basis and the 
revised permit can be issued. The project engineer likewise proceeds toward 
issuance of the District P/O and submittal of  a BEC as necessary . 

• The project engineer will inspect the equipment/operation and the Title V 
engineer will issue a revised Title V permit. 

• 

-212-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

8.4 Title V Program Evaluation Program Changes (Tom Weeks, 
November 2010) 

In mid 2008, the EPA Region IX conducted an evaluation of the District’s Title V program. 
The findings and recommendations of that evaluation are included in a report titled “Title 
V Operating Permit Program Evaluation Final Report, September 30, 2008.” 

The objectives of the evaluation were to assess how the District administers its Title V 
program and the overall effectiveness of the program; identify areas of improvement of the 
program; areas where EPA’s oversight role can be improved; and identify unique and 
innovative aspects of the District’s program as best practices that may benefit other Title 
V programs.  To a large extent, EPA was complementary of the District program and 
procedures.  However, there were several areas where they recommended program 
changes. 

EPA’s findings and recommendations as well as the District’s agreed upon actions are 
listed below.  These program changes should be incorporated, to the extent feasible, in all 
future TIV permit actions. 

1. Finding: Final Title V permits are not signed. 

Recommendation: EPA recommends that all final Title V permits (initial 
permits, renewals, and modifications) be signed by a District official authorized 
to make permit decisions. 

Action: The District Director will sign all final Title V permits. 

2. Finding: SDAPCD’s statements of basis do not adequately describe regulatory 
and policy issues or document decisions the District has made in the permitting 
process. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should expand the scope of its Coversheets to 
address all salient Title V permit issues. The District should supplement its 
checkbox and tabular format with explanatory text. SDAPCD should review 
Findings 2.7 through 2.10 of this report (and the associated recommendations), 
and implement EPA guidance on statements of basis (listed in Appendix F). 

Action: A revised standardized evaluation summary format will be developed 
and used to provide summary and explanatory text and to document policy issues 
and regulatory decisions for all future Title V permits or Title V permit renewals. 

3. Finding: SDAPCD does not address periodic monitoring in its Application 
Review Coversheets. 
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Recommendation: SDAPCD should add a periodic monitoring section to its 
Application Review Coversheets and address monitoring on a case by case basis 
in the Coversheets. The Coversheets should describe the nature and rationale for 
any periodic monitoring that the District has added to the permit, or explain that 
no additional monitoring has been added, either because the monitoring in the 
underlying applicable requirement is sufficient to assure compliance or that the 
monitoring that has been added does not depart from previously agreed-upon 
levels. 

Action: The District will add a periodic monitoring section to the evaluation 
summary and address monitoring on a case by case basis. 

4. Finding: SDAPCD does not adequately describe its decisions to grant or deny 
requests for permit shields in its Application Review Coversheets. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should expand its discussions of permit shields in 
its Application Review Coversheets. The explanation should specify which type 
of shield has been requested, i.e., whether the regulation applies to the source or 
not. If a shield from an applicable requirement that a facility is subject to has been 
granted, the Coversheet should refer the reader to the permit conditions that 
incorporate the requirement. If a shield has been granted because a specific 
regulation does not apply to a source, the District should explain its concurrence 
with the applicant’s nonapplicability determination with sufficient specificity to 
justify the shield. 

Action: For shields that are granted, the evaluation summary will indicate that 
either the shield was granted based on a determination that the requirement was 
not applicable or a determination that the requirement was subsumed by permit 
condition. This information will be part of the standardized Coversheet. 

5. Finding: SDAPCD does not adequately document Compliance Assurance 
Monitoring (CAM) in its Application Review Coversheets. 

Recommendation: The District should address CAM in its Application Review 
Coversheets with sufficient detail for the reader to understand whether or not any 
emission unit at the facility is subject to CAM. When CAM does apply, SDAPCD 
should summarize the facility’s proposed CAM plan and state whether the 
District is approving the plan or not. If the District is approving the plan but some 
aspects of the CAM monitoring in the permit differ from facility’s proposal, these 
differences should be highlighted and explained. 

Action: In the Coversheet, the District will add sufficient detail for CAM plans 
required in the permit and address CAM applicability. The evaluation summary 
will briefly summarize the facility’s proposed CAM plan(s), if any, including the 
pollutant(s) subject to CAM and the parameters monitored and note whether the 
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plan is approved by the District or not.  The evaluation will also address emission 
units for which no CAM plan is required, but that would, a priori, appear to be 
required to have a CAM plan. For such units, the evaluation will indicate the 
reason no CAM plan is required (for example, the unit has a continuous emission 
monitoring system consistent with 40 CFR §60.1 or its uncontrolled potential to 
emit is less than the applicable major source threshold). 

6. Finding: SDAPCD does not discuss any applicability requirements or exemption 
provisions in its Application Review Coversheets. 

Recommendation: The District must discuss its applicability determinations in 
its Coversheets in cases where additional explanation or analysis would be useful. 

Action: The District will discuss applicability requirements and exemption 
provisions, such as the examples noted, where additional explanation or analysis 
would be useful in an added section of the evaluation summary report. 
Information will be provided in sufficient detail to explain the basis of its 
decisions for these applicability determinations and for exemptions. 

7. Finding: Title V permits for sources subject to CAM do not contain all the 
required elements of 40 CFR Part 64. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should ensure that Title V permits for sources with 
emission units subject to CAM contain all required elements of Part 64, including 
parameter ranges and definitions of excursions or exceedances. To be consistent 
with current Part 70 requirements, we also recommend that the District use the 
updated compliance certification language in all future permits in which there are 
any emission units subject to CAM. 

Action: The District will ensure that Title V permits, including examples cited 
by EPA, contain all the required elements of Part 64. This will include an explicit 
definition of an “excursion” with respect to the CAM parameters. In addition, in 
situations where the complexity of the CAM parameter ranges are not easily 
incorporated in permit conditions (e.g., a complex relationship based on 
operational parameters), the District will attach a document to the Title V permit 
that clearly defines the CAM parameter ranges. Where it is necessary to refer to 
the parameter ranges, the permit conditions will reference the attached document 
in the Title V permit rather than an external document. 

8. Finding: SDAPCD does adequately not reach out to communities that have 
identified environmental justice (EJ) issues with respect to permitting. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should consider the need for conducting Title V 
permit-related outreach in ways consistent with the changing demographic 
composition of communities near permitted sources. 
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Action: The District will conduct Title V permit-related public outreach in 
communities near permitted sources. The District has been extensively involved 
in the EPA Region IX Barrio Logan Environmental Justice Demonstration 
Project. Spanish is the second most commonly spoken language in the District. A 
translated notice will be provided for action on applications for Title V facilities 
if five percent or more of the residents within any census tract in the area 
bordering a Title V facility are non-English speaking. 

9. Finding: The District’s Office of Community Outreach and Training 
primarily focuses internally on District staff training needs, not externally on Title 
V outreach to communities. 

Recommendation: The District should consider balancing its community 
outreach needs with its competing internal needs to ensure effective community 
outreach. 

Action: To enhance the outreach program and to better involve residents in Title 
V implementation decisions the District proposes to initiate the following 
enhancements: For community members with computer e-mail access, a list 
server system has been established. A marketing plan for promoting this system 
will be developed by the end of 2009. 

The local Environmental Health Coalition has a newsletter. The District will work 
with them to explore including information about district programs in this 
document. It is made available in English and Spanish. 

This District is a department in the local county government. This gives staff the 
opportunity to work with other governmental entities. Recently the District 
worked with the local libraries to provide information on air issues for their 
patrons. The District plans to explore using other public service locations for 
posting notices and providing information brochures. 

The District has developed a handout that explains the Title V process. The 
District will make this document available for distribution at public outreach 
activities. Public Information at the District will be exploring all opportunities to 
reach out to affected communities. 

10. Finding: The District publishes notices of proposed permits in the Daily 
Transcript which focuses on the business community. The Daily Transcript has a 
significantly lower circulation among the general public when compared to other 
newspapers of general circulation in San Diego County. 

Recommendation: The District should publish its notices of proposed Title V 
permits in a newspaper with a larger circulation, in addition to or instead of the 
Daily Transcript, so that the greatest number of people in the County is aware of 
its Title V permitting activities. 
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Action: The District will publish notices of proposed Title V permits in a 
newspaper of larger circulation as well as publishing notices in the Daily 
Transcript. 

11. Finding: The District has never received any comments from community 
members on proposed Title V permits. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should explore translations of notices and 
outreach materials and publication of public notices in a newspaper of general 
circulation to improve the effectiveness of the District’s outreach and to provide 
the public with an increased opportunity to provide input on proposed Title V 
permits. (See Findings 4.1 and 4.3). 

Action: The District will explore translations of notices and outreach materials 
(besides publishing notices in a newspaper of greater circulation as discussed 
above) to provide the public with increased opportunity to comment on 
proposed Title V permits.  The District will use procedures developed for the 
Air Toxics Hot Spots program (as specified in District Rule 1210) to determine 
when translations will be required. 

12. Finding: The District publishes public notices of proposed Title V permitting 
actions on its website. However, additional information along with translations 
of notices of proposed Title V permitting actions in languages other than English 
would better inform the public regarding permitting actions. 

Recommendation: EPA encourages SDAPCD to increase public access to the 
permitting process by posting relevant Title V information on its website 
including, but not limited to, proposed and final Title V permits, technical support 
documents, public notices, responses to public comments, citizen petition 
procedures, and general Title V information and guidance. 

EPA recommends looking at websites of other permitting authorities for ideas. 
For example, the website of Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
www.baaqmd.gov, includes the following Title V documents: proposed and final 
permits, technical support documents, public notice documents, comments from 
EPA and the public, and responses to comments. 

Additionally, we strongly encourage SDAPCD to translate their notices of 
proposed Title V permitting actions into languages other than English in order to 
be responsive to the population in San Diego. 

Action: The District will post notices, permits, supporting documents and other 
associated information on its website. As noted above, staff will provide 
translations of notices on a case-by-case basis. 

13. Finding: SDAPCD does not notify tribes of Title V permitting actions. 
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Recommendation: SDAPCD should conduct outreach to tribes to assess their 
interest in being notified of Title V permitting actions. EPA can assist the District 
by providing contact information for tribes within San Diego County. 

Action: The District has compiled a list of tribal contacts and will notify tribes in 
the county of Title V permitting actions. 

14. Finding: SDAPCD would like EPA to provide environmental justice training. 

Recommendation: EPA will provide the District with EJ training and work with 
them on EJ issues identified by the District. 

Action: The District is requiring staff to complete the EPA online course entitled 
Environmental Justice (EJ).   

15. Finding: SDAPCD does not send synthetic minor permits to EPA for review. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should provide EPA the opportunity to review 
proposed synthetic minor permits, and submit copies of the final permits. 

Action: The District will in the future send proposed synthetic minor permits 
issued pursuant to Rule 60.2 to EPA for informational purposes and consider any 
comments by EPA. The District will also submit copies of final permits to EPA. 

16. Finding: SDAPCD uses parallel processing to streamline the issuance of 
modified NSR and Title V permits. However, it is not clear that all of the parallel 
processing procedural requirements are being consistently implemented. 

Recommendation: SDAPCD should ensure that it follows all Title V procedural 
requirements when processing enhanced NSR permitting actions. Proposed NSR 
permits must be sent to EPA, ideally with a cover letter explicitly stating that the 
District is using the enhanced NSR process and is applying the Regulation XIV 
procedural requirements to the NSR permitting action, including submitting the 
draft ATC for EPA’s 45-day review. After SDAPCD has authorized the startup 
of the new or modified emission unit, the District should amend the Title V permit 
via an administrative amendment and send a copy to Region 9. The Title V files 
should contain all relevant correspondence and documents related to enhanced 
NSR actions. The District may want to review the practices of the San Joaquin 
Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District, which effectively processes many 
enhanced NSR actions by issuing certificates of conformity which confirm the 
NSR action met the procedural requirements of Title V and submitting all 
necessary documentation with EPA. 

Action: The District will ensure that all Title V procedural requirements are met 
with respect to enhanced NSR procedures. To accomplish this, additional training 
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on existing enhanced NSR permitting procedures will be provided to staff. The 
District has also added a checklist noting the dates of completion of procedure 
elements. 

9. Registration 

9.1 Portable Engine Permitting and Registration (November 6, 2000) 

Attached is a notice from ARB regarding information that should be verified when 
permitting or registering portable engines.  In summary, any portable engine 
manufactured after January 1, 1996 must be certified by both U.S. EPA and ARB in order 
to be sold or used as a portable engine in California.  

As is noted in the attached, the engine must be labeled by the manufacturer with a 12-
character engine family name issued by U.S. EPA and ARB.  When processing an 
application for permitting or registration of a portable engine, the engineer should obtain 
the make, model, serial number, year of manufacture, brake horsepower rating, and 12-
character engine family name, then verify with ARB (contact listed on the attached) that 
the engine has been certified as meeting the required portable, non-road engine standards.  
If it has not, the engine cannot be permitted or registered as portable.  

This verification is in addition to determining compliance with all applicable District 
rules.  Time spent verifying the engine meets the certification standards (and evaluating 
the engine for compliance) should be charged to the permit or registration application.  
Fees for registration and permitting will be updated in the future to recover these costs. 

9.2 Procedure for Review of Applications and Issuance of Certificates 
of Registration (January 2008) 

This procedure has been developed to provide guidance when issuing Rule 12 or 12.1 
registrations.  Two options are available to applicants as shown on the attached process 
flow diagrams and the following procedure. 

Option 1 – Application received electronically or via mail 

1. Application Submittal - Applicant submits the application forms (App116 and the 
appropriate supplemented form) with appropriate fees. 

2. Permit Processing Review - Permit Processing (PP) reviews the application to verify that 
correct fees and forms were submitted, creates the permit file, logs the application into 
the permit database and forwards the file to the Engineering Division (ED) after scanning 
out the application.  If correct forms or fees have not been submitted, PP will notify the 
applicant and hold the application until sufficient fees are received to process the 
application.  The PP review step should be completed within one working day of receipt 
of the application. 

3.  Engineering Review - The ED representative will pick up the file and scan it in.  The ED 
representative will normally be an Engineering Technician but can be the assigned duty 
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engineering as necessary to address staff availability issues.  A completeness review will 
be performed and an incomplete letter in the form of a standardized incomplete 
letter/checklist will be issued, if necessary, within three working days of application 
receipt. If the application is compete, the ED representative will perform emission 
calculations, complete the engineering evaluation and draft the registration certificate.  

4. Consultation Meeting - The ED representative will contact the applicant and offer to meet 
with them to review and issue the initial registration certificate. If the applicant declines 
the consultation meeting, the ED representative will issue the initial registration 
certificate via mail or email.  Issuance of the initial registration for complete applications 
shall be within 10 working days of receipt. 

5. New BEC Creation - If a new BEC is required to incorporate hours of use limitations the 
ED representative will request the new BEC using a standardized BEC template and 
forward the request to PP.  Senior Engineer and Compliance Division approval is not 
required for these limited BEC changes.  

6. Permit Database Entry - The ED representative will enter the permit information into the 
permit database system and forward the file to the Senior Engineer.  Permit database 
entry shall be with in 30 days of application receipt.   

7. Senior Engineer Review - The Senior Engineer will review the file and approve it in the 
permit database system or return it to the ED representative for revision.  After approval 
the Senior Engineer will forward the permit file to the Accounting Section for fee 
reconciliation. 

8. Fee Reconciliation - Following fee reconciliation, the Accounting Section will forward 
the file to PP. 

9. Application Cancellation - Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12 will 
be cancelled if the requested information is not supplied within 90 day of such request.   
Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12.1 will be cancelled if the 
necessary information is not supplied within 30 day of application receipt.  Proposed 
cancellations must be approved by the Senior Engineer. 

Option 2 – Walk-in Customer 

1.Jayn Application Receipt - Applicant arrives at the front desk with and application.  All 
applications will first go to Permit Processing (PP) for verification that the correct forms 
and fees are available. If correct forms and fees are available, PP will copy the App116 
form and contact the ED representative (the ED representative will normally be an 
Engineering Technician but can be the assigned duty engineer as necessary to address 
staff availability). If correct forms and fees are not available, PP will inform the 
applicant and provide them with information on how to complete the application.  PP and 
the ED representative will work in parallel, where necessary from this point forward (see 
process flow diagram). 

2. Engineering Review - The ED representative will escort the applicant to a meeting room. 
A completeness review will be performed and an incomplete letter in the form of a 
standardized incomplete letter/checklist will be issued if necessary. If the application is 
compete, the ED representative will perform emission calculations, complete the 
engineering evaluation, issue the initial registration certificate and explain the registration 
conditions to the applicant.       
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3. New BEC Creation - If a new BEC is required to incorporate hours of use limitations the 
ED representative will request the new BEC using a standardized BEC template and 
forward the request to PP.  Senior Engineer and Compliance Division approval is not 
required for these limited BEC changes.  

4. Permit Database Entry - The ED representative will enter the permit information into the 
permit database system and forward the file to the Senior Engineer.  Permit database 
entry shall be with in 30 days of application receipt.   

5. Senior Engineer Review - The Senior Engineer will review the file and approve it in the 
permit database system or return it to the ED representative for revision.  After approval 
the Senior Engineer will forward the permit file to the Accounting Section for fee 
reconciliation. 

6. Fee Reconciliation - Following fee reconciliation, the Accounting Section will forward 
the file to PP. 

7. Application Cancellation - Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12 will 
be cancelled if the requested information is not supplied within 90 day of such request.   
Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12.1 will be cancelled if the 
necessary information is not supplied within 30 day of application receipt.  Proposed 
cancellations must be approved by the Senior Engineer.  

10. Banking 

10.1 Banking Procedures (July 22, 1986) 

The purpose of the following procedures is to ensure that the engineering evaluation 
corresponds with the requirements of the District's banking rules.  Each person assigned a 
banking application first must become familiar with the latest version of the applicable 
rules before proceeding with the evaluation.  The procedures are similar to the approach 
required for the evaluation of the A/C. 

A. Application Review 

1) Determine if the application is complete.  Each initial application must have a 
Page 1 (standard application form APCD-16) and a Page 2 banking form, both 
of which must be filled out completely (see attachments).  There must be a 
separate application for each piece of equipment, product line, system, process 
line or process that produces or performs a service independently of other 
equipment, product lines, systems, process lines or processes.  The separate 
applications are needed to correspond with the provision of Rule 26.0(b) that 
requires a separate authorization for each of the items listed above.  (Note: 
applications are not required for each pollutant.) 

a. A second application package must be submitted for reclassifications 
from Class B to Class A status. 
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b. In addition, an application is required for the transfer of banked emission 
reduction credits  ERCs). 

2) Applications are not complete if an adequate fee deposit has not been made.  
The supervising senior engineer will determine if the deposit is sufficient to 
cover the "time and material" costs of the evaluation--estimated to be a 
minimum of 30 hours of the project engineer's time for meetings with the 
applicant, site inspections, calculations, preparing publication, report writing, 
record-keeping, etc. for the first application.  The supervising senior would 
spend a minimum of two hours in meetings, reviewing the work, updating 
records, calculating costs, etc.  Each additional application submitted 
concurrently with the first would require four additional hours of the project 
engineer's time and 0.4 hours of additional time for the senior engineer.  These 
estimates are based on experience. In addition, there is a base fee and a 
publication cost that must be part of the deposit. 
The applicant will be notified that a refund will be made if the costs are less 
than the deposit but that work will stop and additional money requested if the 
deposit is depleted.  The applicant also will be informed that additional 
deposits may be required to respond to public comments and/or to hold a 
public hearing, if needed.  The initial fee estimate does not include these costs. 

At the time these procedures were developed, there was no database to 
estimate the "time and material" costs associated with evaluating a 
reclassification from Class B to Class A status.  Reclassifications should not 
take as long as initial evaluations because the calculations and field 
inspections probably will be completed.  Until further data are obtained, the 
deposit should be less than half the estimate for an initial submittal. 

Rule 26.0(h) states that "...fees for an advisory opinion shall be paid..."  This 
applies whenever a person owning a Class B ERC wants the District to 
determine whether the ERC is eligible for reclassification to Class A status 
[see Rule 26.3(b)].  Inform the owner of the Class B ERC that he will have to 
submit a deposit before the reclassification can be discussed. 

3) According to Rule 18(a), the applicant will be notified that the application is 
complete or incomplete within 30 days of the date the application was 
received.  (Note:  The application is considered received when the requested 
fee deposit has been made.) If incomplete, the applicant must be notified in 
writing, what additional information is required to do the evaluation. 

The project engineer will establish a tickler system for ensuring the work is 
completed in a reasonable period of time.  The engineer will follow up on any 
request for additional information no later than three months after the initial 
request for information.  The engineer will cancel the application if the 
applicant fails to finish any requested information within six months from the 
date the request was made, as required by Rule 17(c). 
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B. Application Processing 

The evaluation will justify a recommendation to grant or deny an ERC and, if 
granted, to justify a recommendation that either a Class A or a Class B ERC be 
issued.  "Justification" means relating rule requirements to the information in the 
application.  The evaluation report will consist of a logical discussion that can be 
followed easily by anyone reviewing the evaluation.  The report will document that 
the following steps have been taken: 

1) Determination of Whether an ERC(s) can be Issued 

For initial applications only, first determine if the ERC(s) can be granted 
according to Rule 26.2.  The following example shows how the report should 
read, assuming the application meets the requirements of Rule 26.2 after an 
adequate investigation. 

Application(s) No.(s)______was (were) found to be in compliance with the 
requirements of Rule 26.2 Standards for Granting Banking of Emission 
Reductions because: 

• (Name of applicant) was found to be in compliance with all the District 
rules and regulations that are applicable to the source, the source was not 
exempt from permit requirements and the applicant has kept current all 
District permits applicable to the source. (The latter requirement means 
that if a permit expires for failure to renew, the source is not eligible for 
banking.  There must be an existing active or inactive status P/O with 
paid up fees in order for the source to be eligible for banking.) 

• The SIP was reviewed and it was found that the emission reductions will 
be in excess of those required by the applicable SIP Control Measures or 
the SIP was reviewed and there are no SIP Control Measures associated 
with the emissions, if that is the case.  Continue by stating that the 
reductions are not now, nor will they be, required by any adopted or 
proposed federal, state or District laws, rules, regulations, permits or 
orders. Furthermore, there is no conflict with the District's list of SIP 
Control Measures for which ERCs may not be issued.  (The project 
engineer should ask AR/SD for assistance when evaluating compliance 
with the SIP provisions of the banking rules.) 

• The emission reductions applied for have not been used or taken under 
any other provision of law. 

• There is no plan to amend the SIP in a way that would affect this 
application. 

• The emission reductions occurred after July 5, 1979. 
• All the applicable requirements of the District's rules and regulations 

will be met if the applicant adheres to the requirements specified on the 
certificate(s), which are as follows:  The emission reductions will be 
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enforced by the surrender and cancellation of P/O No.(s) . . . This (these) 
permits were surrendered to the District on (enter date).  (The 
surrendered permits are to be attached to the evaluation.  It is not 
necessary to have the surrendered permits until it is determined that an 
ERC(s) can be granted.  Once this has been established, notify the 
applicant that the permits for the shutdown equipment must be 
surrendered within 10 working days of the date of the notification letter 
or the application will be denied for failure to comply with Rule 
26(a)(8).  This paragraph applies only to shutdowns. 

For modifications, the report should state that all the applicable 
requirements of the District's rules and regulations will be met if the 
applicant adheres to the following conditions added to P/O 
No.(s)_______.  (List the conditions to be added and deleted.  The 
revised P/Os are to have their own BEC codes.  The BECs associated 
with banking are to be in the 2000 series.)  Continue with the report as 
follows: 

• The facility was inspected on (enter date).  It was confirmed during the 
inspection that the emissions reductions have been implemented as 
required by Rule 26.2(a)(7). 

• Before the shutdown (or modification, if applicable), the source was in 
operation for one year or more as required by Rule 26.1. 

Therefore, having complied with all the requirements of Rules 26.2 and 26.1, 
the applicant is entitled to receive Emission Reduction Credit(s).  (If the 
applicant hasn't complied, state that in the report instead.  In that case, the 
report would conclude with a recommendation for denial.) 

C. Classification of ERCs 

After determining that ERCs can be granted, document the reasons for their 
classification to Class A or Class B status.  For initial applications, the classification 
will be done according to Rule 26.0(c) and the following section.  For applications 
requesting reclassifications, the determination will be made according to Rule 
26.0(e) and the section on reclassification. 

1) Initial applications: 

For an initial application, state in the report whether the reduction is due to a 
modification or limited use of existing equipment, or if it is the result of a 
shutdown.  State the reasons replacements are or are not likely to occur.  If 
they are likely to occur, state whether or not the replacements will be located 
within the District and whether or not existing sources located elsewhere in 
the county will increase their emissions as a result of the shutdown.  (For 
example, if an asphalt plant shuts down, the amount of asphalt produced in the 
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county isn't going to change.  The other existing plants will pick up the slack 
since they can produce it cheaper than hauling additional asphalt from outside 
the air basin.  In this example, a Class A status can not be granted.)  The 
applicant must prove that replacements are not going to take place that would 
offset the reductions.  Rule 26.0(c) states, "The applicant has the burden to 
show that an ERC is Class A rather than Class B." 

Rule 26.0(c)(iv) states that possible emission increases from replacement 
sources that will not likely be offset pursuant to Rules 20.4, 20.5, 20.8 or 26.8 
should be considered.  But this requires a knowledge of the future, which is 
impossible to obtain.  Therefore, this provision should be ignored. 

If there are no potential replacement emissions from new, existing or modified 
sources, the report should recommend that the ERC(s) be granted a Class-A 
status and proceed to the "emissions reduction calculations" section of these 
procedures. 

If replacement emissions are possible, determine their amount (under 
"emissions reduction calculations").  If the replacement emissions are less 
than the reduction, document this in the evaluation and list the difference as 
the amount that may be listed under Class-A reductions.  This eventually will 
require the issuance of two ERCs for the same equipment; one listing the 
Class-A reductions and the other the Class-B credits.  If the replacement 
emissions are equal to or greater than the reduction, state this in the 
evaluation.  In the latter case, only Class-B ERCs can be issued.  Specify in 
the notification letter that this is one of the reasons the emissions are not 
considered "real and permanent." 

2) Application for reclassification: 

The evaluation of reclassification will be in the form of an addendum to the 
initial report.  The addendum will state the reasons why the Class B status 
should or should not be changed to a Class A status.  The evaluation will 
include the following information:  (1) the length of time the equipment has 
been out of service or operated at a reduced level or modified, (2) shifts in 
economic demand within the District that are related to the product or service 
produced by the equipment that was shutdown, modified or that was limited in 
use, and (3) whether similar sources in the District have experienced an 
increase in activity as a result of the shutdown, modification or curtailed use 
of the equipment for which a Class B ERC was issued.  The applicant is 
responsible for supplying this information. 

If a Class B ERC was issued for the reason that a new source was expected to 
replace the reduced emissions, then that reason will be removed if an A/C for 
the new source hasn't been issued within a year of the date the District entered 
the ERC in the register.  The applicant, according o Rule 26.0(f), must request 
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that the above reason be removed.  If this request is made, the search for an 
A/C for the new source must be documented in the evaluation (i.e., searched 
application card file, log, surveyed staff engineers, etc.). 

It also must be documented in the report that the owner/operator surrendered 
the certificate showing ownership of the Class B ERC. 

If a reclassification is approved by the senior engineer, the project engineer 
will ensure that accounting staff cancels the Class B ERC and issues a new 
Class A certificate. 

D. Emissions Reduction Calculations 

Calculations will be done according to Rule 26.1.  The evaluation for an initial 
banking application will state the period of time actual operating emissions were 
averaged.  The assumptions associated with each calculation will be documented as 
to their source.  As with all engineering calculations involving permit work, the 
statement that a given number is based on "engineering judgment" with nothing 
further to support that number is unacceptable.  Every number and assumption will 
be justified by references to test data and/or authoritative literature and/or 
documented applications of engineering principles. 

E. Notification Letter 

The applicant will be notified of the amounts of the emission reductions that can be 
used for banking credits and given 10 working days to respond if he disagrees with 
the amounts.  If the District has decided to issue a Class B ERC, the notification 
letter will include the reasons why the ERC is not real and permanent, in order to 
comply with the last provision of Rule 26.0(c)(2). 

F. Publication 

After the amounts of emission reductions for banking have been determined, the 
next step is newspaper publication of a notice announcing the proposed issuance of 
the ERC(s).  The project engineer will submit a draft of a public notice, similar to 
the example in the Appendix (which may be found following Section 3.9) and the 
application, folder and evaluation to the senior engineer.  After the senior engineer 
has approved both the draft notice and evaluation, the project engineer will give the 
District's public information officer a typed, double-spaced copy of the approved 
notice and the proposed date of publication.  The public information office needs to 
be notified at least three working days before the expected date of publication. 

The public information officer will obtain a purchase order number from 
accounting.  The public information officer then will call the San Diego Transcript 
for a pickup.  All notices must be received in the Transcript office by noon of the 
day prior to the date of publication.  The public information officer then will send a 
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copy of the final notice and the date of publication to the deputy director in charge 
of engineering and to the project engineer.  The project engineer will note on his 
calendar the date 30 days after the publication.  This is the date when the period for 
public comment ends. 

The clerical section will be notified that written public comments, if any, are to be 
sent to the senior engineer.  If written comments are received, public hearing is 
justified.  If there are no comments within 30 days of publication, the project 
engineer will proceed to the registration phase of these procedures. 

G. Registration and Issuance of Certificate/Revised Permits to Operate 

1) Registration 

After the completion of the public comment period, the project engineer will 
go to accounting and register each ERC.  At the top of each form, the engineer 
will enter the name of the company or organization owning the ERCs listed 
and the address where the emissions were reduced.  (A sample form is in the 
Appendix following this section.)  The registry forms will be organized in 
alphabetical order according to ownership.  A separate sheet or separate set of 
sheets for each location where emissions were reduced will be completed. 

Each column on the registry sheet contains the information associated with a 
given certificate.  The certificate number is entered at the top of the column.  
This number is the same as the application number followed by a dash and a 
number corresponding to the order in which the certificate was issued.  For 
example, 860134-1 may represent the same piece of equipment but a different 
pollutant than 860134.  When a reclassification occurs, the certificate is 
cancelled and a new certificate is issued.  The certificate number will be the 
same as the previous number but followed by an "R" (i.e. 860134-1R). 

"Status" is the next column.  Write "active" on the first line when the ERC is 
issued.  When the ERC is cancelled, put a line through "active" and below it 
on the second line, write "cancelled."  On the third line, write "transferred" if 
the cancellation was due to a transfer.  When there is a partial transfer of 
credits, the certificate is cancelled and a new certificate is issued listing the 
reduced credits.  When this occurs, write "reduced" on the third line.  Write 
"expired" on the second line when an ERC expires. 

The rest of the column will be filled out as follows:  

• For "ERC Class," enter "A" or "B."  Enter the pollutant on the next 
line.  Enter the amount of the reduction in lbs./day and tons/year.  The 
"day of issuance" is the date the registry is filled out and the certificate 
mailed.  On the next line, enter the P/O number regardless of whether 
or not the P/O was cancelled. 
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• For "type of equipment," enter "boiler," "turbine," "cogen," etc. to 
designate the equipment associated with the reductions.  Enter the 
make or model of the equipment on the next line.  List the serial 
number of the equipment if it is available.  If not, use any available 
equipment designation (i.e. "unit 1," "process line No. 2," etc.).  When 
an ERC is granted for a limited time period, enter the duration.  Also 
enter the expiration date.  If there is no time limit, enter "none" in the 
spaces labeled "ERC duration" and "date expired."  When an ERC is 
transferred, enter the date, the amount in tons/year and the name of the 
organization receiving the ERC. 

The person filling out the form will sign his name under the heading "person 
entering data" and write the date of entry under the heading "entry date." 

2) Issuance of the ERC Certificate and, if Applicable, Re-issuance or 
Cancellation of the Associated P/O 

After the ERCs are registered, the project engineer will fill in the blanks of 
draft certificate of ownership forms using pencil.  (See Appendix following 
this section for sample form.)  The certificate number is entered at the top of 
the form.  The "owner" is the DBA of the company or organization that owns 
the ERC. For "source location," enter the location where the reductions took 
place.  This information is needed to determine the distance of the offset from 
the new source.  The "date the application for ERC was received by District" 
is the date the initial fee deposit was recorded on the application.  "Equipment 
permit to operate No." and "pollutant" are self explanatory.  The "I.D. No." is 
the one identifying the site where the reductions occurred.  The "transfer date" 
is left blank until the certificate is returned to the District to be reissued 
because of a transfer or to be used as an offset. If the transfer date is filled in, 
the certificate is no longer valid.  The "amount" of emission reduction is 
recorded in lbs./day and tons/year because these are the units addressed in the 
offset requirements of the NSR/PSD rules [see Rule 20.1(d)(4)].  In the space 
provided for "equipment description/credit qualifications," enter a brief 
description of the equipment that was modified or removed.  State whether the 
equipment is operating with limitations, has been shutdown or removed.  Add 
any other comments that might affect the status of the ERC. 

After the certificate forms are filled out, the computer record will be updated.  
If the ERCs are due to a modification, a revised P/O with a new description, 
new conditions on maintenance and/or limited use is to be entered into the 
computer.  (As stated earlier, the new BEC conditions will be in the 2000 
series.) If the equipment is shutdown or removed, the project engineer will 
send a memo to the permit clerk, with a copy to his supervising senior 
engineer, requesting that the P/O for the equipment be cancelled. 
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The certificate draft forms, the application folder, the surrendered P/Os and 
the application time sheets will be sent to the senior engineer.  The senior 
engineer will review the draft certificates and P/O revisions or cancellations 
and make corrections if necessary.  After the senior approves them, the draft 
certificate forms will be sent to clerical for typing.  When the certificates are 
returned, the senior engineer will proofread them and, if there are not 
mistakes, sign them.  He then will calculate the "time and material" costs. If 
the fee deposit covers the costs, the senior will sign and send the ERCs to the 
owner.  A refund worksheet will be filled out, if the deposit exceeds the costs.  
If the costs exceed the deposit, the applicant will be sent a letter requesting 
additional funds.  The senior engineer will withhold the certificates until the 
requested money is received.  After it is established that sufficient funds have 
been received, the records of the engineering section will be updated to reflect 
the completion of the application process. 

Copies of the banking certificates will be placed in the inactive files with the 
cancelled P/Os, in the active files if the equipment is modified and in a special 
banking file in accounting. 

H. Application of ERCs and On-going Compliance 

1) Each engineer will have a list of the owners of banked ERCs.  The list will be 
updated and distributed by accounting every time there is a change to the 
banking registry.  The list will be posted where it can be used as an easy 
reference. 

2) Whenever an application that belongs to a listed ERC owner is received, the 
project engineer will determine whether the equipment is a replacement for 
equipment that was associated with banked emission credits.  If so, the A/C 
for the new piece of equipment will have, according to Rule 20.8, a condition 
that either eliminates the ERC(s) granted or restricts the use of the new 
equipment to the extent necessary to keep the ERC(s) real and permanent. 

3) ERCs cannot be used as "in lieu" reductions to avoid the BACT requirements 
of Rule 20.2.  In lieu reductions must be contemporaneous.  ERCs can be used 
only as offsets to achieve compliance with Rules 20.4 and 20.5 and no where 
else. 

4) ERC certificates will be submitted with the applications for A/Cs when they 
are to be used as offsets.  The project engineer will use the information on the 
certificate(s) in the A/C analysis.  The certificates will be attached to the 
evaluation reports. Also, the project engineer will cancel the ERC(s) in the 
registry at the time the associated S/A is issued. 

The engineering staff will contact the senior engineer in charge of their 
section if they have any question.  Every project engineer assigned a banking 
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application will follow these procedures unless expressly authorized by the 
senior engineer in charge of his section. 

11. Certificate of Exemption (COE) 

11.1 Certificate of Exemption (COE) Procedures (June 1, 2000) 

A. Elegibility 

The following equipment/processes are not eligible for a Certificate of Exemption: 

• Categories of equipment/processes that are currently required to have 
permits per District Rule 10.  However if there are no specific thresholds or 
design considerations in Rule 11, a COE may be considered for the 
equipment/process if all other criteria are met.  Also, if design 
considerations are listed in Rule 11 and the equipment/process under review 
was not evaluated when the design consideration was established, a COE 
may be considered. 

• Any equipment/process, which has a current Permit to Operate. 
• Any equipment/process for which an application has been submitted for a 

Permit to Operate unless Compliance and Engineering agree the source 
could qualify for a COE provided no other District rules, state or federal law 
apply to the facility or equipment and no compliance problems are expected. 

• Any equipment/process that is generally not regulated by the District. 
• Any equipment/process which emit toxic air contaminants and does not pass 

the de minimus Rule 1200 screening.  If the equipment/process can pass a 
screening risk assessment and compliance can easily be demonstrated, a 
COE may be granted at the discretion of the Engineering Senior and 
Compliance Division Chief. 

• Any equipment/process which is not unique in nature and whose emissions 
are negligible.  Such a category of equipment/process may be placed on the 
Permit Deferment List (PDL) at the discretion of the Engineering Senior and 
the Compliance Division Chief. 

B. Routing of the COE application 

• COE applications are first handled by the Permit Processing staff, for assigning 
and application number, deposit of fees and an application folder. 

• The COE application is then sent to Compliance for data entry and evaluation. 
• Based on the nature of the equipment/process emission source (VOC, combustion 

or toxics) the COE application will be routed to an engineer section as follows: 

o All VOC sources  Chemical 
o All other sources  Mechanical 
o Toxics which are not VOC’s  Toxics 
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1) The Senior Engineer will assign the application. 
• After the engineering evaluation is complete, reviewed and approved by 

the section Senior Engineer, the application is returned to Compliance for 
approval by the Compliance Chief and final data entry.  Engineering staff 
does not have to perform any VAX data entry. 

• After final approval by the by the Compliance Chief, the Certificate of 
Exemption will be printed and mailed by Permit Processing. 

C. Process for converting a Certificate of Exemption to a Permit to Operate. 

If any equipment/process does not qualify for a Certificate of Exemption after 
review by Engineering and Compliance, the COE application can be converted to a 
permit application.  A letter must be sent to the site informing them of the status of 
the application.  The COE application must be canceled.  The applicant will be 
required to complete a new application form and any applicable supplemental forms 
along with the required fees.  Any remaining monies from the COE application may 
be transferred to the permit application at the applicants request. 

D. Process for converting a Permit to Operate Application to a COE. 

When an engineer reviews a permit application and determines that no prohibitory 
rules apply and the potential emissions will be minimal, the permit application may 
be converted to a COE application by taking the following actions: 

• Obtain Senior Engineer and Compliance Division concurrence. 
• Complete a COE application and supplemental form. 
• Complete the normal COE evaluation process. 
• Any fees not expended can be refunded to the applicant. 

E. Timelines for processing COE applications  - COE applications should be processed 
within 90 days. 

F. Fees for COE applications. 

In order to fully recover costs associated with COE applications, a base fee will be 
charged to the applicants and additional time billed for equipment/processes that 
may require toxic review and/or further engineering evaluation.  The base fee is 
calculated of using three hours of associate engineer time.  The COE program is 
intended to be full cost recovery and additional fees for toxic review and/or further 
engineering evaluation will be calculated at the applicable labor rate.  See Rule 40 
schedule 94. 

G. The Certificate of Exemption Program Process Outlined below (see also the 
attached flow charts): 

1) Permit processing support staff will: 
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a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Verify that all forms are signed and money was received, 
Assign an ID# - if it is a new facility, 
Assign an application number, and 
Create a Certificate of Exemption file. 

2) The file will be sent to Compliance where it will be entered in the COE log 
book. The senior inspector will: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Review the COE application to verify that there are no specific 
exemption in Rule I 1, no prohibitory rules, or ATCM that may apply to 
the equipment/process, 
Determine if an engineering review is needed, if yes, the COE 
application will be forwarded to the appropriate engine-,ring division for 
evaluation and review, 
Make a determination for the COE if an engineering review is not 
needed, and 
Include inspector's reports, if applicable. 

3) Senior engineer will assign an engineer or a dedicated project engineer and 
update the VAX app. file with the assigned engineer's initials and date. 

4) The project engineer will review the forms to make sure they are complete 
and that all supporting information is included.  If the forms are incomplete 
and/or they did not include all the information needed to a make a 
determination the engineer will contact the applicant to obtain the missing 
information. 

5) The project engineer will review the inspector's report, review the facility 
emissions estimate calculations, or calculate an emissions estimate if 
calculations are not provided.  The project engineer will make a 
recommendation for exemption. 

6) If the equipment/process: 

a. 

b. 

Is recommended for exemption, the senior engineer will review and 
approve the project engineer's recommendation. 
Does not qualify for an exemption, the engineer will return the file to the 
Compliance Division and the Compliance Division will notify the 
applicant by mail that they must submit an application with fees to 
obtain a District Permit to Operate for the equipment/process. 

7) The file is then submitted to Compliance for approval by the Division Chief. 

8) Upon approval by the Division Chief, Compliance support staff will update 
the VAX-COE-P/O file. 
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COE-P/O (input app#) 
ID# (input ID#) 
App# (inputapp#) 
P/O code (input c-for COE) 
Equipment Description (input equipment description) 
BEC (input BEC code) 
Approval status (input approval status A-approved D- denied 

C- canceled) 
Date (input date application approved by Division 

Chief) 

The COE log book will be updated and the file returned to Permit Processing 
to be filed. 

9) Once approved, the Certificate of Exemption will be printed with the next 
weekly run and mailed to the applicant.  A copy will be sent to Compliance 
and the COE file. 

H. Conditions for the Certificate of Exemption 

BEC conditions for the COE will be developed.  These conditions will reflect the 
operation of most of the equipment previously reviewed through the Permit 
Deferment List (PDL) process.  If the equipment/process requires specific 
conditions, the assigned engineer will develop a new BEC. 

Examples of standard COE conditions for the BEC include: 

1) The equipment shall be operated according to the manufacturer's 
instructions/recommendation and as described in the COE application 
submitted to the District. 

2) This Certificate of Exemption shall only apply to the equipment described 
above. 

3) If applicable, records of material usage shall be maintained on a monthly basis 
and retained on site for two years and made available upon request. 

4) The District reserves the right to change the exemption status of the above 
equipment/process at any time.  The facility will be notified at least 30 days in 
advance of any changes which may affect the exemption status of the above 
equipment/process. 

5) This Certificate Of Exemption must be maintained with the exempt 
equipment/process or be readily available at all times. 
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I. Procedures for Engineering Division Project Engineer for the Certificate of 
Exemption (COE) Applications 

The District has implemented the Certificate of Exemption Program.  The 
Certificate of Exemption (COE) program is designed for equipment/processes that 
are not specifically exempt from permit requirements, but whose emissions are 
insignificant or negligible.  This program will enable facilities to have the 
exemption status of such equipment/processes specified in writing without adding 
these insignificant site specific sources to Rule II (Exemptions from Rule 10 Permit 
Requirements). 

Compliance Division will first review the COE application submitted by the 
equipment owner/operator to determine if the equipment process meets the 
requirements for an exemption from permits.  The senior inspector will: 

• Review the COE application to verify that there are no specific exemption in Rule 
II, no prohibitory rules, or ATCM that may apply to the equipment/process, 

• Determine if an engineering review is needed.  If yes, the COE application will be 
forwarded to the appropriate Engineering section for evaluation and review, 

• Make a determination for the COE if an -engineering review is not needed, and 
• Include inspector's reports, if applicable. 

The project engineer will review the forms to make sure they are complete and that 
all supporting information is included.  If the forms are incomplete and/or they did 
not include all the information needed to a make a determination the engineer will 
contact the applicant to obtain the missing information. 

The project engineer will review the inspector's report, review the facility emissions 
estimate calculations, or calculate an emissions estimate if calculations are not 
provided.  The project engineer will make a recommendation for exemption,  
If the equipment/process: 

• Is recommended for exemption, the senior engineer will review and approve 
the project engineer's recommendation. 

• Does not qualify for an exemption, the engineer will return the file to the 
Compliance Division and the Compliance Division will notify the applicant 
by mail that they must submit an application with fees to obtain a District 
Permit to Operate for the equipment/process. 

The Senior Engineer will review and approve the COE application and 
supplemental form.  The file is then submitted to Compliance for approval by the 
Division Chief. 

COE applications are charged a one time fixed fee of $186.00. This fee is non 
refundable.  No additional fees are required to process the COE.  Generally a site 
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inspection of the equipment should not be required.  Engineers should charge their 
time spent on COF application to the following codes: 

APP, COE, APPLICATION #, REVIEW 

The labor data will not impact current COE fees but will be needed to make any 
appropriate adjustment to COE fees in the future. 

12. Chemical Section Procedures 

12.1 S/A vs. Alternative Emissions Compliance Plan (AECP) (June 18, 
1990) 

A/Cs for sources proposing to implement AECPs will not be approved until the source 
has submitted the AECP methodology and record keeping provisions and the District has 
approved them. 

An S/A will not be issued on any VOC source that proposes to comply with a VOC rule 
through the use of an AECP unless the AECP has been submitted, reviewed and 
approved by the District, and the approved AECP is implemented as a condition of the 
S/A. 

12.2 Rule 66 

A. Rule 66 (m) Organic Materials Definition (July 24, 1992) 

Rule 66(m) broadly defines "organic materials" to include a wide range of materials 
from organic solvents to fuels and solid, non-solvent materials.  The District 
intended this rule to apply to liquid organic solvents, or liquid materials containing 
organic solvents.  Therefore, for the purposes of this rule, Rule 66(k)'s definition of 
"organic solvent" will be substituted for Rule 66(m)'s "organic material" definition. 
For example, although Rule 66(o) addresses record-keeping for "organic material" 
(which is defined in 66(m)),”organic material" is to be read "organic solvent" 
(which is defined in 66(k)). 

B. Rule 66(o) Record-keeping Requirements (October 24, 2000 – Jorge Lopez) 

Rule 66(o), which became effective January 9, 1992, requires detailed daily record-
keeping for a wide range of processes and operations.  The District never intended 
to require daily organic material usage records for operations emitting small 
amounts of air contaminants.  Accordingly, all Compliance action concerning Rule 
66(o) is suspended for Dry Cleaning Equipment exempt from Rules 67.2, 
Distillation Equipment, Coating Application Cleaning Equipment, Asphalt Tar 
Kettles, Asphalt Tankers, Grass Coating and equipment or which are not required to 
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have Permits to operate.  Please be advised, this does not relieve sites from the duty 
to maintain records required to substantiate Rule 11 exemptions or required to be 
kept by Rule 21. 

1) Sources will not be required to keep daily records of the usage of materials 
containing organic solvents that are exempt pursuant to Subsections 66(n)(3), 
(4) and (5). 

2) For materials containing non-photochemically reactive solvents and used at 
temperatures at or below 200° F, daily records are not required but the 
applicant must keep monthly records which show the quantities of materials 
purchased. Daily usage records must be required if there is a reasonable 
expectation that a Rule 66 emission limit (e.g., 3,000 lbs./day) will be 
exceeded. 

a. Rule 66 Policy Memo Comments (October 22, 1992) 

A problem exists in item X.10 (c)(4).  This item requires "usage" records 
and then states that purchase, inventory, and disposal (PID) "may" be 
acceptable.  This equating of usage and PID has the potential to conflict 
with the established concept that usage equals emissions (that is, 
monthly usage records can be used to accurately calculate monthly 
emissions).  PID records can be kept in a manner which equals monthly 
emissions.  However, the type of PID records required to obtain accurate 
monthly usage/emissions is for the most part not kept by business at this 
time.  Furthermore, such required PID records are tedious, time 
consuming and therefore burdensome. 

For monthly PID records to equal monthly usage/emissions, all purchase 
records indicating mfg., ID#, and amount (container size) must be 
maintained and is being maintained in general by business.  In addition, 
the site would have to conduct a detailed end of the month inventory.  
This inventory would have to list each item in the inventory by mfg., 
ID#, and amount (container sizes vary, and some containers may be 
partially full).  Ending inventory for one month equals beginning 
inventory for the next month.  This type of inventory record-keeping is 
not typically maintained at the type of small business affected by Rule 
66. 

Finally, the monthly disposal (or waste) records would have to list the 
Mfg., ID#, and amount of each material added to the waste drum.  
Current hazardous waste manifests, which are routinely kept at most 
sites, do not contain this information.  Manifests generally indicate the 
date the waste was hauled off-site (not the month the waste was added 
into the drum), and the amount of a category of waste, such as "paint 
related waste" or "solvent”. 
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In summary, for sites to maintain PID records which equal monthly 
usage, and can therefore be used to accurately calculate monthly 
emissions, sites will very likely have to greatly modify their current 
inventory and disposal record-keeping methods.  Given the tedious and 
time consuming nature of maintaining PID records which reflect 
monthly usage and monthly emissions, it is  recommended that policy 
item IX(c)(4) be removed.  Alternatively, it is recommended that 
specific operations or processes which are known to emit much less than 
3,000 lbs. of organic solvent per day, do not use photochemically 
reactive solvent, and are not used at temperatures above 200° F, be 
added to the list of operations not required to keep daily usage records in 
the July 24,1992 Rule 66 memo.  We can always review a site's 
purchase records over a 12 month period to obtain a reasonable estimate 
regarding whether an operation in question emits close to 3,000 lbs. per 
day on worst case assumptions and average usage per operating day). 

However, if the intent of this Rule 66(o) policy is not to be able to 
calculate monthly emissions from monthly usage records, then I 
recommend that the word "purchased" be substituted for the word "used" 
in the first sentence.  In addition, I recommend that the second sentence 
be removed and the word "usage" be inserted between "daily" and 
"records" in the third sentence.  This will eliminate the potential conflict 
between different forms of PID records and the meaning of the word 
'usage".  In addition, this would eliminate the burden on business from 
having to greatly modify their inventory and disposal record-keeping. 

1) For materials containing photochemically reactive solvents or solvents 
exposed to temperatures above 200° F, daily records of materials usage are 
required except as noted in the July 24, 1992, Chief, Compliance Division, 
memo regarding Rule 66. 

12.3 Procedures for Estimating the Vapor Pressure of VOC Mixtures 
(June 20, 1990) 

Estimating the vapor pressure of solvents that are blends of several VOCs will require 
either the volume or weight percentage of every component of the mixture be available 
from the manufacturer's specifications or from material safety data sheets.  The 
calculation method in this procedure provides a value to be used in rule compliance 
determination for the vapor pressure of a mixture when there is no vapor pressure data for 
the mixture available.  Results that are near rule limits and were obtained using this 
procedure may need additional evaluation. 

The estimate uses the approximations that the liquid solution behaves as an ideal solution 
and that the gas phase behaves as an ideal gas. The calculation involves converting 
volume or weight percentage data to mole fractions of the liquid mixture and using these 
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mole fractions and pure component vapor pressures to estimate the vapor pressure of the 
mixture at a temperature.  The calculation may not apply to water-based mixtures or 
emulsions/suspensions.  In this calculation, the portion of the vapor pressure of the 
mixture contributed by exempt solvents, i.e. 1,1,1-trichloroethane and others as stipulated 
in the definition of VOC, will not be included in arriving at a mixture vapor pressure.  
Pure component vapor pressure is available from a variety of references.  Additionally, 
vapor pressure data for specific mixtures may be available from the manufacturer of the 
mixture and also may be found in material data files in the engineering division.  If the 
manufacturer's vapor pressure data are used, the source of the data and test method need 
to be verified to substantiate using this data. 

A. When using volume percentage of the liquid mixture, follow this procedure: 

1) Check that the volume percentages add up to 100. 

2) Convert the volume percentage to a fraction by dividing each by 100. 

[Volume fraction] comp. = [Volume percent] comp./100 

3) Convert the volume fraction to weight per gallon of mixture by multiplying 
the volume fraction by the density of the component of the mixture. 

[Weight per gallon] comp. = [Volume fraction] comp. x [Density] comp. 

4) Convert the weight of component per gallon of mixture to moles of 
component per gallon of mixture by dividing by the molecular weight of the 
component. 

[Moles per gallon] comp. = 
[Weight per gallon] comp. / [Molecular weight] comp. 

5) Sum the number of moles of the individual components of the mixture. 

Σ [Moles] = [Moles] comp. A + [Moles] comp. B+ ... + [Moles] last comp. 

6) Calculate the mole fraction of each component by dividing the number of 
moles of a component by the total number of moles obtained from the 
previous step. 

[Mole fraction] comp. = [Moles] comp. / Σ [Moles] 

7) Repeat the calculation in the previous step for each component. 

8) Add the mole fractions of all the components of the mixture.  This should be 
equal to 1.  If it is not equal to 1, the total may be recalculated equal to 1 by 
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multiplying the component mole fraction by the ratio of 1 to the total of all the 
component mole fractions. 

[Mole fraction] comp. (normalized to 1) = 
[Mole fraction] comp. x 1/ Σ [Mole fraction] comp. 

9) To calculate the vapor pressure of the component of the mixture, multiply the 
vapor pressure of the pure component at the desired temperature specified by 
the rule times the mole fraction of the component in the liquid mixture. 

[Vapor pressure] comp. in mix. = 
[Vapor pressure] comp. pure x [Mole fraction] comp. 

10) The total vapor pressure of the mixture is the sum of the vapor pressures of 
the components in the mixture. 

[Vapor pressure] total mix. = Σ [Vapor pressure] comp. in mix. 
and [Vapor pressure] VOC = Σ [Vapor pressure] VOC comp. 

B. When using weight percentage, follow this procedure: 

1) Check that the weight percentages add up to 100. 

2) Convert the weight percentage to a fraction by dividing each by 100. 

[Weight fraction] comp. = [Weight percent] comp. /100 

3) Convert the weight fraction of the component to weight per gallon of the 
component by multiplying by the density of the mixture. 

[Weight per gallon] comp. = [Weight fraction] comp. x [Density] mix. 

Then follow Steps 4) through 10). 

A.1 Calculating VOC Content of Mixtures When Water or Exempt Compounds are 
Present 

To determine compliance with most District volatile organic compound (VOC) standards, 
VOC content is expressed as the mass of VOC per volume of material not including the 
volume of water and exempt compounds present in the material. This measure of VOC 
content is referred to as the mass of VOC per volume of material less water and exempt 
compounds.  Exempt compounds are organic compounds that are not considered VOCs 
for purposes of determining compliance with VOC standards. 

Situations often arise where the VOC content of a material must be calculated from the 
VOC contents of one or more components that are mixed together.  For example, if two 
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coating components are mixed together prior to application, the VOC content of the 
mixture must be calculated since compliance is based on the VOC content of the coating 
as applied.  When there is no water or exempt compounds present, calculating the VOC 
content of such a mixture is relatively simple (see equation 4 below).  However, if one or 
both of the coating components contain water or exempt compounds the calculation of 
the VOC content of a mixture expressed as mass of VOC less water and exempt 
compounds is more complex.  The methods for calculating the VOC content in this case 
are discussed below. 

Consider a volume, Vm1, of material 1 and a volume Vm2 of material 2. If these two 
volumes are mixed together, the total mass of VOC present in the mixture is given by: 

Wca = Vm1Cm1 + Vm2Cm2 

where: 

Wca is the total mass of VOC present in the mixture, 

Cm1 is the VOC content of material 1 expressed as mass of VOC per volume of material, 
and  

Cm2 is the VOC content of material 2 expressed as mass of VOC per volume of material. 

Assuming no volume change on mixing, the total volume of the mixture is given by: 

Vma = Vm1 + Vm2 

where Vma is the total volume of the mixture.  However, total volume of the mixture less 
water and exempt compounds is given by: 

Vnxa = (1 – vx1)Vm1 + (1 – vx2)Vm2 

where: 

Vnxa is the mixture volume less water and exempt compounds, 

vx1 is the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds of material 1, and 

vx2 is the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds of material 2. 

Therefore, for a mixture of two materials, a formula for calculating the VOC content as 
mass of VOC per volume of material less water and exempt compounds is: 

V C + V CW m1 m1 m2 m2(1) Cca = ca = 
V (1− v )V + (1− v )Vnxa x1 m1 x2 m2 

where: 
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Cca is the VOC content of the mixture expressed as mass of VOC per volume of material 
less water and exempt compounds, 

Cm1 is the VOC content of material 1 expressed as mass of VOC per volume of material, 

Cm2 is the VOC content of material 2 expressed as mass of VOC per volume of material, 

vx1 is the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds of material 1, and 

vx2 is the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds of material 2. 

Calculating VOC Content as Mass per Volume 

In cases where the VOC content expressed as mass of VOC per volume of material is 
needed, the following formula can be used: 

W V C + V Cca m1 m1 m2 m2(2) Cma = = 
V V + Vma m1 m2 

where Cma is the VOC content of the mixture expressed as mass of VOC per volume of 
material. 

Calculating Volume Fraction of Water and Exempt Compounds 

If the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds for an individual material are not 
known directly but the weight fractions of water and each exempt compound in the 
material are known, the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds can be 
estimated.  For each component of an individual material, the volume fraction of that 
component in the material can be calculated by: 

 ρ  

 ρ 
m 

i 


 

vi = wi  

where: 

vi is the volume fraction of the component in the material, 

wi is the weight fraction of the component in the material, 

ρi is the partial density of the component in the material1, and 

ρm is the density of the material. 

1 Note that the partial density of a component in the material is in general not equal to the 
density of the pure component.  However, in the likely absence of other information, the 
partial density of the component in the material, ρi, can be assumed to be equal to the 
density of the pure component in order to estimate the component volume fraction.  This 
is equivalent to assuming that there is no volume change on mixing (or that the solvent is 
an ideal solution).  
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The volume fraction of water and each exempt compound are calculated separately.  The 
total volume fraction of water and exempt compounds in the material, vx, can then be 
determined by summing the volume fractions of water and all components that are 
exempt compounds. 

Alternatively, if the volume fraction of VOCs and volume fraction of solids are known, 
the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds in the material can be found from: 

vx = 1 – vc – vs 

where: 

vc is the volume fraction of VOCs in the material and 

vs is the volume fraction of solids in the material. 

The volume fractions of VOCs and solids can be estimated from their individual or 
composite weight fractions and densities, if necessary (see above). 

Additional Calculation Techniques 

For a given material, the VOC content expressed as VOC mass per volume of material 
less water and exempt compounds is related to the VOC content expressed as VOC mass 
per volume of material, Cm, by: 

C
(3) Cc = m 

1− vx 

where Cc is the VOC content expressed as mass per volume of material less water and 
exempt compounds.  Note that, if Cm and Cc are greater than zero, equation 3 can be 
rearranged to give the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds, vx: 

Cmvx = 1 -
Cc 

In this case, the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds can be determined if 
the VOC content of material and the VOC content of material less water and exempt 
compounds are known.  Substituting for vx in equation 1 gives an alternate formula2 for 
calculating the VOC content of the mixture expressed as mass VOC per unit volume less 
water and exempt compounds: 

2 This is equation is not valid if either of the materials do not contain any VOC.  In this 
case, both Cc and Cm for the material would be zero. 
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V C + V Cm1 m1 m2 m2(1a) Cca = 
C Cm1 m2V + Vm1 m2C Cc1 c2 

Equations 1 and 1a can be extended to more than two components by simply including 
appropriate terms in the numerator and denominator on the right hand side of the 
equations for each additional component (see Appendix). 

If no exempt compounds or water are present, then vx1 = 0, Cc = Cm, and equation 1 for 
calculating the VOC content, Cca, of a 2-material mixture can be rewritten as: 

V C + V Cm1 c1 m2 c2(4) Cca = 
V + Vm1 m2 

where and Cc1 and Cc2 are the VOC contents expressed as mass of VOC per volume less 
water and exempt compounds of materials 1 and 2, respectively3. However, equation 4 
will not give correct results if exempt compounds or water are present—and the error 
may be large.  Some examples calculating Cca with equations 1 (correct) and equation 4 
(incorrect) are given below.  Using equation 4 to calculate the VOC content may give 
mixture VOC contents that are too high (Example 1), too low (Example 2), or— 
fortuitously—correct (Example 3). 

3 Even though no water or exempt compounds are present in either material the VOC 
content of the material is still specified as mass of VOC per volume of material less water 
and exempt compounds for compliance purposes.  Since there is no water or exempt 
compounds present, this specified VOC content is identical to the VOC content expressed 
as mass of VOC per volume of material. 
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Conclusion 

The key to calculating VOC contents of mixtures when water and exempt compounds are 
present is knowing the volume fraction of water and exempt compounds.  This can be 
determined in several ways when one of the following pieces of information is known for 
a material: 

(1) The volume fraction of water and exempt compounds (see equation 1); or 

(2) If the VOC contents are not zero, the VOC content expressed as mass per volume of 
material less water and exempt compounds and the VOC content expressed as mass 
per volume of material (see equation 1a); or 

(3) The volume fraction of solids and volume fraction of VOCs; or 

(4) The weight fraction of water and all exempt compounds, the partial density of water 
and each exempt compound, and the total density of the material; or 

(5) The weight fraction of solids, the density of each solid, the weight fraction of 
VOCs, the partial density of each VOC, and the total density of the material. 

EXAMPLES 
Example 1. 

Material property Coating 1 Coating 2 

Cm—VOC content, g/l 200 80 

vx—Volume fraction water 0 0.9 
and exempt compounds 

Cc—VOC content, g/l less 200 800 
water and exempt 
compounds 

Vm—volume of material 1 1 
added to mixture, liters 

VOC content expressed as grams per liter less water and exempt compounds calculated 
by equation 1: 

(1)(200) +(1)(80) 
Cca = = 255 g/l (1-0)(1) + (1-0.9)(1) 

VOC content expressed as grams per liter less water and exempt compounds calculated 
by equation 4: 
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(1)(200) +(1)(800) 
Cca = = 500 g/l 1 + 1 

Example 2. 

Material property Coating 1 Coating 2 

Cm —VOC content, g/l 600 20 

vx—Volume fraction water 0 0.9 
and exempt compounds 

Cc—VOC content, g/l less 600 200 
water and exempt 
compounds 

Vm—volume of material 1 1 
added to mixture, liters 

VOC content expressed as grams per liter less water and exempt compounds calculated 
by equation 1: 

(1)(600) +(1)(20) 
Cca = = 563 g/l (1-0)(1) + (1-0.9)(1) 

VOC content expressed as grams per liter less water and exempt compounds calculated 
by equation 4: 

(1)(600) +(1)(200) 
Cca = = 400 g/l 1 + 1 

Example 3. 

Material property Coating 1 Coating 2 

Cm —VOC content, g/l 200 20 

vx—Volume fraction water 0 0.9 
and exempt compounds 

Cc—VOC content, g/l less 200 200 
water and exempt 
compounds 

Vm—volume of material 1 1 
added to mixture, liters 

VOC content expressed as grams per liter less water and exempt compounds calculated 
by equation 1: 
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(1)(200) +(1)(20) 
Cca = = 200 g/l (1-0)(1) + (1-0.9)(1) 

VOC content expressed as grams per liter less water and exempt compounds calculated 
by equation 4: 

(1)(200) +(1)(200) 
Cca = = 200 g/l 1 + 1 

12.4 Equipment Descriptions for Surface Coating Operations 
(February 10, 1983) 

All equipment descriptions contained in A/Cs, S/As and P/Os for surface coating 
operations will contain a description of the coating application equipment including type 
(conventional air atomized,HVLP airless spray, air electrostatic, disc electrostatic, 
Electro-deposition, etc.), the quantity (number of tanks, pressure pots, spray guns, other) 
and the manufacturer and model designations.  Serial numbers will not be included 
because identical replacements are not a concern.  These data will assist in future 
assessments of coating transfer efficiencies and the impacts of mandated transfer 
efficiencies on District rules.  Also, these data can be used by the Compliance division to 
discern coating application equipment changes not made pursuant to A/Cs. 

12.5 Streamlined Permit Process Review (June 21, 1993) 

Rule 11 currently requires permits for vapor degreasers with vapor-air interface less than 
5 square feet and cold solvent degreasers with liquid surface areas greater than 1 but less 
than 5 square feet.  These degreasers are required to comply with the requirements of 
Rule 67.6. They can be summarized and provided for equipment operators to follow.  
Permit applications for these degreasers, therefore, should not require rigorous 
engineering evaluation and documentation.  Additionally, the estimated ROG emission 
reduction from compliance with Rule 67.6 from these small degreasers is relatively small. 

Accordingly, the District established a streamlined permit review process for small 
degreasers.  The streamlined permit review process enables the District to expedite the 
determination of small degreaser's compliance with District rules, reduce permit review 
costs, and improve utilization of District resources. 

Equipment owners are requested to submit a complete application package consisting of: 
District application form, SPR (Streamlined Permit Review)-R67.6 Form, Material Safety 
Data Sheets for the degreasing solvents, and the required permit fee.  (see section XII.3 -
Streamlined Permit Review Forms) 

A. The streamlined permit review process will operate as follows: 

-246-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

Owners of small degreasers will submit an application, SPR-R67.6 forms, and the 
applicable permit fee according to Rule 40.  The SPR R67.6 forms contain 
checklists for equipment and standards of Rule 67.6. It requires owners to certify 
the equipment for compliance with Rule 67.6. A separate application will be 
required for up to 99 units of the same manufacturer and model number.  A separate 
SPR-R67.6 form will be required for each manufacturer/model type using the same 
solvent. 

Permit processing staff will log the application(s), assign application number(s), file 
documents in folders, and briefly review the SPR-R67.6 Forms to ensure all 
equipment and solvent information is provided, the boxes on Section 4 (for 
Standards of Rule 67.6) are marked, and SPR-R67.6 forms are signed. 

If either an application or SPR-R67.6 form is unsigned or incomplete, permit 
processing staff will notify the applicant by phone and may attempt to obtain 
information not provided on the SPR-R67.6 form.  Information obtained by phone 
must be documented on the SPR-R67.6 form or on a separate memo.  Otherwise, 
the incomplete Supplemental Forms will be returned to the permit applicant with a 
form letter specifying the deficiencies.  The permit processing staff will ensure that 
the application package is complete prior to forwarding to the assigned project 
engineer.  Permit renewals will be handled in accordance with current District 
policy. 

The assigned project engineer will briefly review the information in the package for 
compliance with applicable District rules. If the application package indicates that 
the equipment meets the standards of Rule 67.6 (and there are no NSR or toxic 
issues), the project engineer will not inspect the equipment prior to issuance of 
Permit to Operate.  The project engineer will advise the applicant, by phone, of the 
requirements of Rule 67.6 and the need to ensure compliance with District rules.  
The Permit to Operate will be initiated immediately instead of issuing a Startup 
Authorization.  The project engineer will update the VAX for issuance or denial of 
the Permit to Operate.  If an application or SPR- R67.6 form does not demonstrate 
compliance, the project engineer will so advise the applicant by phone and in 
writing, and the application will be handled under the normal permit review 
process.  Minor, easily corrected deficiencies may not kick an application out of the 
streamline process once they are corrected. 

Compliance staff will inspect the facilities having only small degreaser Permit once, 
every three (3) years.  Small degreasers installed at facilities that have other 
permitted equipment (i.e., paint spray equipment, >5 sq. ft. degreasers, I/C engines, 
boilers, etc.) will be inspected on a regular basis.  If an inspector finds that the 
equipment described in a permit has been replaced with a unit of the same 
manufacturer and model number, but different serial number, the Inspector will 
request the Chemical Section (via the Senior Engineer) to update the Permit 
description for the next renewal. If a replacement unit is not the same 
manufacturer/model as a unit already permitted, or there is a new unpermitted unit, 
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the Inspector will advise the permittee or owner to send the District a Rule 11(n) 
similar equipment replacement notice, if applicable, or to apply for a new/revised 
permit. 

The goals of this process are to expedite determination of small degreaser's 
compliance with District rules, to reduce permit review costs, and to improve 
utilization of District resources. 

12.6 Rule 67.5 Applicability to Slip Casting Operations (July 9, 1992) 

Rule 67.5, revised in 1990, deleted the exemption for paper, fabric and film coating 
operations that do not use heating ovens. 

The District does not consider ceramic slip casting to be a coating process therefore it is 
not subject to Rule 67.5. As a part of the District's Air Quality Strategy implementation, 
slip casting operations will be regulated under a separate source specific rule for 
semiconductor manufacturing.  

12.7 Federal Restrictions on Uses of HCFCs 

Attached is a notice from EPA regarding allowable and unapproved uses of HCFCs in 
Solvent Cleaning Operations.  A number of HCFCs are identified as exempt from the 
VOC definitions of District rules and regulations and are not identified as toxic air 
contaminants under Rule 1200.  In summary, under Title VI of the federal Clean Air Act, 
EPA has established restrictions on the use of HCFCs in many solvent cleaning and 
aerosol solvent applications.  

As is noted in the attached: 

A. EPA prohibits the use of HCFC-141b in nearly all cleaning applications. 
Production and import of HCFC-141b will halt on 1/1/2003. 

B. No HCFCs (except HCFC-225) have been submitted for approval as substitutes for 
CFC-113 and TCA in non-aerosol solvent cleaning.  Use of HCFCs in most solvent 
cleaning applications is prohibited by EPA.  Not included are certain specific 
cleaning applications listed on page 2 of EPA's information sheet.  

C. EPA will likely list HCFC-141b as an unacceptable alternative to CFC's or TCA in 
adhesives, coatings and inks. 

D. No other HCFCs have been submitted for approval as substitute solvents in 
adhesives, coatings and inks.  Use of HCFCs in most adhesives, coatings and inks is 
prohibited by EPA.  

If reviewing an application for permit for a solvent cleaning operation, or a coating, 
adhesive or ink application operation, and the materials proposed for use contain an 
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HCFC, the engineer should advise the applicant that such use may be prohibited by 
federal law.  The engineer should provide the applicant with a copy of the attached 
fact sheet on prohibited HCFC uses from EPA.  The advice to the applicant should 
be documented in the application file.  

If the applicant declines to change the permit application to propose alternative 
materials or formulations that would not conflict with these prohibitions, the 
engineer should proceed with the evaluation and permitting pursuant to District 
rules, but notify the Chief of Engineering of the potential federal non-compliance. 

12.8 Dry Cleaning Operations Using Silicone Siloxane 

Dry cleaning operations employing Green Earth are exempt from permit requirements.  Green 
Earth is the trademark name for Silicone Siloxane (CAS # 541-02-6) and is manufactured by GE 
Silicones. The MSDS indicates the material is greater than 95 percent 
decamethylcyclopentasiloxane and the solvent is odorless according to the physical and chemical 
properties listed. 

In late 2002, the District’s Chemical Engineering section reviewed technical data submitted by GE 
and determined that this solvent is an exempt compound in accordance with Rule 2 and not a 
volatile organic solvent as defined in Rule 11.  Consequently, dry cleaning operations using Green 
Earth are not subject to permit requirements [per Rule 11(c)(11), 11(d)(18)(v), and 11(d)(18)(vii)] 
or Rule 67.2 or the Dry Cleaning ATCM. 

13. Mechanical Section Procedures 

13.1 Rule 50 Asphalt Plant Blue Smoke (March 22, 1985) 

Only those blue smoke emissions in excess of 40 percent opacity that occur in the loading 
area of an asphalt plant will be aggregated against the pug mill or silo to determine 
compliance with Rule 50.  When the truck or trailer leaves the loading area directly under 
the pug mill or silo, it becomes a separate stationary source.  Emissions in excess of 20 
percent opacity from trucks or trailers that have left the loading area are not to be 
aggregated against the loading area.  In addition, the District will not require controls for 
trucks or trailers that have the potential to violate Rule 50 outside of the pug mill or silo 
loading area. 

13.2 Allocation of Registration Fees under Rule 12.1 

All fees associated with all registration applicants submitted under Rule 12.1 (fee 
schedules ending in “X” with a registration application fee) as specified in Rule 40 shall 
be allocated as follows: 

A. ¾ of the fee per application (unit) to Engineering for application processing. 
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B. ¼ of the fee per application (unit) to Compliance for first year renewal costs. 

13.3 Rule 12 Registration Application Processing (December 30, 1997) 

Many Registration applications have been received under Rule 12.  These are 
distinguished from Rule 12.1 Registration for portable equipment.  Rule 12 does not 
consider portability nor does it provide involved emission limitations. 

Fees provided with registration applications are very low.  Therefore processing must be 
done expeditiously.  We must not exceed the fees during processing.  

The emissions from the equipment allowed to qualify for this rule were considered to be 
insignificant.  Each application should include sufficient information to identify the 
registered equipment.  The information should include the manufacture’s name, model, 
serial number and capacity of the unit.  Conditions in the BEC’s reflect the operating 
requirements needed to minimize the emissions from the units.  The BEC’s for respective 
units are noted below.  The only units that will require emissions calculations are the 
Stationary Internal Combustion Units located at Non-major Sources.  These units must 
have been installed prior to April 5, 1983 and are limited to emit no more than 100 
pounds in any day of the 5 criteria pollutants.  These units are also limited to emit no 
more than no more than 3 pounds of lead in any day (as lead is not added to fuel any 
longer this should not be an issue.) 

34W: Internal Combustion Emergency Standby Engines. 
BEC 10929 

34W: Stationary I/C Engines Installed Before April 5, 1983. 
BEC 10931 

Verify that the site specified for the engine is not a major source.  If no emission data is 
provided with the application, the default factors in the engine work sheets should be 
used to calculate the emissions.  Make a comment in your review if the unit might exceed 
emission standards.  Indicate the number of operating hours at which the 100-pound 
threshold would be exceeded.  Call Registrant to verify to verify that the operator has no 
intent to exceed 100 pounds per day.  If the Registrant is vague about operating hours, 
print a copy of the P/O print out and write the number of operating hours at which the 
100-pound threshold would be exceeded.  Copy the form and send it to Compliance.  Add 
the original to the file. 

03W: Asphalt roofing Kettles and Asphalt Roofing Day Tankers. 
BEC 10926 

05W: Rock Drills 
BEC 10927 
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Rock Drills are usually engine driven.  An application for a Rule 12.1 engine should be 
processed with the rock drill application. 

34W: Auxiliary Aircraft Power Units Rated 200 Horsepower or less. 
BEC 10930 

20W: Aircraft Air Starts Units Rated 500 Horsepower or less. 
BEC 10928 

27W: Adhesive Material Application Station without cont. <55 gal/yr. 
BEC ??? 

13.4 Applicability of Rules 52, 53, and 54. (May 12, 1999) 

Because of the broadness of these rules, interpretations can be made to reach outside of 
the scope of the intended meaning of these rules.  Therefore, some clarification must be 
made as to the true intent of these rules. 

1) Rule 52 Particulate Matter 

The rule’s concentration standard prohibits a source from emitting more than 0.1 
grains of particulate matter per dry standard cubic foot.  Rule 52 applies to all 
sources of particulate matter except stationary internal combustion engines, 
equipment exempt from permits or registration and emission units’ subject to rule 
53. 

Rule 52 does not specify an average time for determining compliance.  Therefore 
when crafting permit conditions or performing engineering evaluations, the permit 
engineer should specify that the standard is instantaneous or choose an average time 
consistent with good air pollution control practice in consultation with your senior 
engineer. 

2) Rule 53 Specific Air Contaminants - Rule 53 limits particulate emissions from 
combustion sources and emission of gaseous sulfur compounds from both 
combustion and non-combustion sources.  The standard prohibits most combustion 
sources from emitting more than 0.1 grains of particulate matter per dry standard 
cubic foot corrected to 12% CO2 or more than 0.05% by volume on a dry basis.  
Sources typically subject to Rule 53 are broilers (gas and liquid fired), gas-fired 
engines, combustion turbines and incinerators. 

Exemptions Include: 

• Stationary liquid fueled piston-type internal combustion engine. 
• Natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, or propane fired boilers with a 

maximum heat input of less than 50 million Btu per hour. 
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• Liquefied fired boilers with a maximum heat input of less than 10 million 
Btu per hour. 

• Process heaters and steam generators. 
• All equipment that is subject to Rule 54 is exempt from Rule 53  

Subsections d.2 and d.3.  

3) Rule 54 Dust and Fumes - Rule 54 sets standards for particulate emissions based on 
weight of materials introduced into a process per hour.  The standard varies 
depending on the hourly rate at which the material is introduced into the process.  
This rule was developed to regulate very large-scale sand and gravel operations that 
had very high emissions despite their ability to comply with the Rule 52 particulate 
concentration limit. 
Exemptions include: 

• Exclusively combustion processes that are fueled with liquid or gaseous 
fuel. 

• Combustion processes that generate only light, heat, team or power. 
• All internal combustion engines, turbines, boilers, process heaters and steam 

generators. 

13.5 Emergency Generators, Horsepower Used for Exemption (July 
1987) 

In the case of the Doubletree Hotel the following legal decision was issued.  An 
emergency generator with less than 500 bhp existed on site and an additional 
cogeneration unit of less than 500 bhp was proposed with the emergency generator 
operating concurrently with the cogeneration unit for maintenance purposes and the 
remainder of the time, the emergency generator would operate only when the 
cogeneration unit was down. 

A legal decision stated that the District will consider the operating horsepower, and not 
the dormant horsepower when determining if an exemption from an A/C or P/O applies, 
even when there is concurrent limited operation during maintenance operations.  The 
source will provide the District a written commitment that there will be no concurrent 
operation except for maintenance purposes not to exceed "X" hours per year.  The source 
will be required to keep records of emergency generator operation and make them 
available to the District upon request. 

13.6 Mineral Industry Emission Calculations Procedure (April 9, 1996) 

As a result of discussions with the mineral industry the District Management has agreed 
to implement emission factors as described herein.  All District Staff shall implement 
these approaches immediately.  Before any variation to these methods are implemented 
the Chief of the Engineering Division must approve them in advance.  It is understood 
that there will be a difference to inputs when determining potential to emit versus actual 
emission, however this should not require variation from the methods describe herein. 
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These methods do not address certain categories of mineral industry operations.  Until 
guidance is provided, such categories will continue to be calculated as before.  It is 
essential however that all District staff use consistent methods throughout the District. 

A. Conveyor Transfer Points 

EPA AP-42 (Fifth Edition) PM10 emission factors for conveyor transfer points 
(Table 11. -. -) will be used as follows. 

1) The appropriate factors are as follows. 

DRY:  1.4 x 10-3 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material transferred 

WET:  4.8 x 10-5 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material transferred 

a. When aggregate streams are composed of 70 percent (%) or more by 
weight of aggregate larger in size than a number 4 NIESH (typically all 
except crushed fines): 

i) For material with less than 1.5 percent (%) moisture the "DRY" 
factor above will be used. 

ii) For material with 1.5 percent (%) moisture or more the "WET" 
factor above will be used. 

iii) These factors are to be used according to the following criteria 
when considering specific site or equipment operating conditions. 

b. When aggregate streams are composed of 70 percent (%) or more by 
weight aggregates that are smaller in size than a number 4 MESH 
(typically pit fines, crushed fines, rock dust, and recrushing circuits): 

i) For material with less than 3.0 percent (%) moisture the "DRY" 
factor above will be used. 

ii) For material with 3.0 percent (%) moisture or more the "WET" 
factor above will be used. 

2) Control Efficiencies 
It will become necessary to use control efficiencies when utilizing the "DRY" 
factor above.  These are to be used in the following manner. 

a. When transfer point are vented to central fabric filter collectors the 
collection efficiency will be assumed at 95.0 percent (%) when vented to 
a centralized collector. 
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b. When transfer points are controlled by means of insertable fabric filter 
collectors, a control efficiency of 97.5 percent (%) will be assumed. 

i) Fogging of an enclosed transfer point, will be assumed to have a 
control efficiency of 75 percent (%). 

ii) Control of a transfer point with water containing surfactant used in 
accordance with the surfactant manufacturer's specifications will 
be assumed to have a control efficiency of 50 percent 

iii) When transfer points involve reclaim from a tunnel or an enclosed 
chute, 50 percent (%) control will be assumed if the transfer point 
is "DRY"; no additional control will be assumed for "WET" 
transfer points. 

The District may adjust the above efficiencies based upon a visual 
inspection and or testing during the Permit to Operate phase of permit 
processing. 

3) Use of Emission Factors in Authority to Construct Evaluations 

In order to qualify for this emissions calculation approach, an applicant must 
provide the District with a list of transfer points, including hourly throughputs, 
on a process flow sheet.  Based on the design and planned operation of the 
plant, the applicant should designate these transfer points as "DRY" or 
"WET", and specify any additional control techniques which will be 
employed.  

Consistent with the design and operation of similar transfer points at existing 
facilities, the District will review the applicant's "WET" and "DRY" 
designations and make an independent determination of the factors to be used 
in the Authority to Construct evaluation.  The APCD staff will have the final 
decision regarding emission factors used in the A/C evaluation. 

Conditions limiting hourly, daily and yearly production can be placed on the 
A/C to implement the District's assumptions on transfer point emissions.  
Language can be incorporated requiring, or allowing testing to verify these 
assumptions. 

4) Use of Emission Factors in Permit to Operate Evaluations 

Once construction at a facility is completed and has undergone shakedown 
testing, the moisture content of each transfer point can actually be measured, 
and the appropriate emission factor (and associated control efficiency, if any) 
will be assigned. 
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The District may impose conditions on the Permit to Operate in order to 
assure that actual site emissions match the assumptions in the permit 
evaluation.  These conditions may include aggregate size, moisture content, 
and opacity limitations as stated below if this facility was not yet in existence 
on the date of this memorandum, or if the operation has been modified and the 
APCD feels these are appropriate. 

Opacity Condition: 

All conveyor to conveyor transfer points which qualify for use of the "WET" 
emission factor shall have unique and easily readable identification numbers 
posted beside them for identification purposes.  Except for non-repeatable 
momentary readings, opacity at these conveyor to conveyor transfer points 
shall not exceed 10 percent (%) at any time. 

5) Use of Factors for Existing Facilities 

For existing facilities, it is expected that sufficient data already exists from 
previous testing to characterize the emissions from transfer points. 

In the event existing data is judged inadequate by the District, the moisture 
content of each transfer point at a site will be determined on a one-time basis, 
and the appropriate emission factor and control efficiency, if any, will be 
assigned. 

After this one-time determination, no further testing will be performed by the 
facility, but the District may elect to conduct testing to verify that the moisture 
contents of various transfer points have not changed appreciably. 

The District may add conditions for new or modified facilities requiring 
moisture content limits as assumed in the emission calculations. 

6) Water Washed Aggregates 

Transfer points when handling aggregates which have been washed, either in a 
log washer, over a wet screen, or by similar devices, will have an emission 
factor of 0.0 (ZERO) Lbs./ton assigned, for as long as the aggregates retain 
their visible moisture during handling, stockpiling or conveying. 

7) Aggregate Streams with greater than 5.0 percent (%) moisture 

Transfer points involving aggregate streams having a moisture content of 5.0 
percent (%) or greater will be assigned an emission factor of 0.0 (ZERO) 
Lbs./ton. 
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B. Crushing Operations 
EPA AP-42 (Fifth Edition) PM10 emission factors for crushing emissions will be 
used as follows. 

1) The appropriate Rock Crushing factors are as follows: 

Primary Crushing 7.0 x 10–4 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Process Crushing (Dry) 2.4 x 10–3 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Process Crushing (Wet) 5.9 x 10–4 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Fines Crushing (Dry) 1.5 x 10–2 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Fines Crushing (Wet) 2.0 x 10–3 Lb. of PM10 per ton of material processed 

These factors are to be used according to the following criteria when 
considering specific site or equipment operating conditions. 

a. For feed streams having +4 inch material, (principally jaw and gyratory 
crushers) use the Primary Crushing factor. 

b. For feed streams whose largest aggregate is in the range of -4 inch 
material, (most standard and shorthead cones, some gyradisc and impact 
crushers) use the Process Crushing factors as follows: 

i) For material fed to the crusher with less than 1.5 percent (%) 
moisture, the "Dry" factor will be used. 

ii) For material fed to the crusher with 1.5 percent (%) moisture or 
greater, the "Wet" factor will be used. 

c. For a crusher whose aggregate feed stream is exclusively an aggregate 
below 1/2 inch material, or for a crusher whose product is composed of 
30 percent (%) or more by weight aggregates that are smaller in sized 
than a number four (4) MESH, use the Fines Crushing Factors as 
follows: 

i) For material fed to the crusher with less than 3.0 percent (%) 
moisture, the "Dry" factor will be used. 

ii) For material fed to the crusher with 3.0 percent (%) moisture or 
greater, the "Wet" factor will be used. 

2) Control Efficiencies 

It will be necessary to utilize control efficiencies when utilizing the "Dry" 
factors above.  These are to be used in the following manner: 
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Type of Default Control 
Air Pollution Control Efficiencies (Percent) Emission Multiplier 

Water Spray 50 0.50 
Water Spray w/ Surfactant 75 0.25 

The only additional requirement for assuming the above listed default control 
efficiencies will be a pen-nit condition requiring the use of the specified 
control technique. 

3) Capture Efficiencies 

It will be necessary to utilize control efficiencies when utilizing the "Dry" 
factors above.  These are to be used in the following manner: 

Default Capture Efficiencies 
Type of (Percent) Emission Multiplier 

Air Pollution Control 
Venting to Central Fabric Filter 95 0.05 

Venting to Insertable Fabric Filter 97.5 0.025 

The only additional permit requirement for assuming the above listed default 
capture efficiencies will be a pen-nit condition requiring the use of the 
specified control technique. 

4) Higher Efficiencies 

Control or Capture efficiencies higher than the default values listed above 
may be utilized if an additional condition is accepted listing the specific 
performance of the control technique. 

5) Use of Emissions Factors in Authority to Construct Evaluations 

In order to qualify for this emission calculation approach, an applicant must 
provide the District with a list of crushing systems, including hourly 
throughputs, on a process flow sheet.  Based on the design and planned 
operation of the plant, the applicant must designate these crushing systems as 
"Dry" or "Wet", and specify any additional control techniques which will be 
employed. 

Consistent with the design and operation of similar crushing systems at 
existing facilities, the District will review the applicant's "Wet" and "Dry" 
designations and make an independent determination of the factors to be used 
in the Authority to Construct evaluation.  The APCD staff will have the final 
decision regarding emission factors used in the A/C evaluation. 
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Conditions limiting hourly, daily and yearly production can be placed on the 
A/C to implement the District's assumptions on emissions from crushing 
systems.  Language can be incorporated requiring, or allowing, testing to 
verify these assumptions. 

6) Use of Factors in Permit to Operate Evaluations 

Once construction at a facility is completed and the facility has undergone 
shakedown testing, the moisture content associated with each crushing system 
can actually be measured, and the appropriate emission factor with the 
associate control efficiency, if any, will be assigned. 

The District may impose additional conditions on the Permit to Operate in 
order to assure that actual site emissions match the assumptions in the permit 
evaluation.  These additional conditions may include aggregate size, moisture 
content and opacity limitations, as stated below, if this facility was not yet in 
existence on the date of this memorandum, or if the operation has been 
modified, and the APCD feels these are appropriate. 

Opacity Condition: 

All crushing systems which qualify for use of the "Wet" emission factor shall 
have unique and easily readable identification numbers posted beside them for 
identification purposes.  Except for non-repeatable momentary readings, 
opacity at these crushing systems shall not exceed 10 percent (%) at any time. 

7) Use of Factors for Existing Facilities 

For existing facilities, it is expected that sufficient data already exists from 
previous testing to characterize the emissions from most crushing systems.  
Occasionally, data may not yet exist. 
In the event existing data is judged inadequate by the District, the moisture 
content associated with material being fed to each crushing system at a site 
will be determined on a one-time basis, and the appropriate emission factor, 
control efficiency and/or capture efficiency, if any, will be assigned. 

After this one-time determination, no further testing will be performed by the 
facility, but the District may elect to conduct testing to verify that the moisture 
contents of the various crushing systems have not changed to any significant 
degree. 

The District may add conditions for new or modified facilities requiring 
moisture content limits as assumed in the emission calculations. 

8) Facilities with Controls on "Wet" Crushing Systems 
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Facilities which have controls installed on crushing systems which qualify as 
"Wet" systems shall be evaluated as in Section 2. The District may adjust the 
control efficiencies based upon a visual inspection and/or testing during a site 
visit. 

9) Emissions Calculations Associated with Exhaust of Fabric Filter Control 
Systems 

If a fabric filter control system is used to control emissions from crushing 
and/or transfer points in addition to the fugitive process emissions calculated 
by using emission factors and capture efficiencies, stack emissions from the 
exhaust of the fabric filter control system must also be calculated. 

In the absence of any source test data, a PM10 particulate concentration of 
0.008 grains per dry standard cubic foot will be assumed.  The volumetric 
flow rate of the stack (DSCFM) will be used in conjunction with the 
concentration to calculate hourly emissions.  A PM10 emission factor per ton 
of rock can then be determined by dividing the maximum hourly production 
rate of the plant into the calculated hourly emission rate. 

If stack concentration data for total suspended particulates is available from 
Method 5 testing a multiplier of 0.50 will be used to estimate the PMIO 
emissions for use in calculating a stack emission factor. 

This stack emission factor should then be used to determine hourly, daily and 
annual emissions. 

C. Screening Operations 

EPA AP-42 (Fifth Edition) PMIO emission factors for screening emissions will be 
used as follows. 

1) The appropriate Rock Screening factors are as-follows: 

Process Screening (Dry) 1.5 x 10-2 Lb. Of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Process Screening (Wet) 8.4 x 10-4 Lb. Of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Fines Screening (Dry) 7.1 x 10-2 Lb. Of PM10 per ton of material processed 
Fines Screening (Wet) 2.1 x 10-3 Lb. Of PM10 per ton of material processed 

These factors are to be used according to the following criteria when 
considering specific site or equipment operating conditions. 

a. When the aggregate stream being fed to a screen is composed of 70 
percent (%) or more by weight of aggregates that are larger in size than a 
number four (4) MESH, use the Process Screening factors as follows: 
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i) For feed material with less than 1.5 percent (%) moisture, the 
"Dry" factor will be used. 

ii) For feed material with 1.5 percent (%) moisture or greater, the 
"Wet" factor will be used. 

b. When an aggregate stream being fed to a screen is composed of 30 
percent (%) or more by weight aggregates that are smaller in sized than a 
number four (4) MESH, use the Fines Screening factors as follows: 

i) For feed material with less than 3.0 percent (%) moisture, the 
"Dry" factor will be used. 

ii) For feed material with 3.0 percent (%) moisture or greater, the 
"Wet" factor will be used. 

2) Control Efficiencies 

It will be necessary to utilize control efficiencies when utilizing the "Dry" 
factors above.  These are to be used in the following manner: 

Default 
Control 

Efficiencies 
Control Technique Percent Emission Multiplier 

Covered Screen 50 0.50 
Covered Screen with Water Added 75 0.25 

Covered Screen with Surfactant Added 90 0.10 

The only additional permit requirement for assuming the above listed default 
control efficiencies will be a permit condition requiring the use of the 
specified control technique. 

3) Capture Efficiencies 

It will be necessary to utilize control efficiencies when utilizing the "Dry" 
factors above.  These are to be used in the following manner: 

Default Capture Efficiencies 
Control Technology (Percent) Emission 

Multiplier 
Covered Screen, Vented to Central Fabric Filter 95 0.05 

Covered Screen, Vented to Insertable Fabric Filter 97.5 0.025 
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The only additional permit requirement for assuming the above listed default 
capture efficiencies will be a permit condition requiring the use of the 
specified control technology. 

4) Higher Efficiencies 

Control or Capture efficiencies higher than the default values listed above 
may be utilized if an additional condition is accepted listing the specific 
performance of the control technique. 

5) Use of Emissions Factors in A/C Evaluations 

In order to qualify for this emission calculation approach, an applicant must 
provide the District with a list of screening systems, including hourly 
throughputs, on a process flow sheet.  Based on the design and planned 
operation of the plant, the applicant must designate these screening systems as 
"Dry" or "Wet", and specify any additional control techniques which will be 
employed. 

Consistent with the design and operation of similar screening systems at 
existing facilities, the District will review the applicant's "Wet" and "Dry" 
designations and make an independent determination of the factors to be used 
in the Authority to Construct evaluation.  The APCD staff will have the final 
decision regarding emission factors used in the A/C evaluation. 

Conditions limiting hourly, daily and yearly production can be placed on the 
A/C to implement the District's assumptions on emissions from screening 
systems.  Language can be incorporated requiring, or allowing, testing to 
verify these assumptions. 

6) Use of Factors in Permit to Operate Evaluations 

Once construction at a facility is completed and the facility has undergone 
shakedown testing, the moisture content associated with each screening 
system can actually be measured, and the appropriate emission factor with the 
associate control efficiency, if any, will be assigned. 

The District may impose additional conditions on the Permit to Operate in 
order to assure that actual site emissions match the assumptions in the permit 
evaluation.  These additional conditions may include aggregate size, moisture 
content and opacity limitations, as stated below, if this facility was not yet in 
existence on the date of this memorandum, or if the operation has been 
modified, and the APCD feels these are appropriate. 

Opacity Condition: 
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All screening systems which qualify for use of the "Wet" emission factor shall 
have unique and easily readable identification numbers posted beside them for 
identification purposes.  Except for non-repeatable momentary readings, 
opacity at these screening systems shall not exceed 10 percent (%) at any 
time. 

7) Use of Factors for Existing Facilities 

For existing facilities, it is expected that sufficient data already exists from 
previous testing to characterize the emissions from most screening systems. 
Occasionally, data may not yet exist. 

In the event existing data is judged inadequate by the District, the moisture 
content associated with material being fed to each screening system at a site 
will be determined on a one-time basis, and the appropriate emission factor 
and control efficiency, if any, will be assigned. 

After this one-time determination, no further testing will be performed by the 
facility, but the District may elect to conduct testing to verify that the moisture 
contents of the various screening systems have not changed to any significant 
degree. 

The District may add conditions for new or modified facilities requiring 
moisture content limits as assumed in the emission calculations. 

8) Water Washed Aggregates 

Screening systems when handling aggregates which are being washed with 
water will have an emission factor of 0.0 (ZERO) Lbs./Ton assigned. 

9) Aggregate Streams with Greater than 5.0 Percent (%) Moisture 

When aggregates having a moisture content of 5.0 percent (%) or greater are 
being fed to a screening system, an emission factor of 0.0 (ZERO) Lbs./Ton 
will be assigned. 

10) Facilities with Controls on "Wet" Screening Systems 

Facilities which have controls installed on screening systems which qualify as 
"Wet" systems shall be evaluated as in Section 2. The District may adjust the 
control efficiencies based upon a visual inspection and or testing during a site 
visit. 

11) Emissions Calculations Associated with Exhaust of Fabric Filter Control 
Systems. 
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If a fabric filter control system is used to control emissions from screening 
and/or transfer points in addition to the fugitive process emissions calculated 
by using emission factors and capture efficiencies, stack emissions from the 
exhaust of the fabric filter control system must also be calculated. 

In the absence of any source test data, a PM10 particulate concentration of 
0.008 grains per dry standard cubic foot will be assumed.  The volumetric 
flow rate of the stack (DSCFM) will be used in conjunction with the 
concentration to calculate hourly emissions.  A PM10 emission factor per ton 
of rock can then be determined by dividing the maximum hourly production 
rate of the plant into the calculated hourly emission rate. 

If stack concentration data for total suspended particulates is available from 
Method 5 testing a multiplier of 0.50 will be used to estimate the PM10 
emissions for use in calculating a stack emission factor. 

This stack emission factor should then be used to determine hourly, daily and 
annual emissions. 

D. Paved and Unpaved Haul Roads, Emissions and Control Efficiencies 
EPA AP-42 (Fifth Edition) emission factor relationships will be used as follows: 

1) Predictive Equation and Samples Required 

The District has already implemented the revised Paved Haul Road Factor in 
spreadsheet form.  These spreadsheets must be reviewed to assure accuracy. 

It is agreed that the following conversion factor will be used in all paved haul 
road calculations. 

1 ounce per yard² = 33.9 grams per meter² 

The District agrees that existing test procedures for determining silt content of 
paved roads can be easily modified by adjusting the four, 2 square yard sub 
samples to four, 2 square meter samples, and weighing the -200 MESH 
fraction of the sample, as in the current procedure. 

The number of samples required at a site in order to be representative may 
vary from 1 to 7, with 5 samples (each consisting of four, 2 square meter sub 
samples) being the preferred number.  An arithmetic average of the silt 
loading of each sample will continue to determine the silt loading for the site. 

The "default" value for sites where no silt loading data exists (e.g., in 
Authority to Construct evaluations) should remain approximately the same as 
the old value of 0.40 ounces per yard², which corresponds to a value of 13.6 
grams per meter². 
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2) Control Efficiencies - Paved and Unpaved Haul Roads 

Control efficiencies proposed by the mineral industry are troublesome in that 
there is no evidence to provide as a basis for their use.  Most controls involve 
cleaning of the road surface.  This directly impacts the silt loading (sL).  The 
equation has been designed to take these controls into account. 

EPA indicates in AP-42 (Fifth Edition) at page 13.2.1-12 the following: 

"Because available controls will affect the sL (silt loading), controlled 
emission factors may be obtained by substituting controlled loading 
values into the equation." 

To add a control efficiency in addition to the silt loading reduction would be 
to double count the reduction.  This will likely lead to a significant under 
statement of emission and is contrary to the purposes of the given equation.  
This would be true for any form of sweeping flooding or any washing of 
roads. 

It is, however, appropriate to assign control efficiency to control measures that 
do not impact the silt loading such as simple watering where the road surface 
in maintained in a wet state.  Therefore control efficiency will be assigned 
according to the following: 

a. An 80 percent (%) control efficiency will be assigned as default for all 
plants whose current watering practices keep emissions from exceeding 
a 20 percent (%) opacity for more than three minutes in any consecutive 
60 minute period. 

b. A 90 percent (%) control efficiency will be assigned for any plant 
willing to accept a permit condition requiring watering of paved and 
unpaved haul roads at 4 hour intervals, unless the road surface appears 
visibly wet.  In addition, as a condition of the permit to operate, such 
watering must, except for non-repeatable momentary readings, prevent 
visible emissions eight feet above the road surface from exceeding 20 
percent (%) opacity. 

c. A 95 percent (%) control efficiency will be assigned for any plant 
willing to accept a pen-nit condition requiring watering of paved and 
unpaved haul roads at 2 hour intervals, unless the road surface appears 
visibly wet.  In addition, as a condition of the permit to operate, such 
watering must, except for non-repeatable momentary readings, prevent 
visible emissions eight feet above the road surface from exceeding 10 
percent (%) opacity. 
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d. Site specific control efficiency will be allowed in excess of the 80 
percent default based on negotiations with the District and the source 
accepting enforceable conditions acceptable to the District. 

3) Treatment of Existing Facilities 

Existing facilities will be allowed, if they desire, a one time opportunity to 
trade in their existing wet sweeping or flooding conditions for other time 
intervals, so long as a redetermination of the silt loading of the paved haul 
road is made based on the new wet sweeping schedule and such change is not 
inconsistent with any required Best Available Control Technology (BACT). 

Existing facilities without wet sweeping conditions would be allowed to 
establish, if they desire, a wet sweeping or flooding permit condition, and then 
reestablish a new silt loading based on that sweeping schedule, provided such 
change is not inconsistent with BACT requirements applicable when the 
Permit to Operate was issued. 

It is the intent that updates would be completed during the month of April 
1996, such that the emissions calculations from haul roads could be modified 
in time for the 1993 criteria and toxics inventory updates. 

4) Treatment of New Facilities 

New facilities will be evaluated during the Authority to Construct evaluation 
by using a default value of 13.6 grams per meter² for silt loading, 15 percent 
(%) for silt content, and a control efficiency based on either the 80 percent 
(%) default value, or an additional efficiency based on the watering conditions 
outlined above.  This is not intended to be inconsistent with any BACT 
requirements or considerations. 

Once a facility is constructed and operating, it will undergo testing for the silt 
loading of the paved haul roads and the silt content of the unpaved haul roads, 
and these emissions calculations will be finalized based on the watering 
conditions, if any, the facility proposes for the Permit to Operate. 

5) Air Toxics 

Rock Producers will continue to differential between paved haul road and 
unpaved haul road emissions for both criteria and air toxic calculations. 

Separate speciation profiles will continue to be developed for trace metals and 
crystalline silica present in the PM10 fraction of material taken from unpaved 
and paved haul roads. 

6) Vehicle Weight and Truck Wheels 
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Emission calculations should continue to be performed based on the type of 
haul vehicle as shown below. 

Default values for vehicle weight and truck wheels for three typical haul truck 
configurations for asphalt and rock plants are shown below: 

Empty Loaded Net Haul Average 
Weight Weight Weight Weight Wheels 
(tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (number) 

15 40 25 27.5 18 
11 25 14 18 10 
8 15 7 11.5 6 

The population of 6, 10 and 18 wheel trucks will be established on a site 
specific basis; based on the facilities best judgment with either site historical 
data or similar facilities currently in operation in the County. 

The weight of transit-mix concrete trucks may differ significantly from site to 
site.  Therefore, no general guidance for concrete batch plans is given. -The 
Rock Producers will work with the District to develop default values for ready 
mix trucks at some point in the future. 

Also, at some time in the future it would be helpful if a relationship between 
silt content and visible emissions were developed cooperatively with the Rock 
Producers. 

13.7 Mineral Industry Emission Calculations Procedures (November 5, 
1999) 

HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANTS 
(SOx, ROG and TOG Emissions) 

CONCRETE BATCH PLANTS – PM10 Emissions 
(Weigh hopper loading) 
(Mixer loading, central mix) 
(Truck loading, truck mix) 

In response to recent requests from representatives of the mineral industry, the District 
has reconsidered some of the emission estimation methodologies applicable to the above 
source categories.  As a result, there is consensus that the following emission estimating 
methodologies shall be followed for permitting, emissions inventory (criteria and toxics) 
and any other emission estimating efforts: 

A. HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANTS [SOx, ROG and TOG Emissions] 
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1) SOx emissions will be based on the sulfur content and amount of the fuels 
used as follows: 

• Natural gas-fired dryers: 

SOx = 0.6 x S* lb/million scf fuel burned where S* is the ratio of gas 
fuel sulfur content (gr/MMscf) to a standard value of 2000 gr/MMscf. 
(ref. AP-42, Table 1.4-2, including footnote d) 

• Oil-fired dryers: 

SOx = 142 x S lb/1000 gallons liquid fuel burned, where S is wt.% 
sulfur in fuel (generally 0.05%). (ref.  AP-42, Table 1.3-1) 

2) ROG emissions will be based on the TOC emission factor found in Tables 
11.17 and 11.1-8 of AP-42 (1/95) minus the acetone content listed in the 
speciated organics emissions data in Tables 11.1-9 and 11.1-10. TOG 
emissions will be based on the TOC emission factor in Tables 11.1-7 and 
11.1-8 plus the methane content listed in the speciated organics emissions data 
in Tables 11.1-9 and 11.1-10. The resulting emission factors are: 

BATCH MIX PLANTS 
Natural gas-fired dryers: 
ROG = 0.011 lbs/ton  
TOG = 0.029 lbs/ton  

Oil-fired dryers: 
ROG = 0.046 lbs/ton 
TOG = 0.050 lbs/ton 

DRUM MIX PLANTS 
Natural gas-fired dryers: 
ROG = 0.051 lbs/ton 
TOG = 0.073 lbs/ton 

Oil-fired dryers: 
ROG = 0.068 lbs/ton 
TOG = 0.089lbs/ton 

B. CONCRETE BATCH PLANTS [PM10 Emissions from Weigh hopper loading, 
Mixer loading (central mix), Truck loading (truck mix)] 

The emission factors in Table 11.12-2 (attached), AP-42, Fifth Edition will be used 
for estimating emissions.  Specifically, the PM emission factors for weigh hopper 
loading, mixer loading (central mix) and truck loading (truck mix) will be used for 
those operations where there is no further control of those emission points beyond 
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Shrouding.  Shrouding constitutes the level of control used at the sources tested in 
the past to develop these emission factors.  PM-10 will be calculated as 92% of the 
PM emissions.  This is based on an ARB recommended value.  If a central fabric 
filter system is used, an additional capture efficiency shall be applied to the affected 
emission points as follows: 

Central fabric filter: 95% capture 

In addition, a PM10 emission rate of 0.008 grains per dry standard cubic foot of 
exhaust from the baghouse will be applied in the absence of site-specific or 
otherwise representative source test data. 

13.8 Clarifications to Rule 69.2 Requirements (November 6, 2000) 

Several issues have arisen regarding implementation of Rule 69.2 requirements.  After 
discussions with the NOx Rules Implementation Work Group, the following 
clarifications have been developed: 

A. Issue #1 - When does Rule 69.2(e)(1) require fuel meters? 

1) Fuel meters are required by Rule 69.2 (e)(1) for: 

a. Gas only-fired boilers exempt from NOx limits per Rule 69.2(d)(2). 

b. Liquid only-fired boilers exempt from NOx limits per Rule 69.2(d)(2). 

c. Dual-fuel boilers subject to the NOx emission limits of 69.2(d)(1). 
Meters are required for both fuels.  An exception to having a liquid fuel 
meter applies when liquid fuel is only fired as a back-up fuel under 69.2 
(b)(2) circumstances (i.e. for testing and during natural gas curtailments 
and emergencies). 

d. Dual-fuel boilers that are exempt from the NOx emission limits per 
69.2(d)(2) are required to have meters for both gas and liquid fuels, 
except where a liquid fuel inventory and fuel purchase system is 
proposed to track fuel use to a specific boiler and records necessary to 
assure compliance are kept as approved by the District permit engineer.  
A further exception to the requirement to have a liquid fuel meter 
applies when liquid fuel is only fired as a back-up fuel under 69.2(b)(2) 
circumstances (i.e. for testing and during natural gas curtailments and 
emergencies). 

2) Fuel meters are not required by Rule 69.2(e)(1) for: 

a. Gas-only and liquid-only fired boilers subject to the NOx emission 
limits of 69.2(d)(1). 
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b. Gas-fired boilers with liquid-firing backup capability subject to the NOx 
emission limits of 69.2(d)(1 where liquid firing is limited to 69.2(b)(2) 
circumstances (i.e. for testing and during natural gas curtailments and 
emergencies).  The permit conditions must limit liquid fuel use to (b)(2) 
circumstances and require the records specified in 69.2(e)(4) and (e)(5). 

c. Liquid fuel meters for dual fuel-fired and liquid-only fired boilers 
exempt from the NOx limits per 69.2(d)(2) where a liquid fuel inventory 
and fuel purchase system is approved by the District to track fuel use to 
a specific boiler and the records necessary to assure compliance are kept 
as approved.    The permit engineer must review the proposed inventory 
system and the records to be kept to ensure the records are able to show 
the boiler complies with the applicable annual therm or capacity factor 
limit. 

A single fuel meter (or an approved alternative system of tracking and recording 
fuel inventory and purchases) may serve more than one boiler provided the 
aggregate usage of all boilers served by that meter (or system) is less than the single 
boiler usage limit (220,000 therms) in the rule.  Permit conditions are to be 
imposed on all aggregated boilers to enforce this.  A single meter cannot be used to 
serve more than one boiler if any of the boilers is exempt from NOx emission limits 
based on an annual capacity factor of less than 10%, since the capacity factor limit 
applies to each boiler and cannot be averaged over multiple boilers.  

Fuel meters should be accurate to within +/- 1% at the time of installation.  This 
requirement should be the same as the SDG&E requirement for meter accuracy. 
Therefore, an SDG&E installed meter will be considered sufficient to satisfy this 
accuracy requirement unless found otherwise. 

B. Issue #2 - When does Rule 69.2(e)(2) require continuous monitors? 

Rule 69.2(e)(2) requires that each boiler subject to the NOx emission limits of 
69.2(d)(1) be equipped with continuous (parametric) monitors to allow for 
instantaneous monitoring of the operational characteristics of the boiler and of the 
flue-gas NOx reduction system "as applicable".  

However, most boilers subject to the NOx emission limits are complying through 
use of low NOx burners with flue gas recirculation (FGR).  Often, the rate of 
recirculation is fixed (either mechanically or within the boiler's automatic controls) 
based on fuel flow rate and there is little, if any, benefit to "continuously 
monitoring" the FGR rate or stack O2 content.  Moreover, boilers equipped with 
low-NOx burners and FGR that initially comply with the rule's NOx limits have 
demonstrated on-going compliance in their annual source tests. 
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Accordingly, no additional continuous parametric monitoring is required under 
Rule 69.2 for boilers that are complying with use of low-NOx burners and FGR 
where the FGR rate is pre-set to follow fuel-firing rate.  The permit should describe 
the type of FGR rate control and require the operator record any repairs or 
modifications made to the FGR controls or burners.  Should either source testing or 
spot testing with a portable analyzer demonstrate that a boiler is not meeting the 
applicable NOx emission limits, additional parametric monitoring may be required. 

For boilers that comply through the use of other NOx controls such as SCR or 
SCONOx, continuous parametric monitoring is necessary to ensure on-going 
compliance.  In deciding upon appropriate parametric monitoring, the project 
engineer must consider that the rule requires compliance with the NOx emission 
limits continuously (24x7x365).  Monitoring requirements should be developed by 
the project engineer on a case-by-case basis for the NOx controls used, with senior 
engineer review and Compliance Division input.  Permit conditions should specify 
that proper calibration and maintenance procedures for the monitors will be 
followed and require the operator to record calibration, maintenance, repair and 
replacement activities related to the monitors.  If the boiler is located at a major 
stationary source required to have a Title V permit, monitoring requirements should 
be reviewed with the Title V senior engineer assigned that source. 

C. Issue #3 - When does Rule 69.2(e)(3) require a record of the higher heating value 
(HHV) of each fuel. 

Rule 69.2(e)(3) requires the operator of a boiler exempt from the NOx emission 
limits per 69.2(d)(2) monitor and record the higher heating value and annual usage 
of each fuel.  This was to ensure compliance with the annual therm (or capacity 
factor) exemption limit of 69.2(d)(2) when annual fuel use is limited by permit 
conditions.   

Where a boiler is fueled primarily on utility supplied natural gas, monitoring and 
recording of the gas HHV is generally unnecessary.  Therefore, boiler operators will 
not be required to monitor and record the higher heating value under Rule 69.2 
when all the following apply: 

1) Utility supplied natural gas is the primary fuel and liquid fuel is only used as a 
backup under 69.2(b)(2) circumstances. 

2) A serving utility natural gas meter is used to determine the gas usage rate. 

3) A permit condition specifies the allowable annual (calendar year) usage of 
natural gas in cubic feet.  A standard higher heating value of 1,020 BTU per 
cubic foot of natural gas is to be used to calculate allowable gas usage under 
Rule 69.2(d)(2). [Source of HHV: AP-42, Table 1.4-1 (2/98 revision)].   
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When boilers are permitted to burn liquid fuel for more than backup, the higher 
heating value of the liquid fuel must be monitored and recorded.  Information on the 
HHV from the fuel supplier or as determined by one of the test methods specified in 
Rule 69.2(f)(2) is acceptable.  The permit should contain a condition requiring the 
operator to maintain a record of the HHV of liquid fuels based on fuel supplier or 
test information.  The requirement to maintain and record the HHV of liquid fuel 
does not apply if the liquid fuel is only used as a backup fuel consistent with 
69.2(b)(2). 

The above does not apply when the fuel HHV is needed for purposes other than 
Rule 69.2 (e.g. to enforce an NSR requirement). 

D. Issue #4 - What tuning procedure options are available to Rule 69.2(d)(2)(iii) 
exempt boilers? 

Sites have three choices to fulfill the tuning requirement of Rule 69.2(d)(2)(iii): 

1) Rule 69.2(j) Tuning Procedure 

2)  SCAQMD Rule 1146 Attachment 1(B) Equipment Tuning Procedure for 
Natural Draft-Fired Boilers, Steam Generators and Process Heaters.  Note that 
SCAQMD’s tuning procedure for forced-draft and natural draft-fired boilers 
allows the use of a “different” tuning procedure provided a copy of the 
procedure is kept with the unit records for three years and is made available to 
District personnel on request. 

3) An alternative tuning procedure recommended by the boiler manufacturer or 
by a licensed boiler servicing company.  In this case, the procedure does not 
require prior District approval at this time, but must be provided to the District 
upon request.     

The permit shall contain a condition requiring annual tuning be performed and 
specifying that any of the above procedures may be followed.  The permit 
shall also contain a condition requiring that records of the annual boiler tuning 
be maintained in accordance with Rule 69.2(e) and specifying that if a 
manufacturer's or boiler servicing company's alternative tuning procedure is 
used, the procedure shall be identified on the tuning record and a copy of the 
procedure shall be provided to the District upon request. 

Table 1 

Summary of Rule 69.2(e)(1) Requirements to Install Fuel Meters: 

Gas Only Liquid Only 
Gas w/ Liquid 

Backup 
Duel-Fired Gas or 

Liquid 
Boilers – 5 MM Btu/hr Gas – No Gas – Yes 
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Fuel use – 220,000 therms 
Subject to Rule 69.2(d)(1) 

No 

Yes (a) 

No 

Yes 

Liquid – No (b) 

Gas – Yes 
Liquid – No (b) 

Liquid – Yes 

Gas – Yes 
Liquid – No (c) 

Boilers – 50 MM Btu/hr 
Fuel us - <220,000 therms 
Subject to Rule 69.2(d)(2) 
Boilers - >50 MM Btu/hr 
Fuel use <10% capacity 
Subject to Rule 69.2(d)(2) 

Yes Yes 
Gas – Yes 
Liquid – No (b) 

Gas – Yes 
Liquid – No (c) 

(a) One meter can be used to determine compliance for multiple boilers if the fuel 
use for all equipment served by that meter is less than 220,000 therms. 

(b) Boilers with liquid fuel back-up complying with Rule 69.2(b)(2)(i) and (ii) for 
emergencies, during gas curtailment or for testing to maintain the fuel oil 
back-up system must have records of hours of fuel oil firing in accordance 
with Rule 69.2(e)(4) and (e)(5) but are not required to install liquid fuel 
meters. 

(c) Duel fuel fired boilers complying with Rule 69.2(d)(2) may have fuel tank 
inventory and fuel purchase records, as approved by the District, in lieu of a 
liquid fuel meter. 

13.9 Permitting of New Emergency Backup Generators (Mike Lake – 
July 6, 2001, Revised December 2010) 

Due to concerns with the possibility of rolling electrical blackouts, facilities submit many 
applications for new emergency backup engines/generators (referred to as BUG’s).  The 
applications are running approximately 90% diesel-fueled, 10% natural gas-fueled. It is 
common for applicants to request authority to install generators very quickly.  In some 
cases, applicants may have already purchased generators. 

There are several issues to be addressed in evaluating and approving these applications: 

• Rule 69.4.1 – New and replacement emergency backup engines are subject to the 
NOx limits of this rule. 

• Rule 20.2-BACT (Criteria Pollutants) –BACT is required when NOx, SOx or 
PM1010 emissions exceed 10 lbs/day.  Rule 20.2 provides that BACT only applies 
to non-emergency emissions, which typically last one hour or less per day.  Engines 
greater than approximately 650 brake-horsepower will likely trigger BACT for 
NOx.  BACT for PM1010 is unlikely to be triggered under Rule 20.2 but may be 
triggered to comply with Rule 1200.  SOx BACT may be triggered depending on 
fuel use.  BACT for NOx and SOx emissions from BUG’s can be natural gas fueled 
engines or ARB certified diesel engines using CARB diesel, depending on technical 
feasibility and cost. 
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• Rule 20.2-AQIA (Criteria Pollutants) – Air Quality Impact Analysis is required if 
NOx or SOx emissions exceed 25 lbs/hour or 250 lbs/day or if PM10 emissions 
exceed 100 lbs/day.  Only multiple engine projects or large engines, greater than 
approximately 1,625 brake-horsepower, are likely to trigger AQIA for NOx if based 
on non-emergency operation emissions.  An AQIA for PM10 is unlikely to be 
triggered.  An AQIA for SOx may be triggered depending on fuel use.  The few 
AQIA’s that have been done recently for BUG’s have been based on non-
emergency operations but could be based on emergency plus non-emergency 
operations.  

• Rule 1200 – Toxics New Source Review – Requires a project-specific health risk 
assessment, T(oxics)-BACT if risk is greater than 1 in a million, and non-cancer 
impacts below OEHHA recommended levels.  Diesel-fueled BUG’s emit diesel 
particulates, a state toxic air contaminant.  Risks from diesel BUG’s can exceed 1 in 
a million (or 10 in a million) depending on receptor distance, emission rates, stack 
configuration and anticipated hours of operation.  T-BACT will typically be the use 
of catalyzed diesel particulate filters or alternative diesel fuels.   Acrolein emissions 
from natural gas-fueled engines can pose potential adverse acute health risks, but 
this relies on a recent EPA emission factor that may be questionable.  Rule 1200 
provides that risk be evaluated based on the emission unit potential to emit. This 
includes both emergency and non-emergency hours.  However, the number of 
emergency hours of operation is unknown with certainty.  Electrical utility 
estimates in 2001 ranged from zero to more than 200 hours.  Recent data indicates 
that actual emergency operations are infrequent.  

Procedures for Evaluating and Permitting   

Engineering will proceed with the permitting of new and replacement emergency backup 
generators applying the following requirements: 

1. For applications for new or replacement BUG’s received after July 9, 2001 and 
having NOx or SOx emissions that will exceed 10 pounds per day on a non-
emergency day, the applicant must either propose as BACT a natural gas-fueled 
engine compliant with Rule 69.4.1 or demonstrate why a natural gas-fueled engine 
or a dual-fuel engine (gas as primary, diesel as backup) is not technologically 
feasible or cost-effective (@ $6.60 or $9.00/lb NOx).   

An advisory was sent in 2001 to all permit holders and interested parties informing 
them of this requirement. 

For existing pending applications for new and replacement diesel emergency 
BUG’s and for new applications where natural gas or dual-fueled engines are not 
technologically feasible or cost-effective, a diesel-fueled engine can be accepted. 
BACT will be based on compliance with Rule 69.4.1, including use of CARB 
diesel.  (Note:  This is intended to apply to emergency backup generators only.  If 
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an applicant is requesting to operate more than the allowed maintenance/non-
emergency use or further controls must be evaluated for BACT.) 

2. An Air Quality Impact Analysis must be conducted if emissions from one or more 
new BUG’s at a stationary source are expected to exceed the AQIA trigger levels of 
Rule 20.2 (or Rule 20.3 if applicable).  Rules 20.2 and 20.3 do not exclude 
emergency operation emissions from this analysis.  However, the most recent 
information received from SDG&E indicates that emergency operations under 
rolling blackouts are not expected to exceed 6 hours in duration in a day, nor more 
than 8 hours in a day worst case.  For purposes of determining whether an AQIA is 
required, and conducting the AQIA, it will be assumed that each engine will not 
operate more than 6 hours on any given day.  Under this assumption, the hourly 
AQIA emission trigger will likely be the most stringent. 

A replacement engine is not subject to an AQIA if it does not result in an emission 
increase.  This will be assumed to be the case for a replacement emergency BUG if 
the NOx, SOx, PM10 and CO (as applicable) hourly mass emission rates (lbs/hr) of 
the replacement engine are less than that of the engine it is replacing.  For those 
replacement engines with higher emission rates, the hourly and daily (assuming 6 
hours operation in any day) emissions difference (i.e. increase) will be used to test 
whether an AQIA is triggered.  

3. Compliance with Rule 69.4.1, and all other applicable rules, must be shown for 
each new or replacement emergency BUG. 

4. For each new emergency BUG, compliance with Rule 1200 must be shown.  
However, a replacement engine is not subject to Rule 1200 if it does not result in an 
emission increase.  This will be assumed to be the case for a replacement diesel 
emergency BUG if the PM10 hourly mass emission rate (lbs/hr) of the replacement 
engine is less than that of the engine it is replacing.  For replacement natural gas 
fueled engines, the test will be whether estimated hourly acrolein emissions are 
equal to or less than that of the natural gas fueled engine being replaced.  If hourly 
diesel PM10 or acrolein emissions are less, a health risk assessment will not be 
required.  A diesel engine replacing a natural gas engine (and vice versa) will 
increase emissions of a TAC (diesel PM10 or acrolein) and must be evaluated under 
Rule 1200. 

5. In July 2001, District policy was developed that specified that HRAs for emergency 
standby engines be conducted based on a total of 200 hours per year of emergency 
and non-emergency (maintenance and testing) operation.  Additionally, TBACT 
was considered to be a PM emission rate of 0.15 g/BHP-hr or less.  Due to advances 
in diesel engine particulate control technology, and considering historical data on 
emergency engine operation, the following procedures will be used to evaluate 
diesel IC engines for compliance with District Rule 1200 until further notice. 
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Electrical utility estimates of hours of emergency use in 2001 ranged from zero to 
more than 200 hours.  However, historical information to date has shown that actual 
emergency operations are negligible.    Therefore, it is not appropriate, at this time, 
to assume 200 hours per year operation when evaluating these engines.  Future Rule 
1200 HRAs should be conducted using the allowable permitted maintenance and 
testing duration.  For new emergency engines this will generally be 50 to 100 hours 
per year in accordance with ATCM section (e)(2)(A). 

TBACT is defined as the most effective emission limitation or emission control 
device or control technique which: 1) has been achieved in practice for a source or 
category of source; or 2) is found by the Air Pollution Control Officer to be 
technologically feasible. The July 2001, policy established an engine emission rate 
of 0.15 g/bhp-hr as TBACT for emergency engines.  Since that time, the diesel 
engine Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) was adopted and the use of diesel 
particulate filters (DPFs) has been proven to be technologically feasible and has 
been achieved in practice in numerous applications.  Therefore, DPFs shall be 
considered to be TBACT for emergency stationary compression ignition engines.  
TBACT should not be required for any project based on the results of a screening 
HRA.  Engines that fail a screening HRA will require a refined HRA unless the 
applicant chooses a lower allowable maintenance and testing duration that complies 
with Rule 1200 risk criteria.  

Permitting engineers are reminded that AQIA and Rule 1200 requirements apply to a 
project, defined as an aggregation of emission units at a stationary source for which one 
or more applications for Authority to Construct and/or Permit to Operate are under 
District review.  Thus, if application(s) have been received for multiple BUG’s at the 
same stationary source, the aggregate air quality and public health impacts of all engines 
(and any other pending permit applications that would increase emissions at the 
stationary source) must be evaluated.  For purposes of screening, the estimated risk of 
each new engine should be determined, then added for all new engines.   

The above procedures are intended to allow expedited processing of applications for the 
majority of relatively clean new/replacement emergency backup generators while still 
ensuring compliance with District rules.  Please bring any questions or problems that 
arise to the immediate attention of your supervisor or the chief of engineering. 

13.10 Rule 69.4.1 Requirements - New Natural Gas-Fueled 
Emergency Standby Engines (February 7, 2002) 

A problem has come up with how Rule 69.4.1 treats natural gas (NG)-fueled emergency 
standby engines.  Rule 69.4.1 requires new and replacement emergency standby engines 
comply with the Section (d) emission standards.  Those standards, which were developed 
with high use NG-fueled engines in mind, require add-on controls to comply with the 
NOx  emission limits.  Without add-on controls, NG engines also have CO emission rates 
very close to the limits of Section (d).  These controls are expensive and may not be 
particularly effective or cost-effective for an engine operated 1-2 hours per week or less.  
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Certified diesel engines that comply with the Rule 69.4.1(d) standards without add-on 
controls are readily available and less expensive than NG-fueled engines with add-on 
controls.  Rather than install a NG-fueled engine with controls, a facility will choose to 
put in a readily available, less expensive diesel-fueled engine.  

The effect of this is that a diesel-fueled emergency standby engine that emits more NOx 
[~6.9 gms NOx/bhp-hr vs ~3.8 gms NOx/bhp-hr (uncontrolled)] and emits a potent toxic 
air contaminant (diesel exhaust particulate) is installed in order to comply with Rule 
69.4.1. The Rule Development Section is working on revisions to Rule 69.4.1 to correct 
this.        

Until Rule 69.4.1 can be revised, the Engineering Division will not apply the NOx and 
CO emission standards of Rule 69.4.1(d)(1) and (d)(2) to new or replacement natural gas-
fueled emergency standby engines provided the NOx emission rate of the engine is less 
than 6.9 gms/bhp-hr (the allowable rate for a new emergency standby diesel engine).  CO 
emissions will be subject to the AQIA thresholds of Rules 20.2 and 20.3.  

The remaining rule requirements will continue to apply, in particular the VOC limit in 
Subsection (d)(3) and the maintenance and recordkeeping requirements of the rule.  Note 
that Subsection (b)(3) exempts new and replacement emergency standby engines from 
Subsections (e)(1), (e)(2), (f)(1), (g)(3), (g)(4), (g)(5) and (i)(1) of the rule.  These 
exemptions continue to apply. 

13.11 Startup/Commissioning Periods for Turbines and Engines 
(February 11, 2003) 

Often it is impractical for a new (or replacement) turbine or engine to comply with the 
applicable emission standards of District Rules 69.3.1 or 69.4.1 from first fuel firing and 
during the initial startup/commissioning period, especially when the project includes add-
on emission control equipment.  Running time is needed to debug and adjust the turbine 
or engine.  During this period, it is necessary to operate units without the required add-on 
control equipment fully installed and/or fully functional to protect the control equipment.   

These startup/commissioning periods are typically limited to from a few hours to a few 
weeks, depending on the size and complexity of the turbines or engines and control 
equipment, and operational problems encountered.  Total running time during these 
periods is usually very limited.  Such shakedown operations can be accommodated under 
New Source Review but Rules 69.3.1 and 69.4.1 do not address this need.  

The District is working on a new rule to provide for these initial startup/commissioning 
periods.  Until the rule has been adopted, and to avoid an excessive number of variance 
requests, the District will use its enforcement discretion to implement the following 
procedure: 

1. The District will not require compliance with the emission standards of Rules 
69.3.1 or 69.4.1, or the BACT or LAER emission limits of New Source Review as 
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applicable, for a new or replacement gas turbine or engine that requires a 
startup/commissioning period for the unit or add-on controls, for up to the first 200 
operating hours for each turbine or engine, starting with first fuel firing.  All other 
requirements of applicable District rules will continue to apply during the initial 
startup/commissioning period. 

2. The operator must notify the District when first fuel firing occurs. A First Fuel Fire 
Notice form will be provided to the applicant (with the Authority to Construct) for 
this purpose.  Once the operator has submitted a First Fuel Fire Notice form to the 
District, the operator may commence the startup/commissioning period in 
accordance with the Authority to Construct. 

3. The operator must maintain a log of the dates, times and cumulative unit operating 
hours when fuel is being combusted in each turbine or engine during the initial 
startup/commissioning period. 

4. The startup/commissioning period for a unit ends when the total 200 unit operating 
hours have elapsed, or when emission controls are installed and fully functional, 
and the owner/operator has provided the District with a Notice of Completion of 
Construction, whichever is sooner.  If the unit will not be in compliance after 200 
operating hours, the operator must discontinue operating or petition the Hearing 
Board for a variance to allow continued operations.  If the unit is in compliance 
within the 200 hours and the operator has provided the Notice of Completion of 
Construction, operations may be allowed thereafter pursuant to Rule 24 or a District 
Startup Authorization. 

5. The above requirements are to be reflected in Authorities to Construct for such 
projects.  

6. The Authority to Construct conditions regarding scheduling initial compliance 
source testing are to be reworded as follows: 

• Within 60 days from the date that construction of the above equipment is 
complete in accordance with this Authority to Construct and a Notice of 
Completion of Construction is submitted to the District, an initial source test 
shall be conducted by an independent ARB approved tester or the District, at the 
applicant’s expense, to determine initial compliance with the emission standards 
of this Authority to Construct and applicable District rules. 

• A source test protocol shall be submitted to the District for review and approval 
at least 30 days prior to the initial source test.  The source test protocol shall 
comply with the following requirements: 

a. Measurement of NOx, CO and oxygen content of the exhaust gas shall 
be determined in accordance with San Diego APCD Test Method 100. 
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b. Measurement of VOC emissions shall be determined in accordance with 
EPA Test Methods 25A and/or 18. (if VOC testing is required). 

c. NOx, VOC (if applicable) and CO emission concentrations shall be 
calculated as an average of three subtests.  The averaging period to 
calculate emission concentrations and to determine compliance from the 
results of source testing shall be at least 30 minutes and not more than 
60 minutes unless otherwise specified in writing by the Air Pollution 
Control Officer. 

d. Source testing shall be performed at no less than 80% of maximum 
sustainable power output or brake horsepower rating, as applicable. 

• Within 30 days after the completion of source testing, a final test report shall 
be submitted to the District for review and approval.  The testing contractor 
shall include as part of the test report a certification that to the best of their 
knowledge the report is a true and accurate representation of the test 
conducted and the results. 

This procedure takes effect immediately.  If you have any questions, please see your 
supervisor or one of us.  A copy of a First Fuel Fire Form is attached for your use. 

13.12 Evaluation of 40 Hour Testing and Maintenance Allowance 
for Hospital Facilities (July 7, 2007 – Tom Weeks) 

The May 26, 2005 amendments to the Diesel Engine ATCM allow districts to approve 
operation of emergency engines at hospitals up to 40 hours in order to comply with the 
Joint Accreditation Manual for Healthcare Organizations requirements for more 
extensive and frequent testing of emergency standby engines. 

On August 8, 2005 the Diesel ATCM Implementation Committee discussed the criteria 
that would be applied when determining if the 40 hours would be allowed.  The 
committee determined that health risk assessments should be performed.  Furthermore 
research indicated that a cancer risk of 10 in a million was used as a basis for the control 
levels specified in the ATCM (see the ARB staff report Appendix F, pages F-4 and F-7). 

Therefore it was determined that 10 in a million would be the appropriate standard to 
apply so that these sources would be held to the same standard used for other similar 
sources.  This standard will be applied to all hospitals requesting the 40 hour testing and 
maintenance allowance. 

13.13 Mobile/Portable vs. Stationary Engines - Rules 69.4 and 
69.4.1 Applicability (May 17, 2001 – M. Lake/T. Morris) 

The question has come up regarding the applicability of District Rules 69.4 and 69.4.1 to 
mobile internal combustion engines that are associated with ancillary facility equipment 

-278-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

such as fork lifts, tow motors or small mobile cranes that may be permanently located at a 
stationary source.  These rules were intended to apply only to stationary internal 
combustion engines that, by definition, exclude portable emission units.  They were not 
intended to apply to engines used to propel equipment such as forklifts, tow motors and 
small mobile cranes. 

Section 40000 of the California Health and Safety Code distinguishes the authorities of 
the air districts and ARB regarding stationary and mobile sources.  Section 40000 
preempts air districts from regulating emissions from motor vehicles except in specified 
circumstances.  Controlling emissions from motor vehicles is the responsibility of the 
ARB.  Section 39039 of the Health and Safety Code defines “motor vehicle” as having 
the same meaning as defined in Section 415 of the Vehicle Code.  Section 415 defines 
motor vehicle as a vehicle that is self-propelled.  Section 670 of the Vehicle Code defines 
(in relevant part) a vehicle as a device by which a person or property may be propelled, 
moved or drawn upon a highway except devices used exclusively on stationary rails or 
tracks. 

District Rule 2 defines a motor vehicle as a vehicle that is self-propelled, but does not 
define vehicle.  However, Rule 11(d)(1) and (d)(2) provide further clarification of what 
types of engines used in conjunction with mobile sources are exempt from permits – 
typically if an engine is used solely for propulsion.  If an engine is used on or within a 
vehicle to provide propulsion and other useful work, the test is whether the engine is used 
primarily for propulsion.  The District has interpreted vehicles to include items that are 
capable of being propelled, moved or drawn on a highway (public or private road or 
right-of-way) even if they may not typically do that and even if they are not required to 
be licensed for movement on a highway. 

Although Rules 69.4 and 69.4.1 may not explicitly exempt engines used solely or 
primarily to propel motor vehicles, the District is preempted from regulating emissions 
from such engines by the Health and Safety Code. 

Therefore, the provisions of Rules 69.4 and 69.4.1 should not be applied to engines used 
solely or primarily to propel a vehicle such as a forklift, tow cart or small crane.  The 
provisions of Rule 11(d)(1) and (d)(2) should be used as guidance, in particular where an 
engine is used in conjunction with specified types of mobile sources or for multiple 
purposes.  

Moreover, since these rules were not intended to apply to these common types of mobile 
sources, the District will not routinely require facilities to make a demonstration that such 
engines are used primarily for propulsion.  Requiring such a demonstration is 
burdensome and should be reserved for those cases where there is a demonstrable 
expectation that propulsion is the minority use, where there is a supportable opinion that 
an engine operator may be circumventing the requirements of the rules, or when an 
operator requests a written opinion from the District regarding rule applicability.  
Requests for such demonstrations must be pre-approved, in writing, by the Chief of 
Engineering, Chief of Compliance, or Assistant Director. 

-279-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

13.14 Procedure for Review of Applications and Issuance of Certificates 
of Registration 

This procedure has been developed to provide guidance when issuing Rule 12 or 12.1 
registrations.  Two options are available to applicants as shown on the attached process 
flow diagrams and the following procedure. 

Option 1 – Application received electronically or via mail 

10. Application Submittal - Applicant submits the application forms (App116 and the 
appropriate supplemented form) with appropriate fees. 

11. Permit Processing Review - Permit Processing (PP) reviews the application to verify 
that correct fees and forms were submitted, creates the permit file, logs the application 
into the permit database and forwards the file to the Engineering Division (ED) after 
scanning out the application.  If correct forms or fees have not been submitted, PP will 
notify the applicant and hold the application until sufficient fees are received to process 
the application.  The PP review step should be completed within one working day of 
receipt of the application. 

12. Engineering Review - The ED representative will pick up the file and scan it in.  The 
ED representative will normally be an Engineering Technician but can be the assigned 
duty engineering as necessary to address staff availability issues.  A completeness review 
will be performed and an incomplete letter in the form of a standardized incomplete 
letter/checklist will be issued, if necessary, within three working days of application 
receipt. If the application is compete, the ED representative will perform emission 
calculations, complete the engineering evaluation and draft the registration certificate.  

13. Consultation Meeting - The ED representative will contact the applicant and offer to 
meet with them to review and issue the initial registration certificate. If the applicant 
declines the consultation meeting, the ED representative will issue the initial registration 
certificate via mail or email.  Issuance of the initial registration for complete applications 
shall be within 10 working days of receipt. 

14. New BEC Creation - If a new BEC is required to incorporate hours of use limitations the 
ED representative will request the new BEC using a standardized BEC template and 
forward the request to PP.  Senior Engineer and Compliance Division approval is not 
required for these limited BEC changes. 

15. Permit Database Entry - The ED representative will enter the permit information into 
the permit database system and forward the file to the Senior Engineer.  Permit database 
entry shall be with in 30 days of application receipt.   

16. Senior Engineer Review - The Senior Engineer will review the file and approve it in the 
permit database system or return it to the ED representative for revision.  After approval 
the Senior Engineer will forward the permit file to the Accounting Section for fee 
reconciliation. 

17. Fee Reconciliation - Following fee reconciliation, the Accounting Section will forward 
the file to PP.   

18. Application Cancellation - Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12 
will be cancelled if the requested information is not supplied within 90 day of such 
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request.   Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12.1 will be cancelled if 
the necessary information is not supplied within 30 day of application receipt.  Proposed 
cancellations must be approved by the Senior Engineer.  

Option 2 – Walk-in Customer 

8.Jayn Application Receipt - Applicant arrives at the front desk with and application.  All 
applications will first go to Permit Processing (PP) for verification that the correct forms 
and fees are available. If correct forms and fees are available, PP will copy the App116 
form and contact the ED representative (the ED representative will normally be an 
Engineering Technician but can be the assigned duty engineer as necessary to address 
staff availability). If correct forms and fees are not available, PP will inform the 
applicant and provide them with information on how to complete the application.  PP and 
the ED representative will work in parallel, where necessary from this point forward (see 
process flow diagram). 

9. Engineering Review - The ED representative will escort the applicant to a meeting 
room.  A completeness review will be performed and an incomplete letter in the form of a 
standardized incomplete letter/checklist will be issued if necessary. If the application is 
compete, the ED representative will perform emission calculations, complete the 
engineering evaluation, issue the initial registration certificate and explain the registration 
conditions to the applicant.       

10. New BEC Creation - If a new BEC is required to incorporate hours of use limitations the 
ED representative will request the new BEC using a standardized BEC template and 
forward the request to PP.  Senior Engineer and Compliance Division approval is not 
required for these limited BEC changes. 

11. Permit Database Entry - The ED representative will enter the permit information into 
the permit database system and forward the file to the Senior Engineer.  Permit database 
entry shall be within 30 days of application receipt.   

12. Senior Engineer Review - The Senior Engineer will review the file and approve it in the 
permit database system or return it to the ED representative for revision.  After approval 
the Senior Engineer will forward the permit file to the Accounting Section for fee 
reconciliation. 

13. Fee Reconciliation - Following fee reconciliation, the Accounting Section will forward 
the file to PP. 

14. Application Cancellation - Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12 
will be cancelled if the requested information is not supplied within 90 day of such 
request. Incomplete applications for equipment subject to Rule 12.1 will be cancelled if 
the necessary information is not supplied within 30 day of application receipt.  Proposed 
cancellations must be approved by the Senior Engineer.  

14. Vapor Recovery Section Procedures 

14.1 Rule 61.3 Enforcement Policy (May 25, 2000 – Rosa Salcedo) 
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A Notice of Violation for Rule 61.3 will be issued whenever a submerged fill pipe is 
more than 6 1/2 inches from the bottom of the tank.  The extra one-half inch will ensure 
that the fill pipe is, in fact, less than six inches from the bottom of the tank as required by 
Rule 61.3.  A Notice of Violation for Rule 61.3 will be issued whenever a dry break that 
is inoperative is observed and there is gasoline in the tank. 

14.2 Rule 61.2 Transfer of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) into 
Mobile Transport Tanks (December 10, 1979) 

There will be no fugitive vapor leaks along the vapor transfer path--that combination of 
piping, hoses, valves, fittings, storage tanks, saturator tanks, vapor processors and other 
devices--through which hydrocarbon vapors are transferred, stored or processed to meet 
the requirements of this rule.  The vapor transfer path will include the interface between a 
mobile transport tank having a capacity greater than 550 gallons and the stationary 
storage tank facility vapor control fittings.  The vapor transfer path will not include any 
mobile transport tank, vapor control processor exhaust or designated vapor control 
system vents. 

14.3 Issuance of A/Cs and P/Os to Vapor Recovery (VR) Systems 
Certified by Air Resources Board (October 24, 2000 – Rosa Salcedo) 

A. All A/Cs will be issued citing Rule 20 and Section 41960 of the health and safety 
code. 

B. Concerns regarding the pressure drop criteria used for the certification of systems 
will be documented and presented to the ARB under the signature of the APCO in a 
timely manner. 

C. An application for a system certified by ARB at the efficiency required by the rule 
will be approved if an engineering analysis indicates the proposed installation is 
consistent with the ARB certified system. 

D. If a system is installed as specified in the A/C and ARB Executive Order, and all 
appropriate tests are passed, and maintained in proper working order, a P/O will be 
issued. 

E. Full scale efficiency testing will not be required as a condition for an A/C or P/O. 

F. Annual testing of specific parameters may be required as a condition for an A/C or 
P/O. 

14.4 Documenting VR Violations by Engineers (August 20, 1979) 

The vapor recovery engineers will document violations they observe during their field 
inspections.  The documentation will be used to ensure that a Notice of Violation is 
prepared properly and presented to the responsible person. 
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The violations will be sufficient to hold up in a criminal proceeding.  When an engineer 
observes a violation, the engineer will call Compliance staff and request the assistance of 
an inspector.  The inspector will observe the violation and document it.  Then the 
inspector will issue the notice and prepare the report.  The engineer will observe all of 
these actions in order to understand what will be required when a future violation is 
observed.  The engineer will ask the inspector any questions that are raised during the 
inspection and documentation of the violation. 

14.5 Vapor Recovery Station Rebuilds (July 28, 1994) 

Applications for vapor recovery station rebuilds will be assigned fee code MAL instead 
of 26A or 26F.  The fee will be calculated from fee schedule 26A or 26F, column 1 minus 
column 2. The initial fee cannot exceed this amount nor can any additional labor charges 
be recovered except re-inspections. 

All labor charges will be charged to MAL except re-inspections.  When a re-inspection is 
performed this labor will be charged to REF and will be invoiced separately upon 
completion of the application process. 

The station's current permit must be active with all fees paid prior to accepting the 
application.  Renewal fees must be paid each year until the application process has been 
completed and the District issues a revised permit using the existing permit number. 

14.6 Inspection/Maintenance Manuals at Service Stations (December 
4, 2001) 

Vacuum-assist executive orders require manufacturers’ installation and maintenance 
manuals be maintained on site.  However, ARB has not formalized any approval process 
for these manuals and subsequent revisions.  As a result, there has been confusion as to 
what manual(s) are to be maintained on site.  Accordingly and effective immediately, 
vapor recovery facilities will no longer be required to maintain manufacturers’ 
installation and maintenance manuals on site.  This policy will remain in effect until ARB 
establishes a formal review process regarding these manuals. 

14.7 Test Cancellation Fee (July 5, 2000 – Rosa Salcedo) 

The revisions to District Rule 40 went into effect July 1, 2000.  Fee schedule 26 now 
includes a test cancellation fee for any test scheduled to be witnessed by the District 
which is cancelled less than 2 working days prior to the test date.  A site substitution 
within 2 days of the scheduled test date is considered a test cancellation.  The fee should 
be charged to the original site. 

To implement this new fee, it is imperative that we generate the invoices immediately 
after receiving notification of a test cancellation or substitution.  All invoices should 
include the same standard language for “reason for invoice”.  A copy of this standard 
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language is attached.  Accounting has been consulted and they agree to automatically 
include the appropriate language if the invoices are clearly labeled as “Test 
Cancellation”. 

Therefore, when receiving notice of a test cancellation or substitution you will need to 
take the following steps: 

1) Obtain a “Request for Invoice” form.  There are forms in the form boxes by Joe’s 
office. 

2) Complete the Application No., ID #, P/O #, amount due, and Equipment Address 
blanks. 

3) In the spaces allowed for “Reason to be typed on invoice” write: 

• “Test Cancellation” 
• Tester - name of testing company 
• Original test date – enter test date as per our testing calendar 
• Cancellation date – date cancellation or substitution call received (if message 

left on VM over weekend, date received is first District working day after ) 

4) Submit invoice to accounting immediately. 

This fee applies to “no-shows” for a scheduled test. 

It is important that we are all diligent about generating these invoices in a timely 
fashion and that we follow these steps.  It is also necessary that we are careful to 
avoid misunderstandings in scheduling tests to avoid challenges of test dates. 

14.8 Invoicing for Reinspection (July 5, 2000) 

It is time to put an end to outstanding fees on applications due to reinspections that do not 
get invoiced until the application closes. 

Therefore, the Vapor Recovery Section must now follow the District-wide procedure of 
invoicing as the project progresses rather than at the bitter end. 

Standard language has been generated for “reason for invoice” and all invoices should 
include this language.  A copy of this standard language is attached.  Accounting has 
been consulted and they agree to automatically include the appropriate language if the 
invoices are clearly labeled as “Reinspection Required”. 

Effective immediately the following policy is in effect for Vapor Recovery: 

1) When returning from a field test that will require a reinspection, obtain a “Request 
for Invoice” form.  (Available in the form boxes next to Joe’s office.) 
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2) Complete the Application No., ID #, P/O #, and Equipment Address blanks. 

3) Complete amount due blank.  If you know the re-test will require a full day, enter 
amount equivalent to 13 hours of your time.  If the re-test will require a brief visit, 
say for 2 or 3 nozzles, enter amount equivalent to 5 hours of your time. (These time 
estimates include 2 to 3 hours of REF office work.)  Note that a re-test due to a no-
show requires this invoice in addition to the test cancellation invoice.  (Please be 
aware that the Schedule 94 has been revised when calculating your charges.) 

4) In the spaces allowed for “Reason to be typed on invoice” write: 

• “Reinspection required” 
• Test date – enter date you were at the site 
• Reason – no show or test/inspection failed 
• Tester – name of testing  company 

5) Submit invoice to accounting immediately. 

If the site fails on the second visit, a third visit should not be conducted until 
payment on the second visit (first reinspection) is verified.  Regardless, a third visit 
should not be scheduled prior to discussing with me the circumstances under which 
the facility failed for possible application denial action. 

It is important that we are all diligent about generating these invoices in a timely 
fashion and that we follow these steps.  I expect these invoices to be submitted to 
accounting within two working days (based on each individual’s work schedule) of 
the original site visit. 

Reinspection Invoice Language 

The following language is to be used for requests for invoices generated by the Vapor 
Recovery Group when a reinspection is required. 

When “reason” is noted as a no-show. 

A District witnessed test was scheduled for your facility for (insert 
date)___________.  Your tester, (insert name of testing company), was not present at the 
scheduled time.  Therefore, a District witnessed test will have to be rescheduled. 
Pursuant to District rule 40(a)(7), the applicant is required to pay the cost of a 
reinspection. 

OR 

When “reason” is noted as test/inspection failed. 
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A District witnessed test and/or inspection was conducted at your facility on (insert date). 
Your facility failed to successfully complete all required testing and/or failed inspection.  
Therefore, a reinspection of your facility will be required.  Pursuant to District Rule 
40(a)(7), the applicant is required to pay the cost of a reinspection. 

14.9 Applicability of Rule 1200 to Gasoline Dispensing Facilities 
(October 2, 2003) 

Rule 1200 exempts gasoline service station emission units equipped with T-BACT if the 
increase in estimated cancer risk is less than 100 in one million and the total acute and 
chronic noncancer risks are less than 10.  For the past 6 months the District has been 
evaluating Rule 1200 compliance for new and modified gas stations relative to the 10 in 
one million risk criteria of Rule 1200.  The purpose of this was to gain information about 
gas station risks and determine the feasibility of eliminating the Rule 1200 exemption or 
otherwise limiting risk to 10 in one million. 

After review and discussion of the results of this effort, the following policy has been 
developed: 

1) Only new (not modified) emission units shall be reviewed for compliance 
with the 10 in one million criteria in Rule 1200.  Evaluation of new facilities has value in 
that it may indicate stations that have elevated risks and may provide opportunities for 
risk reduction prior to construction.  Rule 1200 only applies to an emission increase and 
therefore it is highly unlikely that a modification would not qualify for the eexemption.  
Additionally, evaluation of modifications, which can be frequent, does little to 
characterize or manage the total risk from the station.  Total risk for existing facilities 
will be better characterized and managed through the "Hot Spots" process.   

2) If estimated risk from new emission units exceeds 10 in one million, the 
permit engineer should discuss the results of the risk assessment with the Sr. Engineer 
and/or the Chief of Engineering and evaluate potential voluntary risk reduction efforts 
that may be proposed to the applicant.  If the facility agrees to voluntary risk reduction 
measures, permit conditions should be included in the facility permit to ensure the 
reductions are permanent and enforceable.  If the facility does not agree to voluntary risk 
reduction measures, recordkeeping conditions should be included on the permit to 
facilitate compliance with AB2588.  

3) All new and modified emission units will continue to be evaluated for 
compliance with the 100 in one million criteria in Rule 1200.  This analysis will be 
conducted using the October 2002 screening procedure or a refined HRA if necessary.  
Permit conditions limiting throughput will only be applied if the requested throughput 
levels specified in the application indicate that the risk may exceed 100 in one million 
and it is therefore necessary to limit throughput.   

-286-



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

15. Emissions Inventory Procedures (M Luther, January 2021, J Lofgren 
December 2021) 

The work related to Emissions Inventories and the prioritization scores for the AB2588 
Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program is performed within the EIS system with the labor 
recorded within Time Accounting in BCMS (see procedure 2.4.12), unless otherwise 
specified. 

I. Types of Emission Inventories (EI’s) 

There are multiple types of inventories the District conducts, each with its own facility 
list and timelines: 

• Criteria Pollutants (District Rule 19.3, annual inventory) 
• Toxic Pollutants for specific facilities (AB2588 “Hot Spots” Program (H&SC 

44300 et. Seq.), Emissions Inventory Criteria and Guidelines Regulation (17CCR 
93300.5), while the District processes these inventories every year, each facility is 
only included once every 4 years) 

• Toxic Pollutants for Industry-wide sources (AB2588 “Hot Spot” Program,(H&SC 
44300 et. Seq.), Emissions Inventory Criteria and Guidelines Regulation (17CCR 
93300.5), once every 4 years inventory). Industry-wide sources as defined below. 

• Criteria and Toxic Pollutants for the Criteria and Toxic Reporting Regulation 
(CTR, 17CCR 93400 et. Seq., annual inventory) 

• Community Air Protection Program (for facilities within a designated community, 
per the Community Monitoring Plan or the Community Emission Reduction Plan, 
as needed) 

Industry-wide sources, for toxic pollutants, are defined by CARB’s “Hot Spots’ 
Program as a source that: 

(1) Qualifies to be included in an industrywide emission inventory prepared by an air 
pollution control or air quality management district pursuant to Health and Safety 
Code Section 44323 

(2) Releases, or has the potential to release, less than ten tons per year of each criteria 
pollutant, and  

(3) Is either of the following: 
o The facility falls in one of the following 4 classes of facilities: a. Autobody 

shops, as described by SIC Codes 5511- 5521 or 7532; b. Gasoline stations, as 
described by SIC Code 5541; c. Dry cleaners, as described by SIC Code 7216; 
d. Printing and publishing, as described by SIC Codes 2711-2771 or 2782; or 

o The facility that has not prepared an Individual Plan and Report in accordance 
with Sections 44340, 44341, and 44344 of the Health and Safety Code. This 
also includes Combustion-Diesel Engines. 
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The District identifies these sources as being listed in BCMS under specific types of Fee 
Schedules, as follows: 

o Combustion - Diesel Engines: All 34-except 34X, which includes [34C] 
Emergency Standby Engine, [34A] Cogeneration Engine, [34B] Cogeneration 
Engine w/ Emission Controls, [34C] Emergency Standby Engine, [34D] 
Engine for Non-Emergency & Non-Cogeneration, [34E] Dredging or Crane 
Engines, [34G] Engine for Non-Emergency and Non-Cogeneration Operation, 
[34H] California Certified Emergency Standby Engine, [34I] Engine Test Cell 
and Test Stand, [34L] Diesel Particulate Filter Cleaning Process, and [34W] 
Registered Engine (Rule 12). 

o Gasoline – General Storage and Dispensing: [26A] Initial Installations and 
Renovations and [26C] Phase I. 

o Autobody Shop Coating Operations: [27R] Vehicle Refinishing Operations. 
o Dry Cleaning Operations: [31A] Facility using Halogenated Hydrocarbon 

Solvents. 

II. Setting Up and Mailing Out the Inventory Requests – EI Team Members, 
Aide 

Prior to January 1 of each year, data requests must be set up within EIS for the facilities 
that will be included in that year’s inventories. Data requests are to be mailed out in early 
January to meet the required reporting deadlines.   

A. Determining Facilities Subject to Inventory 
At the end of each data year, the EI team should compile a list of facilities which 
will be subject to reporting emission inventories for that data year, including what 
type of program each facility should report to. The following guidelines are used 
to determine which programs are applicable: 

a. Criteria Emission Inventories – Facilities are categorized as criteria 
emission inventories if the facility emits more than 5 tons per year of VOC 
or NOx, as outlined in Rule 19.3  

b. AB2588 Hot Spots Toxic Emission Inventories (TEI) – TEI facilities are 
inventories on a four-year cycle. A facility may be inventoried at a higher 
frequency as part of another program, although prioritization scores and 
subsequent HRA requirements should follow only the TEI cycle.  

c. CTR – CTR facilities are inventoried on an annual basis and must meet 
one of the following criteria to be considered a CTR inventory: 

i. GHG MRR – Facilities which are required to report GHG 
emissions according to CARB’s Mandatory Reporting Regulation. 
If requested, CARB will provide a list of active GHG facilities to 
compare against active facilities for determination. 

ii. Criteria – Facilities are designated as criteria for CTR if the facility 
emits greater than 250 tons per year of any nonattainment pollutant 

iii. Elevated Risk – Facilities are categorized as elevated risk if the 
facility has: 
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1. Facilities with cancer, chronic or acute Category A 
prioritization scores 

2. Facilities expected, or resulted, in risks above Rule 1210 
notification or risk reduction thresholds 

B. New Facilities Subject to Inventory 
Updated Permit to Operate data is pulled from BCMS and uploaded into EIS, to 

ensure all permits that were active during that year are included, then the devices 
(emission points) from each permit are determined and calculation methods are 
assigned to each device. Determination of inventory type should follow the 
procedure described above.  

. 

III. Deadlines for Facilities to Submit Their Information and Tracking the 
Status – EI Team Members, Aide 

The different types of inventories have different deadlines for facilities to submit their 
information.  Until a tracking ability is available in EIS, tracking the status of each 
facility will need to be done manually (spreadsheets, etc.).  The statutory deadlines for 
facilities to submit their information are as below, however the data requests will be sent 
with a 60 day deadline for all inventories that can be extended (if needed and allowed for 
the type of inventory they are subject to): 

Type of Inventory Deadline to Submit Extension Allowed? 
Criteria 60 days after request 

(R19.3(c)(6)(i)) 
Yes, 60 days (R19.3(c)(8)) 

AB2588 
(including 
Industry-wide) 

180 days after request (H&SC 
44341) 

No 

CTR By May 1 (17CCR 93403(c)(1)) At District discretion but 
must process and submit 
inventory to CARB by 
August 1. 

CAPP As determined by the District As determined by the 
District 

Additionally, facilities that must submit an Emission Statement Form per Rule 19.3(c)(3), 
must submit that within 60 days of when the Form is sent to the facility, per Rule 
19.3(c)(6)(i). 

IV. Reviewing and Processing the Facilities’ Information – EI Team 
Members, Aide and Senior Engineer 

For instructions in how to navigate and use EIS, please see the Guide to EIS in 
SharePoint. 
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Once the facility submits their information (through online EIS Portalthe Aide will record 
this in EIS workflow.  Then, if any data needs to be entered or uploaded into EIS, this 
will be done by the Aide or a EI Team Member, as appropriate. 
Once the data submitted in EIS, the EI Team Member assigned will Quality Assure the 
data to ensure it is complete and makes sense (based on past inventories and type of 
source, i.e., a small metal coating operation probably would not use 10,000 gallons of 
paint, but might use 100 gallons), and ensure the correct calculation method is assigned to 
each device and material. 
After the data is entered and reviewed, the EI Team Member will process the inventory 
by running the calculations and reports, then reviewing the resulting emissions, based on 
the reported usages.  At this point, for facilities that are subject to the Air Toxics “Hot 
Spots” Program (AB2588), prioritization scores should be calculated (see section V of 
this procedure for more details). 
Once the work has been reviewed and approved by the Senior Engineer, the EI Team 
Member will send the draft inventory (and draft prioritization scores if appropriate) to the 
facility for a 30-day review, using the template letters in SharePoint. If the facility 
provides additional information to revise the inventory or prioritization scores, the 
information should be reviewed, and if approved, the EI Team Member will do the 
appropriate revisions.  This review and should be completed within 30 days of when the 
facility provides the additional information. 

The deadlines to process the inventory are as follows: 
Type of Inventory Deadline to Process Inventory 
Criteria No deadline per Rule 19.3 
AB2588 (including Industry-wide) 90 days after receiving the data (H&SC 44343) 
CTR Completed inventory must be submitted to 

CARB by August 1 (17CCR 93403(c)(1)) 
CAPP As determined by the District 

Once the approved revisions to the inventory are made, or if the facility has not provided 
any comments within 30 days, the inventory will be approved, and the facility notified of 
this approval in writing. AB2588 approved inventory must include a notification to 
inform the facility whether or not a HRA is required and the prioritization score if a HRA 
is required under the Hot Spots Program (please see section V of this procedure for more 
details). 

V. Prioritization Scores and Health Risk Assessment Requirements for 
AB2588 Facilities- EI Team Members, Senior Engineer, Aide 

For facilities being inventoried under the AB2588 “Hot Spots” program (the once every 4 
years inventory), prioritization scores will be calculated based on the District’s Air 
Toxics “Hot Spots” Prioritization Procedure, using the tools within EIS (see Section 15.2 
Subsection 7 for how to do this).  The EI Team Member will calculate the prioritization 
scores when the draft inventory created and include the scores in the Draft Report to the 
facility. 
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If the prioritization scores are below the thresholds for requiring a AB2588 Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA), the inventory approval letter will indicate that a HRA is not required.  
If the prioritization scores are above the threshold for requiring a AB2588 HRA, the Aide 
will create a HRA record in BCMS for the facility (see Section 16 for the procedure for 
doing this).  The EI Team Member will include the prioritization scores in the inventory 
approval letter and will attach the HRA required letter, using the template letters in 
SharePoint. 

Per the Health and Safety Code 44360(a) the prioritization scores must be finalized 
within 90 days of the emission inventory being approved. 

VI. Inventory and/or Prioritization Revision Requests After they are 
Approved – Aide, EI Team Members, Senior Engineer 

Once the emission inventory is approved, the facility may request additional changes to 
either the inventory or to the prioritization scores if they are under AB2588.  If the 
facility is not subject to a AB2588 HRA, then the proposed revisions will be reviewed, 
and the time spent logged into Time Accounting (using the Emission Inventory labor 
codes). 
However, if the facility is required to conduct a AB2588 HRA, the time spent reviewing 
the proposed revisions must be logged into the HRA Record. The EI Team Member 
will notify the HRA Team Member of the request for revisions, who will determine if an 
invoice is needed for the amount of time reviewing the revisions is expected to take. 

VII. Posting records in documentum - EI Team Members & Senior Engineer 

All relevant documents (i.e. documents associated with the inventory request, facility 
submittal and approved inventories) must be posted in BCMS under the SITE record. 
Except for invoices, all documents posted under the SITE records related to the Emission 
Inventory program must be posted in documentum using the “APCD-ENG-EI” or 
“APCD-ENG-HOTSPOTS” group and appropriate category as shown below. Please note 
that any confidential information such as “attorney-client” communication must be 
posted using the “trade secret” categories listed below. All documents that are not 
designated as “trade secret” will be disclosed to the public. Draft documents, zipped 
files, and internal communication should NOT be posted in documentum. 
For documents associated with a criteria, CTR or CAPP inventory, the group APCD-
ENG-EI should be used: 
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For documents associated with a AB2588 Hot Spots inventory, the group APCD-ENG-
HOTSPOTS should be used: 

The following table list some critical documents that must be posted in BCMS with the 
specified document group/category. 
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The name of the document should follow the following format: 

<EI Year>_<Type of Document>_<EID #> 
The Type of Document should follow the Document column below (Data Request, 
Inventory Submittal, Approved Inventory Report, etc.  

As an example, for a data request for the 2020 inventory year for a facility with EID 350, 
the file name would be 2020_Data Request_EID 350. 

Document BCMS Records Documentum Group 
Documentum 

Category 

Team 
Member 

Responsible 
for Posting 

the 
Document 

Data Request NOT 
related to 

AB2588(when facility 
is notified an inventory 

is needed) 

SITE APCD-ENG-EI APCD-EI-Data 
Request Aide 

Data Request related 
to AB2588 (when 

facility is notified an 
inventory is needed) 

SITE APCD-ENG-
HOTSPOTS 

APCD-EI-Data 
Req Aide 

Inventory submittal 
from facility NOT 
related to AB2588 

SITE APCD-ENG-EI APCD-EI-Data 
Submittal Aide 

Inventory submittal 
from facility related to 

AB2588 
SITE APCD- ENG -

HOTSPOTS 
APCD-EI-Data 

Submittal Aide 

Submitted Emission 
Statement Form as 
required by Rule 

19.3(c)(3) 

SITE APCD-ENG-EI 
APCD-EI-
Emission 
Statement 

Aide 

Draft inventory sent to 
the facility including 
the 30-day comment 
letter NOT related to 

AB2588 

SITE APCD-ENG-EI 
APCD-EI-

Report Aide 

Draft inventory sent to 
the facility including 
the 30-day comment 

SITE APCD- ENG -
HOTSPOTS 

APCD-EI-
Report Aide 
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letter related to 
AB2588 

Draft or Approved 
Prioritization scores SITE APCD- ENG -

HOTSPOTS 
APCD-EI-

Prioritization Aide 

Request to revise 
inventory scores from 

facility, with the 
proposed revision(s) 

NOT related to 
AB2588 

SITE APCD-ENG-EI APCD-EI-Data 
Submittal Aide 

Request to revise 
inventory/prioritization 

scores from facility, 
with the proposed 

revision(s)- related to 
AB2588 

SITE APCD- ENG -
HOTSPOTS 

APCD-EI-Data 
Submittal Aide 

Approved Inventory 
Report sent to facility 

NOT related to 
AB2588 

SITE APCD-ENG-EI APCD-EI-
Report Aide 

Approved Inventory 
Report sent to facility 

related to AB2588 
SITE APCD- ENG -

HOTSPOTS 

APCD-EI-
Report Aide 

HRA Request (when 
facility is notified a 

HRA is needed under 
the Hot Spots 

program) 

HRA APCD-ENG-
HOTSPOTS 

APCD-EI-
Correspondences Aide 

Notification rescinding 
the HRA request HRA APCD-ENG-

HOTSPOTS 
APCD-EI-

Correspondences Aide 

In addition to the documents listed above, which should be posted in documentum, 
the following records related to Emission Inventories should be maintained in 
SharePoint: 

- Emission Inventory supporting documents (e.g. calculation sheets). Please 
note that all facility submittals must be maintained in SharePoint. 

- Tracking sheets 
- Templates 
- Guidance/reference documents 

Internal communication and draft document should NOT be maintained in 
SharePoint or BCMS. 

-294-



 

 

 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

15.1 Emission Inventory Fees 

The District collects fees from facilities which are applicable to District Rule 40.d.4.ii 
and AB2588 “Hot Spots” State Fees Regulation. The purpose of collecting fees is to 
recover District and State costs associated with implementing regulatory programs.  Fees 
are determined and collected monthly as described below.  

I. 5 Ton per Year (tpy) Criteria Pollutant Fee, District Rule 40.d.4.ii 

Monthly, permits processing supplied emission inventory a list of sites which have permit 
renewal fees within that month. 5 tpy fees are calculated for those sites listed on the 
monthly renewal list and proposed to permit processing for inclusion in the renewal 
invoices.  There are two alternatives to calculate 5 tpy fees, as described in Rule 40.d.4.ii: 

• Actual Emissions - Fees are suggested based on the actual emissions of the 
facility, as determined by the latest approved emissions inventory report. Per Rule 
40.d.4.ii.A, if the actual expected annual emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), oxides of sulfur, particulate matter (PM10) or volatile 
organic compounds (VOC) equal or exceed five tons, then the Air Contaminant 
Emissions Fee shall be based on the total expected emissions of all these 
contaminants for that calendar year, multiplied by an air contaminant emissions 
fee rate of $116 per ton). 

For example, if a facility has the following criteria emissions: 
CO – 1 tpy 
NOx – 2 tpy 
PM10 – 6 tpy 
SOx – 1 tpy 
VOC – 2 tpy 
Total = 12 tpy 

This facility would be applicable because PM10 is over 5 tpy, and the fee would 
be the sum multiplied by the fee rate – 12 tpy x $ 116/ton = $1,392 proposed fee. 
A template has been created to aide in the creation of these fees and it is found on 
SharePoint under Emission Inventory – 9 – Emission Fees (Permit Processing) – 1 
– Procedures4. This template should be updated as indicated in the instructions on 
an annual basis. 

• Special Fee Schedule - Fees determined based on special fees schedules, in the 
absence of actual approved emissions inventory by the District. For these a single 
Air Contaminant Emissions Fee would be charged based on the nature of the 
activities at the stationary source. The Rule specifies the following fee schedules -

4https://sdcountycagov.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/apcd/Engineering/EY0KSHAcsd5Hh3tgkU62KU 
cBipe2UJIY8ZfZ-ooFqJY7Zw?e=h351G6 

-295-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

26(a), 28 (k and l), 28(f), 27(e), 27(k), 27(v) and Various- for all other stationary 
sources, to be subject to this type of fees. 

In general, the following procedure is used to estimate and propose emission fees for 
facilities: 

A. Identify whether the sites on the list have been inventoried. If the site has not been 
inventoried, we don’t make any recommendations for emissions fees. 

B. For the sites which have been inventoried: 
1. Identify the facility emissions inventory facility ID (EID or EIF ID), under 

which each site was inventoried.  
2. For some of the large facilities, multiple sites may exist, were inventoried 

as one entity that has one EID and one site designated as a Parent Site. If 
one of the sites in Permits Processing List is part of a facility with multiple 
sites, identify the EID and if that site is a Parent Site. 

3. For each EID, identify the latest year of approved emissions inventory. 
Utilize the facility’s latest approved emissions report to collect annual 
emissions of the five criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx), oxides of sulfur, particulate matter (PM10) and volatile 
organic compounds (VOC). 

4. If any criteria pollutant is greater than 5tpy, the summation of the yearly 
emissions of all five criteria pollutant will be calculated in Tons then 
multiplied by $116/Tons. The resulting value will be presented to permits 
processing as recommended fees. 

5. If each one of the five criteria pollutants < 5 tpy, no recommendation will 
be made, and we leave it to permits processing to choose between standard 
or special schedule fees. 

6. If a Site is a part of multi-site facility, emissions fees will be calculated 
and recommended only when that site under review is the Parent Site of 
the facility. No recommendation will be made for the rest of the sites 
under this Facility as all the sites are inventoried together (one inventory = 
one fee). For the rest of the sites under that facility, zero fees are 
recommended. 

II. AB25 88 “Hot Spot” Emission Fees 

As described in CARB’s AB2588 “Hot Spots” Fees Regulation5, the District must charge 
facility’s fees for participating in the AB2588 program. The district utilized the following 
resources to aide in the development of these fees: 

5 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ab-2588-air-toxics-hot-spots/ab-2588-hot-spots-
state-fees 
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1. Chart and Graph as provided on CARB’s Website “Hot Spots” State Fees 
Categories & Costs6 

2. CARB’s Annual Status Reports – Core and IW Fees 

Fees are developed for both production and industry-wide facilities as described below: 

Industry-wide Facilities: 

• Industry-wide facilities should be charges an annual flat fee of $35 according to 
CARB’s website and Annual Status Reports as mentioned above 

• Although industry-wide facilities are inventoried once every four years, as is 
required, fees are charged on an annual basis. 

Production Facilities: 

• Compared to industry-wide facilities, production facilities are larger and more 
complex. While the District may inventory the facility on an annual basis for 
reporting programs other than “Hot Spots”, prioritization scores, and subsequent 
HRA requirements, are only created once every 4 years. 

• Fees for production facilities are estimated based on two elements, each described 
below: 

o Category: 
 Fees categories are risk-based, as determined by a district approved 

Health Risk Assessment (HRA) or prioritization scores, and 
aligned with the categories described in ARB- "Hot Spots" State 
Fees Categories & Costs. The categories are based on cancer risk 
or a combination of both cancer and non-cancer (Acute/Chronic) 
risk, as reflected in categories ,B, C, D, F, and G. 

 Categories are determined by the most recent approved HRA 
results. If the facility does not have an approved HRA, then the 
most recent prioritization scores should be used. If a facility has a 
prioritization completed that triggered conducting a HRA, the 
prioritization cancer scores will be used for assessing its Hot Spots 
Fees, pending the approval of the HRA. The Prioritization Cancer 
Scores will also be used to determine Fees for the facilities that 
didn’t trigger a HRA requirement. In both cases, the Cancer score 
will be compared to the Categories (A) of ARB- "Hot Spots" State 
Fees Categories & Costs7 and the (Update Facility or Low-Level 
Facility) Categories of CARB-"Hot Spots" Fee Categories 
Flowchart, to specify the Fees. 

6 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/hot-spots-state-fees-categories-costs 
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o Complexity 
 Site complexity is based on the number of site processes as 

determined by six-digit Source Classification Codes (SCC). ARB-
Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Fee Regulation- Title 17 CCR 907017, 
defines the facility as being: 

• Complex Facility: has more than five processes. 
• Medium Facility: has three to five processes. 
• Simple Facility: has one or two processes. 

 The Calculation method in EIS captures the SCC of the facility 
processes and the number of unique captured SCC in the facility 
Emissions evaluation is used to specify its complexity. 

15.2 Guide to EIS 

Please follow the Step-by-Step instructions in this general guidance document for 
emissions inventory data entry, reporting, calculating prioritization scores, and tracking 
status (workflow). For details regarding particular operations, please use the District 
Toxics page for reference. Any specific questions that arise during the inventory process 
can be addressed to any of the engineers in the Toxics group.  
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/apcd/en/engineering/Permits/Engineering_ 
Emissions_Inventory.html 

1) How to Log in to your EIS account 

1. Go the following address: http://cosd-
www.cloudapp.net/COSD/Account/LogOn?ReturnUrl=%2fCOSD%2f. 
2. Log in using your District email address and the password you created when you set up 
your EIS account. 
3. If you have difficulties with logging in, you may try re-setting your password by 
clicking on “Forgot Password”. After providing a new password, try logging in with the 
new password. 

7 https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/regs/title17/90701.pdf 
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2) How to enter data into EIS 

There are two options for data entry in EIS: 
a. PRD_COSD (Production) – this is where all facility data should be 

entered and stored if the facility did NOT enter data themselves into the 
Portal (below) meaning the facility provided data request via hardcopy or 
electronic copy. 

b. APCD_Portal (Portal) – this is where the Facility directly entered data 
themselves with their own EIS account. If the Facility entered data in the 
Portal, this should be QA’d for completeness. Click on PRD_COSD. 

Data Entry Via Production –  
. Per District Rule 19.3, data submitted by the facility will be submitted using the data 
request forms till data year 2021 and then use of the EIS portal will be required  The Aide 
or EI Team Member may should download the data submitted by the facility and upload 
to the appropriate Everything placed in the SharePoint will be found using the following 
link: 
https://sdcountycagov.sharepoint.com/sites/apcd/Engineering/SitePages/Home.aspx?Root 
Folder=%2Fsites%2Fapcd%2FEngineering%2FShared%20Documents%2FEmissions%2 
0Inventory%2F2%20%2D%20Emissions%20Inventory&FolderCTID=0x012000EE39B 
A8F198AD74CB4B836087AAE73F3&View=%7BC34333F3%2DE384%2D44A8%2D 
860B%2DA667D1DB7A7F%7D 
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1. Click on the Production link (PRD_COSD) which will take you to the Data Request 
Dashboard. 

2. Select the Inventory year you want to enter data for by clicking on the “Inventory: 
Year – Year Inventory Production” towards the upper right part of the screen. 

3. Click on the Emissions link towards the top of the screen. 

-300-



Al Pill!■ Cllffla 111111T 
cu•n If 111 , nu 

Dashboards Emissions Risk 

Dashboards Risk 

Data Request Dashboard 
Home Data Request Dashboard 

Permits 

1424 
H'om 128 h!cil ty R~ords 

Data Entered Progress 

Ticketing Documents Map 

Emissions - Emissions Data 
Home Emissions Emissions Data 

Data Entry Direct 

Ticketing 

Reports 

Documents Map Reports Settings Admin 

Sites 

250 
Unk~d to ,.u4 P~rmit R~rds 

Settings Admin 

Entries Remaining: 

iJ 

• Status Faciltty 

El Questionnaire 

Manage details for assig 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

4. Here you can select from two different formats for entering data (Data Entry Direct or 
EI Questionnaire). For this example, select Data Entry Direct. 

5. Here is where you can search for your facility to enter data in the search box using the 
Facility name or EIF ID. When you find your facility, click Select. 
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6. This is the Calculation Configuration page where all Sites, Permits, Devices, and 
Materials are listed. All data entries are to be done for under Materials. To begin 
entering data, select the device and click on one of the materials listed for a listed 
device.  A note about device numbers – within a facility, no 2 devices can have the 
identical device number.  New device numbers should follow the following format: 
use the permit number if there is only one device associated with the permit, but if 
there are 2 or more devices, use the last 4 numbers of the permit plus 2 sequential 
numbers (i.e., PTO-971234, the device number would ready 123401, 123402, etc.).  
The default number of permits /pages that appear in the platform is 5 permits, this can 
be increased up to 80 permits. 

7. Select the appropriate Calc Method corresponding to the Permitted operation. This 
will be reflected in the title of the Facilities Data Request and the permit description. 
Click Select Calculator, then select from the listed calc methods. 
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8. Scroll down to Calculator Parameters & Requests. There are 4 sections listed where 
you will enter raw facility data: 

a. Data Requests – complete all sections according to facility provided data 
request. Ensure that annual and hourly usages have been provided by facility. 

b. Control Requests – Several facilities will already have this data pre-entered 
however a QA should be done versus submitted data requests to ensure this is 
correct. If blank, fill in all control parameters according to data request and 
ensure that the sum of the capture efficiencies equals 100%. 

c. Emission Factors – For each selected calculation method, default Emission 
Factors will auto-populate. For those facilities that have devices with specific 
emission factors based on source test data or for specific paints, those will 
require to be manually updated and the origin of the source test data should be 
chosen. See Source Test tip in later section of this guidance document.  

d. Surrogate Pollutants (if needed) – For some pollutants, surrogate pollutants 
must be specified.  One example is hex chrome.  While the Welding and 
Thermal Spraying calculation methods have this built in, if there are other 
calculation methods or other pollutants that need this, the procedure is as 
follows (using chromium as an example). Press the Add button and under the 
Pollutant column, add Chromium, Total and the corresponding Surrogate 
Pollutant should be Chromium, Non-Hexavalent. Add one more line and again 
add Chromium, Total and the corresponding Surrogate Pollutant should be 
Chromium, Hexavalent. 

9. Scroll back up towards the Materials section and click Save. 
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10. Repeat steps 7 through 9 for ALL listed Materials for the Facility. Ensure that all data 
entries for each material are saved prior to moving to the next material, to avoid data 
losses. 

Data Entry Via Portal – 
If the Facility provided data online via the EIS Portal, there should be an email by the 
Facility stating that their data was submitted online in the appropriate SharePoint folder 
for that inventory year. Use the same link 
(https://sdcountycagov.sharepoint.com/sites/apcd/Engineering/SitePages/Home.aspx?Roo 
tFolder=%2Fsites%2Fapcd%2FEngineering%2FShared%20Documents%2FEmissions% 
20Inventory%2F2%20%2D%20Emissions%20Inventory&FolderCTID=0x012000EE39 
BA8F198AD74CB4B836087AAE73F3&View=%7BC34333F3%2DE384%2D44A8%2 
D860B%2DA667D1DB7A7F%7D) 
to check how the Facility data was provided to the District. Use the following procedures 
for Portal entries. 

1.  Click on link next to “Project:” in upper right-hand corner of page if currently in 
Production (PRD_COSD) which will take you to the Data Request Dashboard. 

2. Select Facility you want to enter data for by clicking on the “Inventory: Year – 
Year Inventory (Facility)” towards the upper right part of the screen. Then search 
for the Facility 

3. Click on the Emissions link towards the top of the screen. 
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4. Here you can select from two different formats for entering data (Data Entry 
Direct or EI Questionnaire). For this example, select Data Entry Direct. 

5. Check to ensure all data entered by Facility is completed for each material in the 
Calculator Parameters & Request section. As in Production, ensure that the 
Control Request tab is also complete and correct and that the capture efficiencies 
equal 100%. If there is any required data missing (e.g. annual usage, hourly usage, 
or operating schedule) contact Facility to acquire that information. 
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6. Once data has been confirmed to be entered by the facility.  The user will generate 
a PDF copy of the data submitted using the “Data Entry Forms” 
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To print out the completed data forms deselect the following options which are 
defaulted as active: “Export Required Fields as Blank” and “Include Blank 
Forms” 

This will prompt the user to the Queue where you can download the completed 
Data Requests for the Facility. Once finished, click View Files and then click 
Download. Save pdf file to SharePoint to have a copy of the facility submittal. 

7. Once the data has been saved the data can be migrated back into the Production 
inventory from Portal.  While in Production inventory for the particular inventory 
year you want to import data back into go to the Admin menu on the top and 
Portal Admin function on the left menu.  Select “Inventory Synchronization”. 

8. Once selected the user will be taken to a screen to start selections on importing 
the data back into Production.  Select “Update Production Projects from Public 
Portal” 
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9. The user is then able to select which Portal inventory to migrate back into the 
Production Inventory 

10. Once the data is migrated into Production the user can now verify data and hook 
up calculation methods for the inventory. 

11. Select the appropriate Calc Method corresponding to the Permitted operation. 
This will be reflected in the title of the Facilities Data Request and the permit 
description. Click Select Calculator, the select from listed calc methods. 

12. Scroll back up towards the Materials section and click Save. 
13. Repeat steps 11 through 12 for each Material listed for the Facility. 
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3) How to RUN FACILITY EMISSION CALCULATIONS 

Basic knowledge of what the appropriate calculation(s) for each equipment / material is 
not discussed here. If you have any questions regarding this, please don’t hesitate to get 
help from more experienced EI group members. All Calc Method information and 
equations are located in the District’s Toxics page and can be found using the following 
link 
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdc/apcd/en/engineering/Permits/Engineering_Emissions 
_Inventory/Engineering_Phase_3_Toxics_Procedures.html. This will be required for 
having to QA the EIS batch calculation reports and Facility Emission Reports discussed 
below.  

1. From the Emissions menu, click on Calculators icon on the left side of the menu.  

2. From the selection of menu items, click on the Batch Emissions Calculation icon. 

3. On Step 1/3, select the specific Facility you want to quantify emissions and run 
batch calculation and click Next. 
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4. On Step 2/3, add a “notes” name: 
a. Notes – Enter the Facility Name, followed by the Inventory Year and 

include the EID for the Facility so you can identify the batch calculation in 
Queue. 

Click Next when done. 

5. On Step 3/3, review summary of criteria selected for Facility and click Finish. 
This will run the batch calculation for the Facility where you will be able to view 
the quantified emissions for the entire Facility in the Queue. 
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6. Once the Facility has finished running the batch calculation, click on View Files 
for that Facility. 

7. Here you will be able to view the Annual and Hourly Emissions for each Material 
listed for the Facility in an excel spreadsheet. To view Annual and Hourly 
Emissions, download the “Batch Emissions Calculations Excel file”. From these 
spreadsheets, you can filter and sort emissions based on Permit #, Device, 
Material, or Pollutant. 
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A01-E11 - vl 
AOl-Ell - vl 
AOl-Ell - vl 

A01-E11 - vl 
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4) How to QA EMISSIONS 

Both Annual and Hourly Emissions from the Facility batch calculations will require QA 
versus the District approved calculation methods listed in the Toxics page using the 
following link: 
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdc/apcd/en/engineering/Permits/Engineering_Emissions 
_Inventory/Engineering_Phase_3_Toxics_Procedures.html 

1. To QA Annual and Hourly Emissions in the batch calculations, download the 
“Batch Emissions Calculations Excel file” spreadsheet located in the Job Files as 
shown above. This is called the Batch Emission Calculation (BEC) Report where 
all emissions are quantified for the given Facility.  

2. Filter out by Calculation Method selecting one calc method at a time to QA to 
ensure that the emissions are quantified correctly in EIS. Then filter out by 
Equation Term column to view the Total Emissions. You will also be able to view 
all input parameters in the Equation Term column which should also be checked 
to ensure the data entries into the data request forms match what was entered into 
EIS. 

-312-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

3. To QA emission calculations, you can either use the District Toxics website (link 
above) and its calculation procedures or SharePoint QA Calc Spreadsheets using 
the following link 
https://sdcountycagov.sharepoint.com/sites/apcd/Engineering/SitePages/Home.as 
px?RootFolder=%2Fsites%2Fapcd%2FEngineering%2FShared%20Documents% 
2FEmissions%20Inventory%2FCalculations&FolderCTID=0x012000EE39BA8F 
198AD74CB4B836087AAE73F3&View=%7BC34333F3%2DE384%2D44A8% 
2D860B%2DA667D1DB7A7F%7D. The Districts Toxics website provides all 
reference information for each calculation method, so it is recommended that this 
be used in addition to the SharePoint Spreadsheets to gain a better understanding 
of all input parameters.  

4. When QA’ing the BEC Report, its best to filter out each calculation method and 
spot QA its corresponding pollutant emissions. Once the calc method has been 
determined to be correct in calculating emissions, you can then filter out to the 
next calculation method on the batch emission spreadsheet until all emission 
calculations have been QA’d and are determined to be correct. 

5) How to GENERATE A FACILITY WIDE EMISSIONS REPORT 

Once all the emission calculations from the Facility have been determined to be correct 
after the QA process, you will then be required to submit a Facility Wide Summary 
Emissions Report to the Facility, for their review and approval. This Report will include 
the following: 

A. Facility Wide Emission report with quantified Annual and Max Hourly 
emissions for both Criteria Pollutants (NOx, SOx, VOC, TOG, PM10, 
TSP, and CO) and speciated Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). 

B. Completed Data Request Forms which has the data that is entered into EIS 
for the Facility and compiled into one pdf document.  

C. Cover Letter (to be generated by APC Aide) 
D. Emission Statement if NOx and/or VOC emissions are ≥25 tons/year. 

Step A. – Facility Wide Emissions Report – 
1. Click on the Reports link towards the top of the screen then click on All Reports. 
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2. You either generate a report in numeric or scientific notation report. If the Facility 
has very low emissions of any pollutant, it is best to generate a report in scientific 
notation. The following example will use the scientific notation report. Click on 7. 
Facility Emissions Scientific. 
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3. Enter the Facility Name or EID in the search box and then check the Selected box. 
Then Click Finish.  
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4. Once the report is generated, you can download and save in multiple formats 
(word, pdf, or excel). After downloading Report, QA the Annual and Max Hourly 
emissions versus what is in the BEC report. If there are any errors in the Facility 
Wide Report, follow the procedures in Section 6, Emissions Inventory Tracking.  

5. If the Facility Wide Emissions Report is correct, save a copy onto SharePoint.   

Step B. – Generating Completed Data Request Forms–  
1. Click on Emissions, then click on Data Entry Forms on the left-hand side of the 

screen. 

2. Select Facility by typing in name or EIF ID into the search box, then click Next. 

-316-



_....,..,.._,... .............. QI, ........... ,,. 

1tio.~ 

Ste:p 212:. DownCood HQ sp,cacbhtt1: 

~?t'.--1.-Pdt"lt~~ 
.,,_,i,o,,.._...,i,:,,_,....~JU-

f ldllfYN•ffl9 

~e!;olui..;.~ -

l tofl 

St-lttt,td faoltly. (.o~ Nt~.incr,:I r-1.-n,l',ll,c ',(,t.:,()M. 1nr 

S@'IKtP@'rmlt5-

~ o¥'C02000-91'0•91'01t7 

F,,° «o2006.fT0-91•1H 

i;;' U,CO?OO$ no-,1611-44 

/;7, APC020Q94'T0-97UH 

~ ot«02oc»-f1'0•97fiO2 

~ ~ -PT0-9"1S'14 

fl D(02011•• t()-«)10)) 

~ olK02012·1'TO,OOtlH 

E✓• Al'CD201N1t0-001ll0 

....... , 1• 
t - 16 of lf> 

- · 

-· 

APCD199S-Slrl-09:2:S2 

APalt99$-$:ll'\.-09lU 

IE 

4'o-.u~•-'"Oo0tf'l'llllfl,tllf!tdt!MottJl,toiloW!noequ,ll"'-Cf'll•Oftt(II A,r 

~·~•'--"'•·· 
011tU}dm:>nwlte-effillf! _,nou,nk~ • ~ ~c#25o,tllool5 

~~·""""......,.ie""• ..... ~· 
..,.,._ ~•~~.rtu,..-, .. ., 11,ke<-l~odel: Nlll•2l ~S.,,_., 
6212~: .t.t IN, L X 16 •ee men 
VoUll)t.CJfGli.f~ (~ii,~. fl .. ) ;"ANl,li'A('l'\lltlt: ..,.-_(»t~.JuJMOOtl: 
NUl:120$/fll: ~Otwt:N~ONS: ...,...,;n, 
VoUOP.DCGI\CASU(<I' 5 S,Q. rt.): IWU,t,CT\.la.ta:&4.ltONl!U¥.t5l.UMoot:l.: 
N:U 120 SIN: 5?6S9 0tNffiSIOffS - ,nan, 

v.uoit DC~ (.t.S(!. n'.): M.Wllt.w:ruRta.: la'AON OLAKtStU "000.: 
.,.._IU16S/H, SJ.»7$0l.'11Rff':~e,1n.1. - .. r 
Vat1« d-t9,HMt~•ctitrtr. a.rwi ll1kHIHHod.l!J; HlA·,UO Uk11I; 
61~7$80,tl;c-: .a1• l 1C l6' ..,... .-.-, 

P'tr01.•·tcW>ICICICtfl.>ool~•"'OtllwO•.-,tr;>1-.-tw.:.11,ctu,tt: ZotlC,;,tr 
Hc-Hl; lNOOCl-.c,,,,;; -fTIOf•, 
o,,:, ~(td'i~(N.l'aU' ~t,·01111<no•.olulJOO\d"""rn-O!londo- .., 
ind "11'1"""'111m lf~d Ht mon 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

3. Uncheck the box Export Required Fields as Blank and check the box Export 
File(s) as ZIP. Then check off all permits in the Air Permit Number column, then 
click Finish. 

4. This will prompt you to the Queue where you can download the completed Data 
Requests for the Facility. Once finished, click View Files and then click 
Download. Save pdf file to SharePoint. When viewing completed Data Request, 
QA versus what was entered into EIS to ensure the EIS data entries matchup with 
the data the Facility provided to the District. If any changes need to be made go 
back into the Emission Direct Data Entry and make the necessary corrections. 
Then click Resubmit the Data Request Queue to download a new pdf with the 
corrected data entries and re-run the emission calculations to ensure they are 
correct. 

-317-



Job Files 

Ente searc '1 tags j) 

• Download Description 

Zip Archive 

File Name 

EIQ_PDF _Cobham Advanced Electronic 
Solutions Inc.zip 

Added On 

03-Apr-2019, 17 : 14 :22 

Added By 

Travis Arciaga 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

5. After completing Steps A and B, email the Toxics Senior Engineer (or their 
delegate) with either the two documents attached, or an indication where in 
SharePoint the documents are saved, for their review prior to moving to Step C.  
For facilities subject to a toxic emission inventory, also attach the prioritization 
scores (See Section 7). 

Step C. – Cover Letter – 
1. After the Facility Wide Report and Completed Data Requests have been reviewed 

and approved by the Senior Engineer (or their delegate), email both documents to 
the Toxics Section Aide with a short message stating that the Report is ready to be 
finalized and provided to the Facility. The Aide will prepare the draft Emissions 
Inventory Report letter for you to sign which will be mailed out and emailed (if an 
email address is available) to the Facility for their review. The letter will use the 
approved report letter template and list the attachment at the bottom. If a facility 
requires an Emission Statement, the letter will list it in the attachment and the full 
report must be mailed via certified mail. The template letter for TEI will include 
the draft prioritization scores, if any of the scores are above the threshold to 
require a Hot Spots health risk assessment. The letter will indicate that it is a draft 
for the facility’s 30-day review. 

2. Once the facility’s comments (if any) are addressed, or if 30 days has past and the 
facility did not provide any comments, an approved Emissions Inventory Report 
letter will be created and sent to the facility indicating the inventory has been 
approved.  If this is for a TEI and the prioritization scores are above the threshold 
to require a Hot Spots health risk assessment, the Aide will also prepare and send 
the Health Risk Assessment Required letter. 

This will conclude the Emissions Inventory for that Facility.  
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6) WORKFLOW TICKETING 

Tracking Inventory Progress should be completed by utilizing the Ticketing module in 
EIS. 

1. During the Emissions Inventory process, it is important to update the tasks 
assigned to each facility’s workflow. 

2. To access the  Ticketing module click on “Ticketing” on the top menu of EIS. 

3. Click on the Project Workflows to choose a specific inventory, within an 
inventory year 

Resolve tasks as they are completed, submitted completion dates in the past are not 
allowed and will need to be requested by Lakes. To assign tickets and save changes 
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related to specific tickets, click on the ticket ID. 

Tracking Errors using EIS Bug Tracker 
1. All errors or bugs that are found while using EIS should be reported using the EIS 

Bug Tracker website 
http://bugtracker.weblakes.com/login_page.php?return=%2Fview_all_bug_page.p 
hp. 

2. Login using your Bug Tracker login information. 

3. Click on Report Issue. 
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4. Use the dropdown boxes to select the appropriate details regarding the type of 
error you are experiencing. For example, for reporting errors (EIS Reporting 
feature), select the following: 

a. Category – Reports 
b. Reproducibility – if this is a consistent problem, select Always, otherwise 

choose a different option 
c. Severity – if there a significant issue in EIS, mark this area as Major, 

otherwise choose from the other options as appropriate. 
d. Priority – Choose Normal unless it needs urgent attention 
e. Select Profile – Select based on the internet platform you are using or skip 

this section. 
f. Product Version – ignore this section 
g. Assign To – All EIS errors should be assigned to “lakes_mike” (Mike 

Johnson). 
h. Target Version – ignore this section 
i. Summary – provide a brief summary title of the error 
j. Description – Provide a detailed but brief description of the error 
k. Steps to Reproduce – ignore this section 
l. Additional Information – ignore this section 
m. Attach Tags – its HIGHLY recommended you attach what errors you are 

experiencing whether it’s with reporting or calculations. For the tag, give 
the attached error document a brief name. Its best to identify the inventory 
year, Facility name, and EID so it can be quickly resolved by Lakes. 

n. Requires documentation – select Yes 
o. Upload Files – drop attached error file in the drop section  
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5. Click Submit Issue and monitor the progress of the issue by Lakes. Lakes will 
send out an email to the user that submitted the error via Bug Tracker with 
information on the status of the error. 
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7) HOW TO CALCULATE FACILITY WIDE PRIORITZATION 
SCORES 

For facilities subject to a Toxic Emission Inventory (tagged “tei” and subject to the Air 
Toxics “Hot Spots” Program, AB2588), and other facilities the District wants to 
determine if they would impact their communities for which their toxic emissions have 
been calculated (such as facilities within the Portside Environmental Justice Area), 
prioritization scores will be calculated, while compiling the Report for the Facility, to 
determine whether a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) will be required for the Facility. 
Prioritization scores do NOT take into account Criteria Pollutants (NOx, VOC, TOG, 
SOx, TSP, PM10), therefore only Toxic Air Contaminants will be quantified for 
Prioritization. 

A. Development & Updating EIS Pollutant Table and Health Data 
Per AB2588, Emission Inventory Criteria and Guidelines (EICG) for the “Hot 
Spots” Program, the District is required to prepare emission inventories for 
facilities which emit TACs. Appendix A of the EICG and the District’s Rule 1200 
establish which pollutants need to be inventoried. To be included in creation of 
prioritization scores, pollutants must be assigned health values including type and 
rate of toxicity. Health data has been established from several different 
organization and sources, including California’s Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). CARB and OEHHA regularly adopt new 
pollutants to be inventories and new health values when data becomes available. 
The EIS pollutant table should be updated to include newly adopted pollutants 
and health values after regulatory amendments are final or advised by CARB 
and/or OEHHA. ARB continually updates and presents the adopted pollutants and 
health values on the Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk 
Assessment Health Values8 

a. Pollutant Flags - Each pollutant within EIS is assigned pollutant flags in 
order to calculate emissions and prioritization scores accurately. Each 
pollutant is assigned a True (T) or False (F) tag for each of the following 
categories. Note a ‘NULL’ or blank flag will result in a calculation error 
for the selected calculation method.  

i. VOLATILE_FLAG – assigned to a pollutant if it is a volatile organic 
compound (VOC) 

ii. ROG_FLAG – assigned to a pollutant if it is a reactive organic 
compound 

iii. EXEMPT_SOLVENT_FLAG - assigned to a pollutant if it is an 
exempt solvent per District Rule 2, Rule 11 and Rule 66.1 

iv. TOXIC_COMPOUND – assigned to a pollutant if it is a toxic 
compound 

v. PARTICULATE_FLAG – assigned to a pollutant if it, or its 
byproduct, is a particulate emission and not a VOC 

8 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/consolidated-table-oehha-carb-approved-risk-
assessment-health-values 
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Use the following District guideline as a reference for understanding Prioritization 
procedures for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program (AB2588): 
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdc/apcd/PDF/Toxics_Program/APCD_Air_Toxics 
_Hot_Spots_Prioritization_Procedures.pdf 

A. Initial Prioritization Run 
For purposes of determining the prioritization scores at the time of the draft inventory 
(per Section 5. Step c.1, above).If the results from the initial run indicate a HRA is 
needed, facilities may provide additional information that could affect the scores, then 
the additional information should be added in the appropriate run to see if a HRA is 
still indicated or not. These adjustments are typically in the form of a revised 
emission inventory called a refined acute scenario. 

1. Click on the Risk link towards the top of the screen. 

2. Select Prioritization Scores 
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3. On the next screen, is a field to name the prioritization scenario.  Use the format 
“Inventory Year, EID ####, Facility Name” to name prioritization runs.  There is 
also a check box to indicate if you want to include criteria emissions in the HHRP 
(Prioritization) Report – typically this is not needed, except in a specific 
situation9. Select Compute baseline prioritization scores. 

4. 
5. Receptor Distances 

One of the factors considered when prioritizing facilities is the receptor 
distance. 

- Receptor Distances equal to or Great Than 50 Conservative receptor distances 
will be applied, as described per the District’s Prioritization Procedures. Distance 

9 Facilities that report zero usage for all devices within an inventory year, criteria pollutants must 
be included in the prioritization run in order to indicate the facility’s scores were reviewed. This 
will require that emissions have been calculated for at least one device/material for the facility 
for the criteria pollutants (they will show as zero emissions). 
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should be estimated on Google Earth, from faiclity to closest receptor. KMZ files 
showing the distances should be saved in the facility’s respective SharePoint 
folder. Facilities can request to adjust distances by providing more detailed 
information, such as PFDs and site-maps. A HHRP Specific Distance report 
should be provided with every Draft TEI report so the facility can review the 
conservative distances that were applied. 

-

6. On the next screen, , select the facility either by scrolling and highlighting it, or 
by using the search box using either the Facility Name or EIF ID.  Check the box 
next to the facility and click Next. 
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7. After selecting the facility, click ‘Next’, to input receptor distances. Choose ‘Auto 
Fill Distances’ to autofill or override previous distances entered. A facility, with 
any receptor type, less than 50 meters away should choose ‘Has Receptors that are 
<50m’ and default to 50 meters for that receptor type.  
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8. The next screen, will show your selections.  If any selections need to be changed, 
click Previous to change them, or click Finish to run the prioritization scores. 

9. The Job Queue – Prioritization Run screen will appear (you can also access this 
screen from the main Risk screen).  Here you can see the progress of the run.  
Once the run is finished, you can see the HHRP spreadsheet by clicking on files, 
then Download the HHRP log. 
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The HHRP spreadsheet shows the facility wide prioritization scores as well as the 
contributions from each toxic air contaminant for each device and material for 
each risk type (cancer risk, chronic risk and acute risk), the TAC emissions, and 
the distances used (residential, worker, acute). 

-329-



A A 

1 EIF ID 

2 19 

3 

4 Project: 

I (£..!111 ~~:- Cf'!: 
) lO!G,....,i,Hf-..,U 

> 101, ..... ,s.,~o 
,. -»19-s..,o.eoo 
\. lO!O-k<o~l> 
o .IOl'l-:i.•IMflOU 
1 lO!t _,s..,..,_ U 
~ ilOl t,,_,._, ~IJ 

91119-S..,r,..I) 
10 »10 -•'-~ O 
ll .UI'# IM'IW1Ullf0 U 
UJOo!t-.,S.,...r...,l) 
U 1019 ,-,1,nDlffl,I U 

tt 3)!9--IS.\Oofclo IJ 
l~ 101~ ,_,s.,,, llocp I) 

to Rl'f,.,...);&•IJoltlOU 
U_,!Q-<.,,,.~U 

UI ;ll)lt •-•l,ooC-0,U U 

193)19-')f,f'-I) 

MlClol9-'-~U 
11 lO!t"""»'l~U 
n:n1Q_,<.>.,rwe,,n 

B C D E F G H 

Facility Na Workshee· Cancer Chro nic 8-Hour Acute Default Di: Default Acute Distance 

General 0\ 1 - Refinec 3799.594 123.2345 124.1 258.4645 

2019 - 2019 Inventor\ 3799.594 123.2345 124.1 258.4645 

• ,..-.,..,,-,."'"""""'-• °"""'"'o O,.....,.Osl_""' .. .., ... ..,.o_.ii;t,..,trod .l,:""'"c .. _..,o,,,,._i11;• •·-~-..1,,._.,.(nw,,-fo,,.o;""•'·odr;trv•(to,,kh1 •11o~ ,0t....,.,ra._.-~.,, .,,......,.,. __ 
~ .. f)N(X)t))U O 'A'flf.W .. 1 m l ( <.1t~ A.',i~U r U \101) O.)M,01 II O 0/ll'!WK l.,oi.11) t >tf.111 ti.1> CJ t O ~ ~ t~ 
,:..O. _.ONC>0'1H 

~·.iONO)U1~0 
~-'10.u-e;)1>7U 
,........ .. l)N'Q)lf/ )0 

~'40NO>U1i0 
-"'0""'°1)7)f 

~ .. 0Al(l)1)1)0 

~ C,.~l))iO 

_,.UM,lJUhf 

C.-, .. 0 All!')l));O 

~ .. ON-C>U1U 

~·.iONO>U1U 
~ ... 0...-C-)O~ • 

--l,)N'I\J.)01)0 
~l'>Alt'l"ll-7\6 

-«O...-COU7)f 

~afON0>01lo 
~ONl(l)l)JiO 

~ONCOU1SO 
,.._.oll'tAPC"!)l'1\II 

W(!C)<H~ I 

V.t.lOWi I 
WIU)•w; I 

WlWCNi I 
Y,'fl!lWi I ~-· ~ll>Hl I 
W(\(>W .. I 

V.'lU)iJj~ I 
""'tCW,I 
W\UX. .. > I 

Vl'tl.OIM) I 

V.tlD'.Nl t 
1A'(.()H; 1 

V.tlo:tt~ I 

lfHCQ.-...:,'-' ~t :..1mn o.-xon, 
HIT<&.>~ NiM.14f O 0 
tt1rcc:"'-""" ..,.,.NJ-.tl 
ltlfCV.0-"" ._'i.lUl.lt 
lttf(~~ MNJl.lf 
ltltcOO.....- --., 

ltll(~~- NINJJ,4.J 

0 0~ l.~141' U!C-0,1 c,,1; 

0 Oo.4«>: 1.)8Hl5 Uo06 

o o~• ' ·'"·"" ,..1c• 
0 00::ll~; ).l,1l4 I&.\• 
0 O~tC6) S.Uf.(15 1&:E.o6 

0 OM». IOtslOl 0.(!IXUt ,_-o, 
,) O.amo& lfm16' O,<OC1.» Uli(-OS 

ltf1C<:"...- N..MJ4. t ,_,1'fJ$1> <1.1~1 ¢.MlOI •~1•1 t ~ O.OOCW 0.0001i1 o.~; 
H11(,,(N-tff -'WM.1.41 .'tUfJI C,\"411 !;.'111.0,'U( <l.t')",1•1 .S.,AIO..- U.u,;,,tlll UW,1ll U.»1.1) 

1at1( t;,,,-,,u, ...,...._.4C' tH _ , 
ltll(G'>'~ N<M.11,4( 

ltlf( 4"_._ ANW4. ( 

lfl lC.V.OW0-1«< M.NJU. ~ 

" • 

ltlfCOO..._,.,_ M~t 

mrcc;...~ "''N.1'4C 
UffCQ,,_._ U..MJ4.C: 
1nrc~ .... N~t 

0 O.:,CO,i (.014 

0 o.:io»; t.O!<t 
.tNhll.U I l '1"ft'N Iii lffl,U. I) n.wn~ l !Ill.fr.I ll)TJ.nl. 

"" 
"" 

,. .. .. 
"' .. .. .. .. 
~ 

"' ,, .. .. 
"' .. .. .. .. 

~)(I,--

'lo) (l\._i.,n 

),)0,.,,0.,1,,,,, ,,,_ .,,_ ,, __ 
,,..._. 
i ) 11;,1.41i:,-

:,Ol llllt«l• M 

S)~;,,... 
:»(tn>t-
'l,)OI,~ ,, .......... ,,,_ 
~l(,_ 
,, __ 
,,_, 
w 11i,1ot1i:, ... 

5,) llilk41(,M ~, , ............ 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

10. District guidelines require facilities perform an HRA with an A prioritization 
grade (cancer score > 100, chronic or acute score > 10 (HRA currently not 
required if the only score > 10 is for 8-hour)). B graded facilities (cancer score 
between 1 and 100, chronic or acute score between 1 and 10) may be required to 
perform an HRA on a case-by-case basis.  C graded Facilities (scores below 1) 
will not be required to perform an HRA. After completion, include the scores and 
the HHRP file in the email to the Toxics Senior Engineer (as described in Section 
5, Step B.5.). 

B. Acute Scenarios 
1. For facilities that trigger HRA requirements for acute scores based on the initial 

or distance refinement prioritization run, there is the possibility for additional 
refinements to the score (for cancer and chronic scores, there is no further 
refinement that can be done once the emissions are finalized and distances are 
included).  Acute scenarios take into account which devices and materials actually 
operate within the same hour.  This will require the facility to provide information 
about which devices operate at the same time, and any limitation on which 
materials are used.  This proposed scenario needs to be reviewed to ensure it 
makes sense. For example, if a source has multiple emergency IC engines, the 
scenario will include all engines that run (for non-emergency purposes) in the 
same hour and will exclude engines that don’t run in that same hour.  If they have 
different hours where multiple engines run, then the scenario should use the hour 
that results in the highest score (the HHRP spreadsheet can be used to determine 
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this).  For a coating operation within a booth where only one coating is applied at 
one time, select the coating that gives the highest score, and exclude the other 
coatings.  For facility-wide devices (such as welding or solvent usage), care must 
be taken to ensure the facility’s proposed scenario includes all the activities that 
can be done within the same hour.  For example, it is not enough to select the one 
welding rod that yields the highest score unless it can be demonstrated that the 
hourly usage for that rod is the total hourly welding usage for the entire facility.  
Note that if an acute device distance will be used, a Distance Refinement run 
using that distance must be run before the acute scenario is run. 

2. Once the acute scenario is determined, then select the Prioritization Run 
Refinement option from the main Risk screen.  

3. A list of past prioritization runs will appear – select the run that will be used as 
the base run (whether it be an initial run or a distance refined run) and select Next. 
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4. On the next screen, a list of all the facility’s devices is shown.  Select a device 
that has materials to be excluded (engines, coatings, welding rods, etc.), and the 
list of materials for that device will appear.  Check all the materials that will be 
excluded, ensuring the material to be included is not checked.  Go through all the 
devices that have an exclusion, then select Next. 

For devices which will be excluded (like diesel engines): 

-332-



AP-CD -------Ill 111ft CHIii 

Air Poltutlaa CoalNII DlslJlct 

............... 
llr PallllliDD Conlnll District 

Oashbaards Tkket.ing Documents More ... 

Prioritization Run Refinement 
Home Rls~ Pn011h,tc1l10n Pri<1rit12ation Run Refinement 

Step 213: Pl"iotit..izatlon Run Refinement 

Elf 10: 19 

Company Name: General Dynamics NA55CO 

Materiols Exclusion 

~:e\..l lhc mah:1r1itb u,ot 

,hou'd btt citwdotd Prom 
the PtlOOtJ1-i\.-on Pun 

Rf tlMment. 

.) 

I 
snc IA" P,nnll I P,nnll IDm,i, Dovlm 

• '~: N11mbPf' 0.-.crtpUnr. TD I Dl'ru:rlptlor 

l:llliCfgt!IILY 

F.n9+ne: 
John t.Jecn?, -· 60(,81 if 4,)S, 

.APCTJ N'C.02010 315- SttP, 

l!> ::~ PTO 000550 dccscl flrrd. 

lurbocho11Je 

S/H 
llt;bU68li)b1 

s~moru• 

atastCetl 
*l: custom 

SA.MC AS 

PERMIT 
Dt:SU<JP[JO 

FtMSS(OO 
f,\CTt1RS 

USEO 
SS1J NMHC.•NOX 

3.-1,CO 
0.6, l'M 

0.11 PfR 
G/,(W·llA 

/'t.RAfW 
Sl.'t"ll!Ofl"> 

1 · 20of-90 ~1 ,,;,a,:;.,, ... .. , ~ p .,, 

Dashboards Emis.s.ions Risk Ticketing Oorume.nls More .... 

Prioritization Run Refinement 
Homl> Risk Poontmmon Prior itization Run Rel'in1m1ot 

SU!p 213: Priorruzacton Run Refinement 

St:l«l lht rrutc:r•11I, lftQt 

3,hOUld beo UJUf:'d lrorn 

ft Prltlr1tl1Amn ~un 

Reflrl"'l"llt'rlt 

EIF ID: 19 

Company Name; Ge neral Dynamics NASSCO 

t 1110« ,i;oarcn rag.~ 

I SltejAI, Pcnnll I Penni! IDevi•1 Dmcc • IR~o Number L cripttoriflD Dc5crtpllor 

Al'CO IHON wt.WING 
l Sllf- 0 Pl':flMlllto OPU!AI ION 

00!4 • OFVTC£S (NA.<:;SOO) 

APCDJ NON- WELDINC 
2 SITE- 0 PER.MnTCO I OPERATION~ 

OOl<'IS DEVIC.S (SUllCONTR, 
APCDI NON• ADH~SIV! 

srTE- o Pl;RMfTTt:0 3 OPE-RATION~ 
0014 $ OEVICfS (SU8CONTRJ 

NON• 

Pl:RMITTEO 
APCDI NON ABM.SM 

4 SITE• 0 PERMITTED 15 SlASTINC 

OOMS DEVICES Pf:RfORMED 
U4et.AST 
CAe1N~. 
CASS 
REGl.S"T~.REC 

I · 20of98 P-i'lgC 1 .rs .. .. ~ ,, ,, 

Excluded Materials: 

1!1 1 - DIESEL 

Excluded Malarials: 

a i ~101 TCGMAW 

II 2 - 11018SMAW 

Ill l - 308TIG 

ll .t-3096MAW 

a S - 309TIG 

6 - l16LGMAW 

a 7 - 5356 GMAW 

111 8 · 70-STIG 

a 9 - 70185MAW 

jim.swaney@sdcouncy.ci:l.gov .. 0 

Inventory: 2019 • 2019 lnventoryTest 

Cane~ Fifli:Hl.j-1111 

jim.swaney@sdcouncy.ca.gov • 0 

Inventory: 2019- 2019 lnvencory Test 

Cancel kih§IHEIIIII 

Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

For devices where certain materials will be excluded (like welding and coating 
operations): 
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5. There is not an option to name the scenario, so on the next screen select Finish to 
run the scenario. 

6. Once Finish is clicked, you will be sent to the Job Queue – Prioritization Run 
screen as discussed in step A6 above. 

7. District guidelines require facilities perform an HRA with an A prioritization 
grade (cancer score > 100, chronic or acute score > 10 (HRA currently not 
required if the only score > 10 is for 8-hour)). B graded facilities (cancer score 
between 1 and 100, chronic or acute score between 1 and 10) may be required to 
perform an HRA on a case-by-case basis.  C graded Facilities (scores below 1) 
will not be required to perform an HRA. After completion, include the scores and 
the HHRP file in the email to the Toxics Senior Engineer (as described in Section 
5, Step B.5.). 

C. Specifying the final prioritization scores 
1. Once all refinements have been applied and the scores finalized, go to the 

Prioritization Management option from the main Risk screen to indicate which 
prioritization run shows the final scores. All scores should be finalized or ‘locked’ 
before sending Draft emission inventories to Senior for review and before 
resolved the Prioritization Score task in workflow.  
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2. Select the facility (by clicking Select in the Action column) and scroll down to see 
the various prioritization runs that have been done for that facility. 
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3. Select the exact prioritization run and select if this is from uniform or refined 
distances in the drop-down box, then click Select. 

4. After you have clicked Select you will see a check mark next to the selected run. 
The selected run will be used by the various prioritization reports in EIS and will 
be used to determine if a HRA is required or not. 
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16. Toxics “Hot Spots” Procedures (December 2020-M Luther, Rev. Jan 
2021-M Luther, Rev. March 5, 2021, Rev. May 2021, Rev. October 2021, 
Rev. December 2021, Rev. March 2022) 

The work related to the Hot Spots Health Risk Assessment and associated public 
notification and risk reduction requirements must be captured under a HRA Record in 
BCMS. 

I. Creating a HRA Record – Emission Inventory Aide 

Once the Emission Inventory is approved and the prioritization score indicates a Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA) is required under AB2588, the aide assigned to the Emission 
Inventory team will create a HRA record in BCMS as follows: 

1. Select the SITE record for the facility that is subject to the HRA requirement, 
click on the “related record” tab, and then “clone mult”. 
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2. Please select the HRA record under the highlighted dropdown list, click in the 
highlighted arrow to move the record to the box shown on the right, then click 
submit. 

3. Please select the contact checkbox to copy the contact information to the HRA 
record and click submit. The HRA record will be available under the site record 
(see related record configuration in BCMS) 
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4. Please update the following fields 
Facility deadline for the HRA 
submittal -per the Health and 

Safety code section 44360 
facilities have up to 180 days 

Date the facility is notified 
that a HRA is required under 

the Hot Spots program 

II. Updating the fields in BCMS – Hot Spot Team Members & Senior 
Engineer 

The fields in BCMS must be updated by the team member who has been assigned the 
record. It is critical to update these fields on a timely manner (upon completion of the 
tasks). The information in these fields must be accurate as it must be used to verify 
compliance with the applicable deadlines under the Health and Safety code and Rule 
1210. 
The Hot Spot team members and senior engineer must run the “Health Risk Assessment 
Report” from BCMS on a regular basis to track the deadlines. If a facility fails to meet a 
deadline the Chief and/or Deputy Director should be informed immediately. 
The following fields must be completed by the team member who is assigned the record 
as follows: 

Date a reminder is sent to the facility (template in 
SharePoint – no later than 120 days after facility 

notification 
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Date the HRA is 
received from the 

facility 

Date the OEHHA 
Comments are due. Per 

section 44361 of the H&S 
code OEHHA has 180 

days to comment 

Date the APCD completes its 
review of the HRA 

Date APCD sends 
HRA to OEHHA Date OEHHA Comments 

are received 

Date the HRA is approved. This 
happens after the 60 day period 

Date APCD submits comments on the 
HRA to the facility. Per section 
44362 facilities have 60 days to  

respond to comments 

60 days from the “APCD HRA 
Comment” date 

Date APCD responds to comments 

Date facilities submits revised 
HRA (should be within 60 days) 

Indicate if a public notification is 
required per Rule 1210 

Indicate if a risk reduction is 
required per Rule 1210 

Date APCD submits a letter requiring a 
public notification package 

When the public 
notification package is 

received 

Date APCD approves the public 
notification package. Per rule 1210 we 
need to approve it or revise it within 
30 days 

Date the public notification 
package is due. Per rule 1210 it 
is due 45 days from the date we 

notify 

Date the public notification 
package approval is due. Per rule 

1210 we need to approve it or 
revise it within 30 days 

Date the public 
notification is due. Per 

rule 1210 facilities have 
30 days to notify 
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Date the facility notifies the public. 
Per rule 1210 it should be within 30 

days from when the APCD approves it 

This date is 30 days from when 
the public notification is sent 

Date the APCD notifies the 
facility that a public 

meeting is required (Rule 
1210(d)(10)) 

If a public meeting is needed it must be 
conducted within 30 days from the 

public notification date (Rule 
1210(d)(10)) 

For the initial notification a 
meeting is required.  For annual 
notifications, consult with your 

supervisor and Chief to 
determine if a meeting will be 

required. 

The following fields should also be updated with the health risk information from the 
approved HRA. 

III. APCD HRA Comments - Hot Spots Team Members & Senior Engineer 

The HRA must be reviewed in accordance with the Health and Safety code, sections 
44360-62.  

Please be aware that section 44262(a) states “Taking the comments of the Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment into account, the district shall approve or 
return for revision and resubmission and then approve, the health risk assessment 
within one year of receipt.  If the health risk assessment has not been revised and 
resubmitted within 60 days of the district's request of the operator to do so, the district 
may modify the health risk assessment and approve it as modified. 

Therefore, if the District cannot approve the HRA the District must provide comments to 
the facility and give it an opportunity to revise and resubmit the HRA within 60 days 
before the District revises the HRA. If the facility resubmits a revised HRA within 60 
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days that cannot be approved, then the team member should inform the senior engineer 
for specific guidance. 

When providing comments to the facility, APCD should clearly state that section 
44362(a) of the Health & Safety code states “If the health risk assessment has not been 
revised and resubmitted within 60 days of the district’s request of the operator to do so, 
the district may modify the health risk assessment and approve it as modified”. 
The Health and Safety Code does not require an endless circle of reviews, revisions, 
comments, and resubmittals of HRAs.  

IV. HRA Approval -Notifying facilities of public notification and risk 
reduction requirements - Hot Spots Team Members & Senior Engineer 

After considering the comments received by facilities within the 60-day period, the HRA 
should be approved by the APCD per Health and Safety code, sections 44360-62. The 
team member that is assigned the HRA record should prepare a notification to the facility 
informing of the approved HRA results, applicable public notification and/or risk 
reduction requirements (including template notification letters for each type of 
notification required (residential cancer, residential cancer plus acute, etc.), the fact sheet 
and survey response card), and a response to the comments provided by the facility. This 
notification must be approved by the Senior Engineer. 

The team member assigned the HRA record and the senior are responsible for tracking 
the submittal of the public notification package and the risk reduction plan. This can be 
done by adding reminders in outlook and monitoring the HRA records by running the 
report. 

The HRA record should not be approved until any required public notification is 
completed and the risk reduction plan is submitted and approved (if applicable).  

V. Reviewing the public notification package - Hot Spots Team Members & 
Senior Engineer 

The team member who is assigned the HRA record is responsible for reviewing the 
public notification and ensure compliance with all applicable requirements under Rule 
1210 including: 
- Deadline for submittal (per Rule 1210(d)(2) they have 45 days) 
- Compliance with Rule 1210(d)(2) and Rule 1210(d)(3)(iv), which is an optional 

informational letter, as decided by the stationary source 
- A list of the primary languages spoken by non-English speaking persons in the area to 

receive notification where such language is the primary language of five percent (5%) 
or more of the total persons to be notified in any census tract in the area to receive 
notification. Multilingual notifications shall be provided by the owner or operator of a 
stationary source if five percent (5%) or more of the recipients within any census tract 
in the area to receive notification are non-English speaking. In such case, the 
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notifications shall be provided in those languages which are the primary language of 
five percent (5%) or more of the total persons to be notified in that census tract. 

- A proposed method for responding to public comments and requests. 
- The “Air Toxics Hot Spots Fact Sheet” and a “Public Response Survey Card” 

provided by the APCD. Template is available in SharePoint. 
- Ensure the proposed optional stationary source informational letter complies with 

Rule 1210(d)(3)(iv) 

If any of the above requirements is not met the team member who is assigned the HRA 
record should send a written notification to the facility providing comments as soon as 
possible but at least one week from when the APCD must approve the notification 
package. The notification should use the wording in the template available in SharePoint. 

VI. Providing envelopes to the facility - Hot Spots Team Members 

Per Rule 1210(d)(6) each public notification shall be mailed in an envelope supplied by 
the APCD. The envelope shall be marked with the name and address of the Air Pollution 
Control District and addressed to “Current Resident” of private residences, business or 
sensitive receptors. Please make sure to coordinate with the Support Services team to 
give them sufficient time to prepare these envelopes. 

VII. Approving or Cancelling HRA Records – Senior Engineer 

Cancelling HRA Records 
When the Emission Inventory team can enhance the prioritization scores and the facility 
is no longer subject to the HRA requirements under AB2588, the senior engineer should 
cancel the HRA record in BCMS following the steps below: 

1. Ensure all relevant documents are available in BCMS (see documentum section of 
this procedure), including: 
a. The HRA request 
b. Documentation of the revised prioritization scores explaining why the HRA is 

no longer required 
c. Documentation informing the facility the HRA is no longer required 

2. Ensure the trust account has sufficient funds to cover the pending charges and 
request an invoice accordingly 

3. Close the workflow tasks, except for the accounting reconciliation task, which 
should be assigned to accounting 

4. Change the record status to cancel 
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Approving HRA Records 
The HRA records should be closed when the entire public notification process is 
completed (i.e. after the APCD determines a public meeting is not needed or after a 
public meeting is conducted per Rule 1210(d)(10)) and/or the risk reduction plan is 
submitted and approved (if applicable). 

1. Ensure all relevant documents are available in BCMS (see documentum section of 
this policy) 

2. Ensure the trust account has sufficient funds to cover the pending charges and 
request an invoice accordingly 

3. Close the workflow tasks, except for the accounting reconciliation task, which 
should be assigned to accounting 
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4. Change the record status to “approved” 

VIII. Invoices- Hot Spots Team Members & Senior Engineer 

All of the labor associated with the Hot Spots program must be logged under the HRA 
record. The Hot Spots team member assigned the HRA record and the senior engineer are 
responsible for monitoring the trust account of the HRA record and request invoices 
accordingly. The HRA record is NOT associated with Real Time Accounting so the trust 
account must be monitored. The trust account is part of the HRA report. 

An invoice must be requested by the Hot Spots team member and approved by the senior 
when the HRA is submitted by the facility or when the work will exceed about $500. All 
the other tasks can be performed and the invoice can be generated when the record is 
closed (cancelled/approved). 

IX. Annual Notifications- Hot Spots Team Members & Senior Engineer 

At the beginning of the year the Senior Engineer must run the HRA record report and 
review the Annual Air Toxics "Hot Spot" Program Report to determine the facilities 
subject to annual or biennial notifications in accordance with Rule 1210 (d)(8). 

The senior should request new HRA BCMS records, which can be created by the aide 
assigned to the toxic team, and assign the record to a team member. 
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The senior and team member must consult with the Chief to determine if a public 
meeting will be required for the annual notification in accordance with Rule 1210 (d)(10). 

The team member should notify the facility of the annual notification requirement and 
public meeting (if required for annual notifications). Under this notification facilities 
should be reminded of the 45-day requirement to submit the notification package (per 
Rule 1210). 

All sections of this policy and Rule 1210, as applicable, should be followed for annual 
notifications.   

X. Addressing inquires from the public regarding the public notification 

When addressing comments from members of the public, it is important to be available to 
assist them in understanding the health risk exceedances. HRAs are very complex and the 
terminology used to convey the health risk exceedances can also be confusing. 

Please put yourself in their shoes and consider what information you would need as a 
member of the public if you received a notification reporting health risks. Some 
suggestions to consider include: 

• Explain why the facility notified. We can say: “Facility Name was required to 
conduct a Health Risk Assessment in accordance with the California Air Toxics 
“Hot Spots” Program (Program), which addresses public concerns over toxic air 
contaminant emissions. Toxic air contaminants are chemicals in gases, liquids, or 
particles that are emitted into the atmosphere and may cause adverse health 
effects.  Adverse health effects can range from relatively mild temporary 
conditions, such as minor eye or throat irritation, to serious conditions such as 
cancer or damage to organs.   

• Explain what a HRA is: “A health risk assessment estimates the risk of adverse 
health effects from exposures to emissions of toxic air contaminants. The estimated 
risks are based on computer models that calculate risks based on a variety of 
conservative assumptions and emission calculations. Facility Name was required 
to notify all community members in the area where there is a potential health risk 
above thresholds established by the APCD Rule 1210. As an example, APCD Rule 
1210 requires public notification when the estimated increased risk of contracting 
cancer (above normal background levels) is above 10 in one million. To help put 
the risk into perspective, consider that the American Cancer Society estimates the 
total lifetime cancer risk for people living in the United States to be 400,000 in one 
million” 

Additionally, when responding to the public please ensure the following requirements are 
met: 

-346-



Engineering Division Manual of Procedures 

1. You must contact every member of the public that contacts you regarding the Hot 
Spots HRA, even if you are not contacted via the survey 

2. If the inquiry if not specific, you should call the person (or send an e-mail) to find 
out more details and address the question accordingly 

3. If you obtain multiple inquires requesting more information regarding the HRA 
(more than 5) please contact your supervisor 

4. If the member of the public asks for a copy of the official record (e.g. isopleth) 
please provide it to them. Official records include anything that we would 
disclose under the PRA 

XI. Posting records in documentum – Hot Spots Team Members & Senior 
Engineer 

All relevant documents (i.e. documents associated with the HRA review, public 
notification, and risk reduction) must be posted in BCMS under the HRA record.  Except 
for invoices, all documents posted under the HRA records related to the Hot Spots 
program must be posted in documentum using the “APCD-ENG-HOTSPOTS” group and 
appropriate category as shown below. Please note that any confidential information such 
as “attorney-client” communication must be posted using the “trade secret” categories 
listed below. All documents that are not designated as “trade secret” will be 
disclosed to the public. Draft documents, zipped files, and internal communication 
should NOT be posted in documentum. 

All data files should be maintained in SharePoint and available to the public upon 
request. 

The name of the document should follow the following format: 

<EI Year>_<Type of Document>_<Date of Document> 
The Type of Document should follow the Document column below (HRA Request, 
OEHHA Submittal, Public Notification Plan, etc. 
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The following table list some critical documents that must be available under the HRA 
records with the specified document group/category. 

Document 
Documentum 

Group 
Documentum 

Category 

Team Member 
Responsible for Posting 

the Document 
HRA Request (when 

facility is notified a HRA 
is needed under the Hot 

Spots program) 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD-Air-
Toxic-HRA 

Request 
Aide 

Documentation of the 
revised prioritization 

scores explaining why the 
HRA is no longer 

required 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD-Air-
Toxic-Supp-

docs 
Aide 

Documentation informing 
the facility the HRA is no 

longer required 
APCD-ENG-

HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics-APCD 
HRA Rescind 

Letter 
Aide 
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HRA Received by the 
Facility 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxic -HRA 

Submittal 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 
Record showing when the 

APCD sent HRA to 
OEHHA 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics-

Correspondences 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

OEHHA Comments on 
the HRA 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics-OEHHA 

Comments 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 
APCD Comments on the 

HRA submitted to 
Facility 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics-APCD 

HRA Comments 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 
Facility Response to 

APCD Comments on the 
HRA 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics 

Correspondences 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

APCD HRA Approval APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics -HRA 

Approved 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

Public Notification Plan 
submitted by the facility 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics -Public 

Notification 
Submittal 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

Public Notification Plan 
Approved by the APCD 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics -Public 

Notification 
Approved 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

APCD Public Meeting 
Notification sent to the 

facility 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD -Air-
Toxics 

Correspondences 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 
APCD Public Meeting 
Presentation (Adobe 

Acrobat version) 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD – Air 
Toxics 

Correspondences 
Senior Engineer 

Risk Reduction Plan 
proposed by Facility 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD-Air-
Toxics -Risk 

Reduction 
Submittal 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

Approved Risk Reduction 
Plan 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD- Air-
Toxics -Risk 

Reduction 
Approved 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record) 

Public Comments APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD-Air-
Toxics 

Correspondences 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record 
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Public Comment 
Responses 

APCD-ENG-
HotSpots 

APCD-Air-
Toxics-

Correspondences 

Hot Spots Team member 
(who has been assigned 

the HRA record 

XII. Clarifications related to Rule 1210 
School Notification 
Rule 1210(d)(3)(vi) specifies the notification requirements applicable to 
parents or legal guardians of students attending schools with potential 
exposure to risks above the significant risk thresholds as required by 
Subsection (d)(1), which are: 

• Maximum incremental cancer risks equal to or greater than 10 in one 
million, or 

• Cancer burden equal to or greater than 1.0, or 
• Total acute noncancer health hazard index equal to or greater than 1.0, 

or 
• Total chronic noncancer health hazard index equal to or greater than 

1.0. 

After consulting with counsel, this notification requirement applies to all 
schools located in an area for which any of the significant risk thresholds are 
exceeded. 

Sensitive Receptors 
For the purposes of Rule 1210, sensitive receptors include schools, hospitals, 
day care centers, and convalescent homes. 

Sensitive Receptor Notification requirements 
All sensitive receptors must be notified for that type of exceedance if they are 
within any isopleth. Specifically: 

• If the sensitive receptor is contained within one of the isopleth above 
the limits stated in Rule 1210 that facility (i.e. sensitive receptor) is 
required to be notified. For schools Rule 1210 also requires the parents 
to be notified if they are within one of the notification isopleths. 

• Every contour or isopleth should be used to identify sensitive receptors 
that are required to be notified. 

• While cancer burden is calculated at the centroid of the census tract, 
notification requirements apply to all residential addresses and 
sensitive receptors within the one in one million isopleth for cancer 
burden. 

Notification Letters 
The APCD notification letter signed by the APCO discusses the type of health 
risk exceedance the receptors are subject to. For some facilities there might be 
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multiple areas subject to different health risk exceedances. If this is the case, 
the receptors should only be notified of the health risk exceedance they are 
subject to. Consequently, the APCD might have to provide multiple versions 
of the notification letters to the facility but the receptors should only be 
receiving one letter. 
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EPA Region 9 Responses to the SDAPCD Comments on the 
Draft Title V Program Evaluation Report 

September 30, 2022 

Responses to Comments 
Thank you for providing comments on the draft title V program evaluation report.1 On August 30, 
2022, the District provided its comments via a “marked up” version of the draft. Below, we summarize 
the significant comments and provide our response. Note: use of the word “we” or “our” refers to the 
EPA. 

1. Executive Summary 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD suggested some changes in tone and corrected some 
organizational information. The SDAPCD also requested a clarification that new title V sources 
resulting from any non-attainment redesignation have one year from the date of EPA’s final 
approval of the SDAPCD’s revised title V rules to submit their title V application. 

EPA Response: The EPA appreciates the SDAPCD’s correction and suggestions. We changed some 
wording in the Executive Summary and modified the SDAPCD organization description based on the 
comments. We recommend the SDAPCD update its organization chart and website to reflect these 
changes. 

Regarding when new title V sources need to submit an application for a title V permit due to 
reclassification, we added a footnote to the final report for more context. Generally, new title V 
sources would have had one year from the effective date of a reclassification to submit their initial 
title V application. However, the EPA should have been clearer in our ozone reclassification action 
for San Diego County on the timing for SDAPCD to submit an updated title V program to the EPA. 
We should have specifically identified that the SDAPCD’s title V program was deficient pursuant to 
CAA section 502(i) and 40 CFR 70.10 for not having a program that adequately implements the 
CAA’s required major source thresholds, and then required the SDAPCD to submit a program 
revision pursuant to 40 CFR 70.4. Because our reclassification action was not specific in this regard, 
we believe that our action was not an official notice of deficiency and has not triggered sanctions 
under CAA section 502(i). Also, because the SDAPCD has submitted revisions to EPA to correct the 
deficiency, and EPA is processing the program revision, we are not planning to issue a formal notice 
of deficiency. Thus, upon the effective date of the EPA’s approval of regulations that includes the 
required 25 ton per year major source threshold in San Diego County, sources newly subject to the 
program will have 12 months to submit initial title V applications. The EPA is taking steps to ensure 
any future reclassification actions specifically cite to the authorities in the title V program. 

1 The EPA’s responses to comments, along with the SDAPCD’s comments, are included as Appendix I and J, respectively, in 
the final report. 



 
 
 
 

  
 

        
     

  
    

      
    

     
     

    
 

     
       

        
        

        
     

        
  

 
  

 
      

     
   
  

  
     
       

 
 

     
     

       
   

       
    

      
 

      
   

 
 

2. Finding 2.1 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD stated that the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) revisions 
were already provided previously and explained the District’s review process. In general, because 
the SDAPCD first issues local Authorities to Construct (ATCs) to modifications to all facilities, 
including both title V and non-title V facilities, those ATCs undergo review by Senior Engineers 
before being sent to Compliance Division for review. For title V facilities, those local permits, which 
have already undergone review by both Engineering and Compliance, are then incorporated into 
title V facility permits either with the next title V revision or at the time of renewal. The SDAPCD 
stated that the EPA received inconsistent answers because of the limited experience of some staff. 
The SDAPCD agreed that additional training is helpful, especially for new staff. 

EPA Response: The EPA appreciates the SDAPCD’s feedback and modified the finding to 
acknowledge that there is an SOP for processing title V permits. Nevertheless, as the SDAPCD 
stated, more training is necessary to ensure the written process is being followed. We emphasize 
that for ATCs relating to title V sources, there should be an evaluation documented by the District 
identifying the type of title V revision that is required for the action. In the documents we have 
reviewed, the local permit engineering evaluations only focused on the NSR aspects of a change 
while title V related determinations were not documented, and therefore likely not reviewed by 
the review chain. 

3. Finding 2.2 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD stated that the engineering evaluations of the local permits 
includes the detailed and site-specific items mentioned in the EPA’s discussion of what needs to be 
included in a statement of basis. The SDAPCD has consistently provided statements of basis as part 
of all permitting actions submitted for EPA comment, and had not received comments about lack of 
content, or any significant deficiency. As indicated the type of analysis is contained in the 
engineering evaluations for the underlying equipment or in previous statements of basis if the 
underlying rationale has not changed. The SDAPCD would be happy to further discuss this with the 
EPA. 

EPA Response: The EPA acknowledges permits are sent to the EPA for review during the regular 
reviewing cycles; however, the program evaluation is our opportunity to do a deep dive and review 
multiple permits at once to have a better understanding of the full program and provide broader 
feedback as a whole. If the information included in the engineering evaluations is applicable to the 
source’s title V actions, then these evaluations should be submitted to the EPA as part of the title V 
permit review—currently they are not. The EPA appreciates the SDAPCD’s efforts in addressing 
these issues and the EPA will continue to work with the SDAPCD in tracking the recommendations 
via a workplan and analytical review as noted in the report. This finding and recommendation 
remain as drafted; language on submitting any relevant supporting documents during EPA permit 
review was added. 
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4. Findings 2.4/7.2 - 502(b)(10) 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD agreed that all 502(b)(10) changes submitted must be reviewed 
and determined whether or not they qualify as such. However, the SDAPCD did not agree with the 
EPA’s conclusion that the SDAPCD did not make a determination of the appropriate type of permit 
action. It appeared that this finding should have been more focused on the lack of clear 
information to document a determination, rather than concluding that there was a lack of making 
correct determinations, unless the EPA has identified any changes which were improperly 
classified. 

The SDAPCD noted that they provided some of these supporting engineering evaluations to the 
EPA staff as part of the document request and has included a spreadsheet listing all title V 
applications either received or approved within the previously requested timeline, including an 
annotation regarding the type of application and a brief description of the proposed change. This 
list shows that the SDAPCD processes each different type of application, not just 502(b)(10) 
changes. The SDAPCD processes very few significant modifications, but this is due to the types of 
modifications being proposed, not lack of reviewing requirements. The District mentioned one 
example that contained analysis of minor/significant projects. 

EPA Response: The EPA acknowledges that the draft findings on this issue appeared somewhat 
conclusive and has make minor revisions to Findings 2.4 and 7.2 to clarify that the focus on the 
finding is lack of information for title V modification determinations. The EPA reviewed engineering 
evaluations for local permits and the list provided by SDAPCD in making this determination. Please 
note that the example mentioned in the comments was not provided by the time of the issuance of 
this report. In most of the files reviewed, there was no supporting documentation explaining 
whether a proposed modification was subject to a title V modification or what type. For this 
reason, if a determination is made, even if it is prior to submittal of an application, we recommend 
that it be documented. 

5. Findings 2.4/5.3 - Enhanced NSR 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD disagreed with the EPA’s contention that the EPA and public 
review somehow does not occur for NSR changes. District Rule 20.3 requires that an EPA comment 
period and public notice is conducted equivalent to the same level required for significant 
modifications or new permits prior to an authority to construct being issued. Additionally, if such a 
notice was required, the title V application would be treated as a significant modification or an 
initial permit, as appropriate, and a separate EPA comment period would occur prior to issuance of 
the title V permit, as required by SDAPCD rules. Alternatively, at the discretion of the SDAPCD and 
the permit applicant, the project can be processed under “enhanced ATC” provisions, which would 
combine the two notice/comment periods. The SDAPCD also stated that it appears that the EPA 
may be inferring that the SDAPCD is not implementing this correctly while also stating that there 
are no examples of the SDAPCD using this program (if EPA would like to see an example, the 
SDAPCD would be happy to provide an example of a permit where an A/C was issued using 
enhanced procedures and an administrative amendment was filed, but not acted on yet). Also, the 
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SDAPCD did not agree with the EPA’s implication of using 502(b)(10) changes instead of 
documenting enhanced NSR. 

EPA Response: Please note the revision that was made to finding 2.4, as well as some clarifications 
to the discussion in finding 5.3. Also note that while the EPA requested examples of enhanced NSR 
actions, we did not receive any examples by the time of the issuance of this report. The EPA 
appreciates the SDAPCD’s efforts in addressing these issues and the EPA will continue to work with 
the SDAPCD in tracking the recommendations via a workplan and analytical review as noted in the 
report. 

6. Findings 2.4 - PSD 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD agreed to coordinate with EPA on whether or not new sources or 
modifications to existing sources trigger prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) requirements. 
The District also stated that the EPA specifically identifies PSD and title I modifications as concerns. 
However, these requirements would be addressed during the local permitting review which would 
include notification to the EPA if a project constituted a federal major modification or triggered PSD 
requirements. In recent years, none of the projects that would have potentially required PSD 
permits were approved (or were modified to no longer trigger PSD requirements). 

EPA Response: The EPA appreciates the SDAPCD’s coordination with the EPA on whether or not 
new sources or modifications to existing sources trigger PSD requirements. From our review of 
some of the District’s PSD analyses, it is unclear what methodology the District is using to 
determine whether a project is a federal PSD major modification. The analyses we reviewed did not 
use or cite 40 CFR 52.21, the federally applicable PSD regulation in San Diego County. We are 
making some additional clarification to the finding to state that we would like to be involved in the 
evaluation of whether PSD applies and not only when the SDAPCD believes that it applies. It may be 
appropriate to include this issue in your workplan, where we can mutually agree on the method for 
EPA involvement. 

7. Finding 2.5 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD would like to clarify that when the SDAPCD cites “NSR” as the 
basis for a condition, it simply cites Rule 20.2 or 20.3 (depending on whether the source is major or 
non-major for criteria pollutants). This is no different than any other rule citation. The SDAPCD 
would like to point out that the EPA has not previously raised this concern during the review of title 
V permits as a comment or an objection. 

The SDAPCD clarified with an example: if an ATC condition has already been fulfilled prior to 
issuance of a title V permit (such as requirements for initial source testing) the SDAPCD may not 
place that condition in the title V permit because the initial source testing will be completed prior 
to issuance of the title V permit. 

4 



 
 
 
 

        
       

     
      

 
   

      
      

    
   

 
   

 
       

       
     

       
    

      
   

 
 

   
      

    
  

 
   

 
         

  
 

  
   

 
  
 

     
 

   
      

   

 
   

EPA Response: The EPA acknowledges title V permits are sent to the EPA for our review; however, 
the program evaluation is our opportunity to do a deep dive and review multiple permits at once to 
have a better understanding of the full program instead of commenting through regular renewal 
cycles to avoid delays for the District. As we stated in the finding, each title V permit is required to 
specify and reference the origin and authority for each term or condition and identify any 
difference in form as compared to the applicable requirement upon which the term or condition is 
based.2 If the condition is incorporated from an NSR permit, then the permit number should be 
cited in the title V permit as the origin. NSR conditions that are not appropriate for inclusion in the 
title V permit should be documented in the statement of basis. This finding and recommendation 
remain as drafted. 

8. Findings 2.6 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD noted that streamlining typically occurs during the local permit 
review stage, not as a separate analysis in the title V statement of basis. The SDAPCD typically 
conducts an equivalent streamlining analysis as part of the local permit review and these 
conditions are later incorporated into the title V permit through the appropriate modification 
application. The District’s normal practice is to review requirements rule by rule in the engineering 
evaluation and then any similar requirements will be automatically streamlined into the permit 
conditions. This approach ensures all requirements of all rules are reviewed to ensure the permit is 
enforceable. 

EPA Response: While we reviewed a sample of local permit engineering evaluations, we did not 
find examples streamlining analysis documented. Nevertheless, if the SDAPCD does have 
engineering evaluations that include these analyses, then they should also be submitted as part of 
the statement of basis. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

9. Finding 2.7 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD stated that it is important to note that not all requirements in 
local permits, such as some state or local toxics rules, are federally enforceable. 

EPA Response: We agree with the SDAPCD and made a clarification to Finding 2.7 to reflect that 
not all requirements are federally enforceable. 

10. Finding 3.1 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD stated that it has no sources which require CAM and impose all 
monitoring requirements through permit conditions directly requiring periodic monitoring. The 
SDAPCD does evaluate for CAM applicability. In order to be subject to CAM, the source has to have 
a pollutant specific emissions unit (PSEU) with an applicable emissions limit and control device, and 
the pre-control emissions must exceed major source thresholds (40 CFR Part 64.2). As mentioned 

2 See 40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(i). 
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earlier, some of the staff interviewed have not had much title V experience, but the Senior 
Engineers ensure CAM applicability is evaluated. The SDAPCD is open to further training on CAM. 

EPA Response: The EPA appreciates the SDAPCD’s comment; however, the EPA reaffirms that a 
title V renewal permit is a new, standalone permit and, to the extent the District wants to rely on 
prior CAM determinations, those determinations need to be included in the renewal action. It is 
not uncommon to find errors in prior determinations and the District is obligated to fix such errors 
in title V renewal permits. The EPA will work with the SDAPCD to ensure its staff receive CAM 
training. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

11. Finding 3.2 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD stated that the District conducts most of its review as part of the 
local permit evaluation and considers both Engineering and Compliance input prior to a permit 
being issued. The SDAPCD believes that, as the EPA’s review has also confirmed, appropriate 
monitoring provisions have been incorporated into title V permits. Further, the EPA has not 
previously commented or raised objections due to lack of monitoring requirements during the 
EPA’s past review of title V permits. The SDAPCD will continue to ensure daily emission limits have 
adequate monitoring requirements, and believes that reviewing all title V permits again at renewal 
for periodic monitoring would be redundant and resource intensive. 

EPA Response: First, please note that while the EPA strives to provide feedback on proposed title V 
permits, our not providing comments or objecting on a specific topic does not mean that the issue 
does not exist. In addition, the intent of the title V program is to have a comprehensive review of 
the title V permit every five years, and resources should be allocated to ensure this happens. Thus, 
the EPA disagrees with the SDAPCD’s comment that reviewing all title V permits at renewal to 
determine whether periodic monitoring is needed would not be a fruitful exercise. As noted in our 
finding, during our file review, we found examples of emissions limits that did not have adequate 
monitoring. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

12. Finding 3.3 

SDAPCD Comment: The District stated that because Compliance does not usually use the 
statement of basis and rather enforces the permit requirements and permit conditions, the District 
does not believe there is an enforceability issue related to incorporating all applicable monitoring 
and recordkeeping requirements. 

With respect to diesel fuel, the SDAPCD includes fuel records in engine permits which are 
incorporated into title V permits. Diesel fuel requirements are typically specified in the emissions 
unit specific permit conditions. The District views this as sufficient to ensure only EPA/CARB diesel 
is used in any diesel powered permitted equipment. For example, the SDAPCD has used the 
following requirements for a facility which operates an emergency engine which also include 
streamlined NSPS requirements related to fuel: 
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(1) This engine shall only use CARB diesel fuel. (Rule 12, Rule 69.4.1, 17 CCR 93115, 40 CFR 60 
Subpart IIII) 

(2) The owner or operator of the engine shall maintain the following records on site for at least 
the same period of time as the engine to which the records apply is located at the site: 

(a) documentation shall be maintained identifying the fuel as CARB diesel, and 
(b) manual of recommended maintenance provided by the manufacturer. 
(Rule 12, Rule 69.4.1, 17 CCR 93115, 40 CFR 60 Subpart IIII) 

EPA Response: We revised the report in response to this comment. We are clarifying that the EPA, 
not SDAPCD compliance staff, found it challenging to determine that the permit contained all 
monitoring and recordkeeping because of the lack of details in the statement of basis. Additionally, 
the EPA appreciates the example provided related to recordkeeping and updated the report to 
state that this example was provided. 

13. Section 4 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD pointed out in the EPA’s description of the public notice process, a 
public notice may include the time and place of any hearing that may be held. The SDAPCD stated 
that a public hearing is normally not scheduled in advance before sending out the public notice. A 
public hearing will only be scheduled if requested during the public comment period and 
determined that it is justified. The SDAPCD suggested to change the language to indicate that if it 
has been determined in advance that a public hearing will be held. 

EPA Response: Many permitting authorities in EPA Region 9 do not wait to receive a request to 
hold public hearings as part of their community outreach and Environmental Justice (EJ) efforts and 
thus include the public hearing information at the time the public comment period begins. Because 
the statement says to include any public hearing that “may” be held, the description remains as 
drafted. 

14. Finding 4.1 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD considers EJ a high priority and is the first district in California 
which has an EJ representative on its Governing Board. Also as noted earlier, the SDAPCD has 
created an Office of EJ and has added significant resources to address public outreach and EJ 
issues. The SDAPCD posts all title V public notices to our website and is open to discuss further 
translation of the notices with the EPA. However, please note that the map provided by the EPA 
has too large of a resolution to be useful for identifying whether projects need translation. Also, 
the map only identifies the percentile of linguistic isolation, it does not provide actual percentages 
of people who are linguistically isolated nor what language they speak. This may lead to somewhat 
misleading data because of the non-linear nature of percentiles. The SDACPD agrees with the EPA 
that providing assistance to environmentally disadvantaged communities is a critical issue and is 
actively taking steps to improve in these areas. 
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EPA Response: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for making EJ a high priority. We note that the 
map provided was not meant to be used as guidance for permit outreach but to highlight the 
existence of linguistically isolated communities in San Diego County. EJScreen can easily be tailored 
to individual permit actions to generate a report that includes the percentages of people who are 
linguistically isolated and the languages they speak. The SDAPCD should use the tool they find most 
helpful for their public outreach process. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

15. Finding 4.4 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD agreed that if the SDAPCD receives comments from the public 
during the 30-day public review period, the 45-day EPA review would be restarted as a result of a 
comment. The SDAPCD further commented that it would be the case if the District modifies the 
permit, or the comment raises substantive issues that need to be addressed. 

EPA Response: When a comment is received, the comment should be provided to the EPA with any 
responses to comments as part of the permit review package. If the SDAPCD does not believe the 
comment is significant, we are happy to work with the SDAPCD to determine the correct path, 
including providing an expedited 45-day review period when appropriate. Given the number of 
comments the SDAPCD historically receives on draft permits, this should not cause routine delay in 
the permit issuance process. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

16. Finding 5.2 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD previously did not have a policy that specifically required a 
statement of basis for minor modifications (although all relevant information would have been 
contained in the related local permit engineering evaluation), so in some previous cases where the 
SDAPCD thought it would be self-evident that a change qualified as a minor modification, a 
statement of basis may not have been included. However, the SDAPCD has already instituted a 
policy which requires documentation through a statement of basis for both minor modifications 
and 502(b)(10) changes. The SDAPCD appreciates the EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD routinely 
submits copies of both proposed and final title V permit actions to the EPA. The SDAPCD has also 
revised its rule procedures to require a statement of basis for minor modifications. The SDAPCD’s 
revised title V rules are presently under review by the EPA. 

EPA Response: As part of our review, the EPA requested supporting documents for minor 
modifications, and we did not find all the relevant information in the local permit engineering 
evaluations. As previously stated, if the SDAPCD believes the local permit engineering evaluations 
support the title V permit action, then the evaluations should be included as part of the title V 
permit package. The EPA commends the SDAPCD for taking steps in making these changes and 
documenting its permitting decisions. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

17. Finding 5.4 
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SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD did not agree that it does not calculate or track the facility’s 
potential to emit (PTE) on a facility-wide basis or may not be properly implementing permitting for 
sources which take synthetic limits to stay out of title V. While the SDAPCD does not maintain a 
tabulated list of PTE for all stationary sources, it instead conducts this review at the time a change 
occurs at a facility. 

For existing sources, the SDAPCD utilizes the actual emissions that Rule 60.1 allows for sources to 
be exempt from title V requirements based on having actual emissions one half the major source 
threshold (a list of such facilities was provided to the EPA). This means that by tracking actual 
emissions and identifying those facilities with emissions above half the threshold, the District has to 
only assess PTE for those facilities with actual emissions between 50 and 100% of the major source 
threshold to determine if their PTE is below, at, or above 100% of the major source threshold, 
significantly reducing the resources necessary to identify major sources. Also please note that the 
SDAPCD evaluates any requirements dependent on facility PTE for NSR during review of the 
application associated with new or modification of a source. 

So to summarize, the SDAPCD does use PTE to determine requirements. However, in lieu of 
maintaining a tabulated list of facility PTE, the District instead assesses facility PTE at the time each 
modification occurs and for existing facilities not being modified, tracks actual emissions and 
compares to the thresholds in SDAPCD Rule 60.1 which means the SDAPCD is using a more 
stringent screening method to detect title V facilities than required by the underlying rules. Then 
for any facility with actual emissions above the thresholds of 60.1 the SDAPCD can conduct an 
assessment of PTE to determine whether the facility is actually exempt based on PTE. 

The second point of this finding refers to synthetic minor permits. SDAPCD would like to provide 
some clarification as to how the local permitting program ties into title V permitting. Rule 60.2 is 
the SDAPCD’s synthetic minor source rule and was intended to be used by existing sources that do 
not have their emissions limited through NSR. However, for the vast majority of facilities, emissions 
are limited mainly through permit restrictions imposed through NSR Rules 20.2 or 20.3, including 
appropriate monitoring and recordkeeping, and included in ATCs and PTOs that are therefore 
federally enforceable limits. 

EPA Response: We disagree that the SDAPCD’s approach to determining title V applicability, as 
described above, is consistent with the title V program. The characterization of Rule 60.1 is not 
consistent with the rule’s own language, as the rule is not applicable to all sources but only those 
that would otherwise be a major source. One would first need to know the PTE of a facility to 
determine whether Rule 60.1 is applicable because PTE is the determining factor of major source 
status. Because the SDAPCD does not determine PTE, it is relying on facilities to determine whether 
they are otherwise a major source. It appears the SDAPCD would like to generally assume that any 
source with actual emissions below 50% of the major source thresholds is not a title V source. 
There is nothing in the part 70 program, or the SDAPCD’s approved title V program, that supports 
this approach. Reviewing actual emissions is neither equivalent to nor more stringent than 
determining PTE. 
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It was clear during our site visit that the SDAPCD had a difficult time determining which sources 
would be subject to title V because of the reclassification, as the District does not calculate facility-
wide PTE as defined by the title V program. The SDAPCD must develop a plan for ensuring the 
District can determine title V applicability according to the definitions for “potential to emit” and 
“major source” in 40 CFR 70.2. The EPA looks forward to working with the District on a workplan at 
the conclusion of this program evaluation. This finding and recommendation remain as drafted. 

18. Finding 6.1 

SDAPCD Comment: The processing of open applications should not interfere with the schedule for 
conducting effective inspections, because the outcome of inspections should be based on existing 
permits and not applications requesting changes to the permits. The SDAPCD appreciates the EPA’s 
recognition that the SDAPCD performs Full Compliance Evaluations (FCEs) for all title V sources 
annually. 

EPA Response: From our interviews, the concern expressed to us related to scenarios where open 
applications delayed completing title V inspections because processing the application would avoid 
the need to issue a violation. It is possible Engineering and Compliance disagree on the need and 
urgency of such permit revisions. We continue to recommend increased communication between 
Permitting and Compliance so that these issues can be addressed and there is a common 
understanding of what should happen in these scenarios. 

19. Finding 6.6 

SDAPCD Comment: The District noted that the SDAPCD does not presently have a Permit 
Streamlining Committee. The SDAPCD also does not believe that permit condition change requests 
have stopped being made. The SDAPCD appreciates the EPA’s recognition that there is a formal 
process in place for Compliance to request changes to permit conditions and agrees that a realistic 
expectation with appropriate timeframe be established. Please note that the SDAPCD had already 
begun work on addressing this issue. One point to consider is that in order to change permit 
conditions, the SDAPCD has to follow the formal process which makes it clear that some condition 
changes to title V permits would require an EPA comment period and, in some cases, public notice 
and public review. This means that the title V permits can’t just be simply revised without going 
through title V permits revision requirements. For this reason, some of the requested condition 
changes in the past have been scheduled to be included with the next permit modification or 
renewal to avoid multiple permit revisions and EPA or public noticing and reviews. 

EPA Response: The Permit Streamlining Committee is included in the SOP we were provided. We 
recommend the SDAPCD modify its SOP to reflect the current process. The EPA commends the 
SDAPCD for already working on addressing permit change request issues. We encourage the 
SDAPCD to provide responses to change requests even when the District does not believe the 
changes can be made. Having documentation that requestors can refer to will help everyone 
understand why certain determinations were made. 
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20. Finding 7.1 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD appreciates the EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD staff receives 
effective support from the SDAPCD’s Counsel. The SDAPCD has a new District Counsel, Veera Tyagi, 
who has extensive experience in air quality programs. Prior to joining the SDAPCD, Ms. Tyagi 
worked as a Principal Deputy District Counsel at South Coast Air Quality Management District. We 
are very happy and excited to have Veera working as our Counsel and she can provide expert legal 
support on all title V and other air quality matters. 

EPA Response: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for finding counsel with extensive experience in air 
quality programs. This finding has been updated to include this updated information. 

21. Finding 7.6 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD stated that a compensation analysis was recently conducted for 
the Service Employees International Union (SEIU). This analysis, conducted for all represented 
SDAPCD employees, considered several other local air pollution control districts, such as San Luis 
Obispo County APCD, Bay Area AQMD, Imperial County APCD, Sacramento Metro AQMD and South 
Coast AQMD. Also the County Contract for SEIU compensation package was approved by the San 
Diego County Board of Supervisors in June 2022. 

The SDAPCD, like other entities, experienced a high turnover after the COVID-19 pandemic, 
increasing the number of vacancies. The SDAPCD is committed to continuing to monitor the 
workload and explore opportunities to provide adequate resources and fill vacancies with the best 
candidates to address any potential retention issues. 

EPA Response: The EPA has modified its finding to reflect the new information that the SDAPCD 
provided. As a result, our finding is more focused on the need for a review of the District’s existing 
staffing in light of its current permitting backlog as well as a review of the additional staffing that 
will likely be needed as the number of facilities subject to title V permitting requirements increase 
under the SDAPCD’s new nonattainment reclassification. 

22. Finding 8.3 

SDAPCD Comment: The SDAPCD noted that the draft report stated that it took three weeks to get a 
report query. The SDAPCD would like to clarify that it is due to other priorities that the District 
could not run the query sooner and not that it took three weeks to run one query. 

EPA Response: The EPA made minor revisions to this finding to clarify this issue. This issue was 
flagged in our report because it was a longer than expected timeframe compared to other 
permitting authorities. 
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23. Other General Comments 

In addition to the significant comments summarized in this document, the SDAPCD provided 
additional recommendations and commentary related to style, minor edits, and formatting. The 
EPA reviewed these comments as well and incorporated minor edits into the final report as 
appropriate. 
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San Diego County 
Air Pollution 

Control 

August 30, 2022 

Gerardo C. Rios, P.E. 
Manager, Permits Office 
Air and Radiation Division 
U.S. EPA, Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: Draft San Diego County Air Pollution Control District Title V Program Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Rios: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Draft Program Evaluation for the 
San Diego County Air Pollution Control District’s (SDAPCD’s) Title V Operating Permit Program 
Evaluation.  I appreciate you and your staff’s time, cooperation, support and follow up meetings and 
correspondence with my staff in conducting the evaluation of the SDAPCD’s Title V program.    We have 
reviewed the draft report, and would like to provide you with some additional information and 
clarification in order to ensure that it more accurately reflects SDAPCD’s Title V program. 

Therefore, attached please find a copy of the draft report with SDAPCD’s comments and responses to 
each finding and the associated recommendations.  Staff provided our response to each finding after each 
recommendation, along with additional comments related to the finding and the discussion. 

Please feel free to contact me at (858)586-2706, Mahiany Luther, Deputy Director, at (858)586-2725, or 
Mohsen Nazemi, Chief of Engineering Division at (858)922-1182, if you have any questions.  I look 
forward to assisting EPA to finalize the report and to our continued collaboration to ensure the 
SDAPCD’s Title V program is implemented in an effective manner to improve air quality and public 
health in San Diego County. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Forbis 
Air Pollution Control Officer 

10124 Old Grove Rd. San Diego California 92131-1649 
(858) 586-2600 Fax (858) 586-2601 

www.sdapcd.org 
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PTO Permit to Operate 
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BAP Business Assistance Program 
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Executive Summary 

In response to the recommendations of a 2002 Office of Inspector General (OIG) audit, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA or “we”) re-examined the ways it can improve state and local 
operating permit programs under title V of the Clean Air Act (“title V programs”) and expedite permit 
issuance. Specifically, the EPA developed an action plan for performing program evaluations of title V 
programs for each air pollution control agency beginning in fiscal year 2003. The purpose of these 
program evaluations is to identify good practices, document areas needing improvement, and learn 
how the EPA can help the permitting agencies improve their performance. 

The EPA’s Region 9 (the “Region”) oversees 47 air permitting authorities with title V programs in the 
Pacific Southwest. Of these, 43 are state or local authorities approved pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 (35 in 
California, three in Nevada, four in Arizona, and one in Hawaii), referred to as “Part 70” programs. The 
terms “title V” and “Part 70” are used interchangeably in this report. The Region also oversees a 
delegated title V permitting program in Navajo Nation under 40 CFR part 71 and title V programs in 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands under 40 CFR part 
69, referred to, respectively, as “Part 71” and “Part 69” programs. Because of the significant number of 
permitting authorities, the Region has committed to performing, on an annual basis, one 
comprehensive title V program evaluation of a permitting authority with 20 or more title V sources. 
This approach covers at least 85% of the title V sources within the Region 9 jurisdiction. 

The Region initially conducted a title V program evaluation of the San Diego County Air Pollution 
Control District (SDAPCD or “District”) in 2008 (“2008 Evaluation”).1 This is the second title V program 
evaluation the EPA has conducted for the SDAPCD. The EPA Region 9 program evaluation team 
(“Team”) for this evaluation consisted of the following EPA personnel: Meredith Kurpius, Air and 
Radiation Division Assistant Director; Gerardo Rios, Manager of the Air Permits Office; Noah Smith, 
Attorney Advisor; Ken Israels, Program Evaluation Advisor; Sheila Tsai, Program Evaluation 
Coordinator; Mario Zuniga, SDAPCD Oversight Team Lead; Lisa Beckham, Program Evaluation Team 
Member; Amber Batchelder, Program Evaluation Team Member; Tina Su, Program Evaluation Team 
Member; Po-Chieh Ting, Program Evaluation Team Member; Catherine Valladolid, Program Evaluation 
Team Member; and Camille Cassar, Program Evaluation Team Member. 

The program evaluation was conducted in four stages. During the first stage, the Region sent the 
SDAPCD a questionnaire focusing on title V program implementation in preparation for the interviews 
(see Appendix B, Title V Questionnaire and SDAPCD Responses). During the second stage, the Team 
conducted an internal review of the EPA’s own set of SDAPCD permit files. The third stage of the 
program evaluation was a hybrid site visit, which consisted of Region 9 representatives visiting the 
SDAPCD office in San Diego, California to conduct interviews of the SDAPCD staff and managers in 
person and virtually. Because this was a hybrid site visit, some of the interviews were conducted 
virtually through video conferencing. The site visit took place March 28-30, 2022. Finally, the fourth 
stage involved follow-up and clarification of issues for completion of the draft report. 

1 San Diego County Air Pollution Control District; Title V Operating Permit Program Evaluation, dated September 30, 2008. 
See https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-07/documents/sd-finalreport-9302008.pdf. 
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We recognize that the District is going through many changes: brand new governance structure, new 
governing board and leadership, as well as the recent reclassification for ozone from serious to severe. 
The Region’s 2022 evaluation of the SDAPCD’s implementation of the Part 70 program concludes that 
the SDAPCD has areas for improvements but is already taking steps to improve its implementation of 
the program. For example, title V permitting workload will be distributed more evenly amongst 
permitting staff and the District is focusing on a more comprehensive outreach process for its 
programs, including through the creation of the Office of Environmental Justice (OEJ) under the 
Monitoring and Technical Services Division. A framework for the new Office of Environmental Justice2 

and Public Participation Plan3 was developed and approved by the new governing board. The SDAPCD 
is making positive changes and we hope our findings and recommendations will further assist the 
District in improving its implementation of the program. 

Overall, the District’s title V permits generally contain sufficient monitoring, recordkeeping, and 
reporting requirements to determine compliance with emissions limits The District could use some 
overall improvement in standardizing and documenting its work processes and permitting decisions in 
its supporting documents. This would resolve most of the findings we have related to the support 
document that explains the legal and factual basis for permit conditions (referred to as the “statement 
of basis”). We also want to emphasize the need for the SDAPCD to evaluate the potential emissions 
from each facility to accurately determine a source’s major source and/or synthetic minor status. We 
recognize the District is actively working on its backlog and currently lacks sufficient resources, but we 
also note that the SDAPCD continues to perform full compliance evaluations of all title V sources and 
reviews all title V deviation, annual, and semiannual reports submitted by Part 70 sources. 

Some major findings we want to highlight from our report are listed below: 

1. Finding: The SDAPCD’s statement of basis does not consistently describe regulatory and policy 
decisions the District has made in the permitting process. (Finding 2.2) 

2. Finding: The SDAPCD does not evaluate whether a requested title V permit modification meets 
the criteria under which it is submitted, including confirming whether a change is a modification 
under title I of the CAA. (Finding 2.4) 

3. Finding: The SDAPCD provides notification regarding the public’s right to petition the EPA 
Administrator to object to a title V permit. (Finding 4.2) 

4. Finding: San Diego County contains a significant number of linguistically isolated communities 
for which the SDAPCD does not consistently provide translation services. (Finding 4.3) 

5. Finding: The SDAPCD has a Business Assistance Program (BAP) to conduct pre-application 
meetings with potential sources to help identify the scope of potential permitting projects and 

See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-
/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf. 
3 See https://www.participatesdapcd.org/About%20the%20Plan/. 
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Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD suggests that EPA point out that the SDAPCD is presently implementing the general requirements of Title V program adequately, however, SDAPCD can improve or enhance certain aspects of the Title V program (please refer to the first and last sentence of the following paragraph.

Mohsen Nazemi
Please note that the OEJ is a separate office and not under the Monitoring and Technical Services Division.

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD suggests that EPA revise the major Findings both in the body of the Draft Report and those listed here and add additional major findings here, based on comments and responses provided by the SDAPCD.

Mohsen Nazemi
This should be Finding 4.1.
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the applicability of regulatory requirements. (Finding 4.5) 

6. Finding: The SDAPCD does not consistently process title V actions in a timely manner, resulting 
in a permitting backlog. (Finding 5.1) 

7. Finding: The District does not evaluate the potential emissions from sources without title V 
permits to determine if they are major sources or whether such sources need synthetic limits to 
avoid title V applicability or other CAA requirements. (Finding 5.4) 

8. Finding: The District performs Full Compliance Evaluations (FCEs) of all title V sources on a 
schedule consistent with its negotiated compliance monitoring strategy (CMS). (Finding 6.1) 

9. Finding: The District tracks title V program expenses and revenue to ensure that funding is 
sufficient, and those funds are spent solely to support the title V program. (Finding 7.2) 

10. Finding: The SDAPCD has successfully converted all permitting hard copy files to electronic files 
and stores historical physical title V permit files in a central records center. (Finding 8.1) 

Our report provides a series of findings (in addition to those listed above) and recommendations that 
should be considered in addressing our findings. As part of the program evaluation process, the 
SDAPCD has been given an opportunity to review these findings and consider our recommendations. 

In addition, our evaluation also considered whether issues found during our 2008 Evaluation have since 
been addressed. As discussed in Findings 2.3, 4.1, and 4.6, the District has corrected issues related to 
ensuring permits are signed, publishing public notices in a newspaper of general circulation, and 
notifying tribal governments of title V permitting actions. As discussed in Findings, 2.4, 6.6, 7.3, and 
7.5, the District has not fully addressed issues related to streamlining NSR and title V actions consistent 
with the title V program, ensuring recommendations from compliance staff to improve permit 
enforceability are considered in a timely manner, improving communication between permitting and 
compliance staff, and improving permitting staff’s knowledge of environmental justice. 

To better communicate our recommendations and work together on the recommended 
improvements, we request an initial kick-off meeting within 90 days of the SDAPCD’s receipt of the 
final report to discuss developing a workplan. A workplan typically includes specific goals and 
milestones that can be used to demonstrate progress. We commit to meet with the SDAPCD regularly 
to discuss progress until both the SDAPCD and the EPA mutually agree the workplan items are 
sufficiently complete. 
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Mohsen Nazemi
Please see the SDAPCD responses to Findings 2.4, 6.6, 7.3 and 7.5 to support the SDAPCD’s implementation of other recommendations from the EPA’s 2008 Evaluation.

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD is in support of this.



    

 

 

 

 

   
             

     
               

  
 

   
                  
             

     
               

        
 

 
  

    
    

   
     

               
    

 
              

     
       

   
   

 
    

     
                  

   
    

    
 

                 
  

                 
  

 

1. Introduction 

Background 

In 2000, the EPA’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) initiated an evaluation on the progress that the 
EPA and state and local agencies were making in issuing title V permits under the Clean Air Act (CAA or 
the “Act”). The purpose of OIG’s evaluation was to identify factors delaying the issuance of title V 
permits by selected state and local agencies and to identify practices contributing to timely issuance of 
permits by those same agencies. 

After reviewing several selected state and local air pollution control agencies, the OIG issued a report 
on the progress of title V permit issuance by the EPA and states.4 In the report, the OIG concluded that 
(1) a lack of resources, complex EPA regulations, and conflicting priorities contributed to permit delays; 
(2) EPA oversight and technical assistance had little impact on issuing title V permits; and (3) state 
agency management support for the title V program, state agency and industry partnering, and permit 
writer site visits to facilities contributed to the progress that agencies made in issuing title V operating 
permits. 

The OIG’s report provided several recommendations for the EPA to improve title V programs and 
increase the issuance of title V permits. In response to the OIG’s recommendations, the EPA made a 
commitment in July 2002 to carry out comprehensive title V program evaluations nationwide. The 
goals of these evaluations are to identify where the EPA’s oversight role can be improved, where air 
pollution control agencies are taking unique approaches that may benefit other agencies, and where 
local programs need improvement. The EPA’s effort to perform title V program evaluations for each air 
pollution control agency began in fiscal year 2003. 

On October 20, 2014, the OIG issued a report, “Enhanced EPA Oversight Needed to Address Risks From 
Declining Clean Air Act Title V Revenues,” that recommended, in part, that the EPA: establish a fee 
oversight strategy to ensure consistent and timely actions to identify and address violations of 40 CFR 
part 70; emphasize and require periodic reviews of title V fee revenue and accounting practices in title 
V program evaluations; and pursue corrective actions, as necessary.5 

The Region oversees 47 air permitting authorities with title V programs in the Pacific Southwest. Of 
these, 43 are state or local authorities approved pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 (35 in California, three in 
Nevada, four in Arizona, and one in Hawaii), referred to as “Part 70” programs. The terms “title V’ and 
“Part 70” are used interchangeably in this report. The Region also oversees a delegated title V 
permitting program in Navajo Nation under 40 CFR part 71 and title V programs in Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands under 40 CFR part 69, referred to, 

4 Report No. 2002-P-00008, Office of Inspector General Evaluation Report, “EPA and State Progress In Issuing title V 
Permits”, dated March 29, 2002. See https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-12/documents/titlev.pdf. 
5 Report No. 15-P-0006, Office of Inspector General Evaluation Report, “Enhanced EPA Oversight Needed to Address Risks 
From Declining Clean Air Act Title V Revenues”, dated October 20, 2014. See 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-09/documents/20141020-15-p-0006.pdf. 
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respectively, as “Part 71” and “Part 69” programs. Because of the significant number of permitting 
authorities, the Region has committed to performing, on an annual basis, one comprehensive title V 
program evaluation of a permitting authority with 20 or more title V sources. This approach covers at 
least 85% of the title V sources within the Region 9 jurisdiction. 

Title V Program Evaluation at the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 

This is the second title V program evaluation the EPA has conducted for the SDAPCD. The first title V 
program evaluation was conducted in 2008. Thus, this evaluation is a follow-up to SDAPCD’s 2008 
Evaluation. The EPA Region 9 Team for this evaluation consisted of the following EPA personnel: 
Meredith Kurpius, Air and Radiation Division Assistant Director; Gerardo Rios, Manager of the Air 
Permits Office; Noah Smith, Attorney Advisor; Ken Israels, Program Evaluation Advisor; Sheila Tsai, 
Program Evaluation Coordinator; Mario Zuniga, SDAPCD Oversight Team Lead; Lisa Beckham, Program 
Evaluation Team Member; Amber Batchelder, Program Evaluation Team Member; Tina Su, Program 
Evaluation Team Member; Po-Chieh Ting, Program Evaluation Team Member; Catherine Valladolid, 
Program Evaluation Team Member; and Camille Cassar, Program Evaluation Team Member. 

The objectives of the evaluation were to assess how the SDAPCD implements its title V permitting 
program, evaluate the overall effectiveness of the SDAPCD’s title V program, identify areas of the 
SDAPCD’s title V program that need improvement, identify areas where the EPA’s oversight role can be 
improved, and highlight the unique and innovative aspects of the SDAPCD’s program that may be 
beneficial to transfer to other permitting authorities. The program evaluation was conducted in four 
stages. In the first stage, the EPA sent the SDAPCD a questionnaire focusing on title V program 
implementation in preparation for the interviews. (See Appendix B, Title V Questionnaire and SDAPCD 
Responses.) The Title V Questionnaire was developed by the EPA nationally and covers the following 
program areas: (1) Title V Permit Preparation and Content; (2) General Permits; (3) Monitoring; (4) 
Public Participation and Affected State Review; (5) Permit Issuance/Revision/Renewal Processes; (6) 
Compliance; (7) Resources & Internal Management Support; and (8) Title V Benefits. 

During the second stage of the program evaluation, the Region conducted an internal review of the 
EPA’s SDAPCD title V permit files. The SDAPCD submits title V permits to the Region in accordance with 
its EPA-approved title V program and the Part 70 regulations. 

The third stage of the program evaluation was a hybrid site visit, which consisted of Region 9 
representatives visiting the SDAPCD office in San Diego, California to conduct interviews of the SDAPCD 
staff and managers in person. Because this was a hybrid site visit, some of the interviews were 
conducted virtually through video conferencing. The purpose of the interviews was to confirm the 
responses in the completed questionnaire and to ask clarifying questions. The site visit took place 
March 28-30, 2022. 

The fourth stage of the program evaluation was follow-up and clarification of issues for completion of 
the draft report. The Region compiled and summarized interview notes and asked follow-up questions 
to clarify the Region’s understanding of various aspects of the SDAPCD’s title V program. 

Page 11 of 55 



    

 

 

    
 

     
  
   

              
         

    
    

   
    

 
       

    
   

   
  

             
    

       
      
   

    
 

 
    

   
   

           
    

    
     

  
                  
   

 
 
 

   
     
     
     

 
    
        

Description of the SDAPCD 

The SDAPCD’s mission is to “improve air quality to protect public health and the environment.” The 
SDAPCD is currently organized into five divisions: (1) Engineering, (2) Compliance, (3) Monitoring and 
Technical Services, (4) Rule Development, and (5) Grants and Incentives. Stationary source operating 
permits, including title V permits, are issued by the Engineering Division. Compliance and enforcement 
activities, such as facility inspections and preparing enforcement cases are handled by the Compliance 
Division. Source testing is conducted by the Monitoring and Technical Services Division. The Rule 
Development Division develops and implements air quality rules and attainment plans. The Grants & 
Incentives Division administers a number of state and local funding programs to reduce emissions, 
primarily from mobile sources. 6 The SDAPCD’s office is located in San Diego, California. 

Since 1955, the 5-member County of San Diego Board of Supervisors served as the District's governing 
board, known as the Air Pollution Control Board. As of March 1, 2021, California Assembly Bill (AB) 423 
(Gloria, 2019) amended State law to restructure and expand the governing board of the SDAPCD. AB 
423 adds specified duties to the District, requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to conduct 
a program audit of the District7, separates the SDAPCD from the County governance structure, and 
requires the appointment of a new 11-member governing board.8 With AB 423, the SDAPCD is focusing 
on a more comprehensive outreach process for its permitting actions and has created the Office of 
Environmental Justice (OEJ) under the Monitoring and Technical Services Division. A framework for the 
new Office of Environmental Justice9 and Public Participation Plan10 was developed and approved by 
the new governing board on April 14, 2022. In addition to governing board changes, the SDAPCD 
recently had several experienced staff retire and selected new senior leadership and a new Air 
Pollution Control Officer. 

In addition to changes in structure and leadership, the workload associated with the SDAPCD’s 
implementation of the title V program is expected to increase. Effective July 2, 2021, the EPA 
reclassified the San Diego County ozone nonattainment area from “Serious” to “Severe” for the 2008 
ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and from “Moderate” to “Severe” for the 2015 
ozone NAAQS.11 Upon reclassification, the threshold at which a source is considered a major source 
under the Part 70 program for emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX) and volatile organic compounds 
(VOC) dropped in San Diego County from 50 tons per year to 25 tons per year. All major stationary 
sources under part D of the CAA are required to obtain a title V permit and have one year from 
becoming subject to the title V program to submit an initial title V permit application. Thus, an influx of 
initial title V applications is expected for those sources newly subject to the title V program in San 
Diego County. 

6 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/about.html. 
7 See https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/san-diego-program-review. 
8 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/about/district-boards/governing-board.html. 
9 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/dam/sdapcd/documents/community/environmental-justice-
/APCD%20Office%20of%20Environmental%20Justice_Draft%20Framework.pdf. 
10 See https://www.participatesdapcd.org/About%20the%20Plan/ . 
11 See 86 FR 29522 (June 2, 2021). 
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Please note that the SDAPCD has 4 Divisions (consisting of Engineering, Compliance, Monitoring & Technical Services and Business Support Services) and 5 Offices/Sections/Programs (including OEJ, Rule Development, Mobile Source Incentives, IT, and HR).

Mohsen Nazemi
Please see above comment.

Mohsen Nazemi
Please see above comment.

Mohsen Nazemi
The Business Support Services works on the District’s budget and the fees and administrative aspects of permitting.

Mohsen Nazemi
Please note that the OEJ is a separate office and not under the Monitoring and Technical Services Division.

Mohsen Nazemi
Please clarify that this is one year from the date of EPA’s final approval of the SDAPCD’s Revised Title V Rules.



The EPA granted the SDAPCD’s title V program interim approval effective December 7, 1995, and full 
approval effective November 30, 2001. The EPA also later granted approval of program revisions that 
were effective on February 27, 2004.12 On October 21, 2021, the District submitted additional updates 
to its title V program that the EPA is currently processing.13 

The Part 70 program generally requires that a permitting authority take final action on each permit 
application within 18 months after receipt of a complete permit application. Additionally, a permitting 
authority must take action on an application for a minor modification within 90 days of receipt of an 
application (or 15 days after the EPA’s 45-day review period, whichever is later) and the permitting 

    

 

 

    
   

             
   

 
   

              
  

      
      

     
 

 
 

  
   

               
     

 
       

 
  

     
     

   
               

       
 

      
    

   
 
 

        
                   

 
                     

 
  

 
  

       
      
                 
               
                

authority has 60 days to act on requests for administrative permit amendments.14 The SDAPCD’s local 
rules regarding title V permit issuance contain the same or more stringent timeframes as the Part 70 
program.15 

Currently, there are 28 sources in the SDAPCD jurisdiction that are subject to the title V permit 
program, with the San Diego County’s ozone nonattainment area reclassification, the SDAPCD is 
expecting at least 12 more title V sources.16 Unlike the conclusion from our 2008 Evaluation, the 
District does not currently have sufficient permitting resources17 and is unable to process title V permit 
applications in a timely manner that results in a title V permit application backlog.18 

SDAPCD’s Approach to the Title V Program 

Consistent with the other permitting authorities in California, when the EPA approved the SDAPCD’s 
title V operating permit program, the District had already been implementing an operating permit 
program locally for many years. As a result, the title V program was implemented as an overlay to the 
District’s local permitting program. The existing program requires permits to be issued for individual 
pieces of equipment. Each Authority to Construct (ATC) permit is issued prior to the construction of the 
emissions unit and typically contains conditions required for the construction and initial operation. The 
ATC permit is then converted to a Permit to Operate (PTO) after construction is completed and 
operation of the emissions unit has commenced. During the conversion from ATC to PTO, certain ATC 
permit conditions are not retained in the PTO if the ATC conditions are determined to be obsolete or 
irrelevant because they were construction related. Furthermore, because these operating permits are 

12 See Appendix A, 40 CFR part 70. 
13 This revision includes updates to the District’s definition for major stationary source. Although the District has revised its 
NSR rules to include the correct major source thresholds, the definition in the District’s title V rules still contains an error 
where the major source threshold for all criteria pollutants is identified as 100 tons per year. Although this error exists, the 
SDAPCD implemented its approved title V program at the prior 50 tpy threshold for NOX and VOC consistent with the 
requirements of title V of the CAA and the Part 70 program. The revisions we are currently processing will clarify which 
sources must obtain title V permits. If the EPA determines a permitting authority is not adequately administering an 
approved Part 70 program, we will provide notification of the deficiency and, when related to a pollutant in a 
nonattainment area, apply sanctions as appropriate until the deficiency is resolved. See CAA section 502(i). 
14 See 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2) and 70.7(e)(2)(iv). 
15 See the SDAPCD Rule 1410. 
16 See Finding 5.4 of this report for more discussion on the District’s title V source determination. 
17 See Section 7 of this report for more discussion on the SDAPCD’s resource management. 
18 See Finding 5.1 of this report for more discussion on the District’s title V backlog. 
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linked to fee payment and renewed annually, new permit conditions can be added or revised each year 
as applicable. However, these local PTOs do not meet all the requirements for an operating permit 
required by title V of the CAA. 

To implement the title V program, the SDAPCD’s title V permits are created by including all the local 
PTOs and then adding additional sections for facility-wide applicable requirements and title V program 
-specific conditions such as semi-annual monitoring, annual compliance certifications, deviation 
reporting, and additional monitoring to assure compliance. The result is that title V sources in SDAPCD 
have two sets of operating permits with overlapping requirements. 

Historically, the SDAPCD only had one title V permit engineer that was assigned all title V permits, and 
most of the SDAPCD title V permit actions are performed under the conditions of section 502(b)(10) of 
the CAA (known as a “502(b)(10) change”). When a modification is needed, the general process is that 
the applicant would submit both an ATC application and a 502(b)(10) change. The ATC/PTO would be 
issued first, and the 502(b)(10) change would be incorporated later into the title V permit, typically 
during the renewal. 

In our view, to evaluate the SDAPCD’s title V program, we must also consider the District’s ATC/PTO 
actions for title V sources because these permit decisions are relied upon to create the District’s title V 
permits and would typically represent title V permit modifications.19 Throughout this report, when we 
refer to the District’s title V program, we are also generally considering the local ATC/PTO actions for 
title V sources. However, because the SDAPCD uses separate processes for what it considers to be 
ATC/PTO and title V permit actions, we will refer to the ATC/PTO permit as the “local permit” to make 
the distinction when necessary.20 

During our site visit, we learned that the SDAPCD is planning to change how the title V program is 
being implemented. Title V permits will no longer be written and revised by a single engineer, instead 
the workload will be distributed across permitting staff and more training will be provided. We 
acknowledge that the SDAPCD has experienced and is still experiencing many changes; we are 
conducting our evaluation based on what we learned, and we hope to assist the District in its title V 
program implementation going forward. 

Sections 2 through 8 of this report contain the EPA’s findings regarding implementation of the title V 
permit program by SDAPCD. 

19 See Finding 2.4 of this report for more discussion on how the SDAPCD categorize its title V permitting actions. 
20 This approach also necessarily affects how title V fees are gathered and spent as the title V fees are viewed as being in 
addition to the fees collected for the pre-title V permitting program. See our fee-related finding in Chapter 7 of this 
evaluation report. 
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The EPA’s Findings and Recommendations 

The following sections include a brief introduction, and a series of findings, discussions, and 
recommendations. The findings are grouped in the order of the program areas as they appear in the 
Title V Questionnaire. 

The findings and recommendations in this report are based on the District’s responses to the Title V 
Questionnaire, the EPA’s internal file reviews, interviews conducted during the March 28-30, 2022 site 
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visit, and follow-up emails and phone calls subsequent to the site visit. 

2. Permit Preparation and Content 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate the permitting authority’s procedures for preparing title V 
permits. Part 70 outlines the necessary elements of a title V permit application under 40 CFR 70.5, and 
it specifies the requirements that must be included in each title V permit under 40 CFR 70.6. Title V 
permits must address all applicable requirements, as well as necessary testing, monitoring, 
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the permit. 

2.1 Finding: The SDAPCD has an internal quality assurance process for reviewing draft versions of 
permits before they are made available for review by the public and the EPA; however, the 
understanding of the review process is inconsistent between various groups and varies with 
level of experience. 

Discussion: Based on the interviews, we found that all SDAPCD issued permits undergo an 
internal review process; however, we received inconsistent answers as to who is involved in the 
review process for local and title V permits. This is mostly likely caused by the separate 
procedures used for issuing title V and local permits, where, historically, only one staff person 
processed title V permits. The SDAPCD does not maintain a clear Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) on the process for issuing local or title V permits. Our overall understanding is that draft 
local permits go through a more extensive review process than the draft title V permits. Local 
draft permits are sent to the Compliance Division for review. Then, the draft local permit is sent 
to the senior engineer in the appropriate Engineering Division section for review. Senior 
management does not typically get involved in this review unless an unresolved issue requires 
attention, or a cursory review is needed. After the internal review is complete, the draft local 
permit is sent to the permittee for review and comment before it is public noticed. In contrast, 
the permit review process was less clear when discussing title V permits. At a minimum, draft 
title V permits go to the title V permit manager for review. We received inconsistent responses 
about whether the Compliance Division reviews them or not. 

Mohsen Nazemi
This is not the case.  Please see response below regarding MOP and local permit review.

Mohsen Nazemi
This is not how the process works.  All permits are first reviewed by Senior Engineers and then sent to Compliance for review.

Mohsen Nazemi
This is due to staff who were not experienced with TV being interviewed.  Please see response below.

Mohsen Nazemi
Please see comment above and response below.



    

 

 

     
   

           
    

     
 

           
    

 
    

   
              

 
 

 
  

   
 

    
 

    
 

    
   

  
   

      
 

 
   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

             
              

 

Many pointed out that there has been extensive turnover within the District,21 and 
communications have not been as effective due to lack of training. There was an even split in 
response between interviewees regarding whether the Compliance Division reviews the title V 
permits. Some compliance staff also mentioned they have stopped sending comments to the 
Engineering Division after repeatedly not seeing feedback being incorporated into permits.22 

Recommendation: The EPA acknowledges that the SDAPCD recently changed how it processes 
title V permits, and many processes and responsibilities are still in transition. As part of the 
transition, the SDAPCD should document the procedure of its quality assurance process and 
provide staff training so the process can be implemented consistently. The EPA suggests that 
the comprehensive process used for local permits should serve as a starting point for title V 
permits and that the process address how feedback generated in the internal and permittee 
review processes are to be considered. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recommendation and agrees that additional training 
is helpful, especially for new staff.  The SDAPCD would like to point out that it maintains a 
manual of procedures (MOP) that describes the permit issuance process in detail. The SDAPCD 
has already revised portions of the TV procedures for the MOP and implemented them in a 
draft format and intends to officially modify the MOP as well as train staff on the procedures. 
This MOP and the MOP revisions were provided to EPA and is contained as a reference in this 
document. In general since the SDAPCD first issues local Authorities to Construct (ATCs) to 
modifications to all facilities, including both TV and Non-TV facilities, those ATCs undergo 
review by Senior Engineers first and then are also sent to Compliance Division for review.  Then 
for TV facilities those local permits, which have already undergone review by both Engineering 
and Compliance, are then incorporated into TV facility permits either at the time of renewal or 
revisions.  However, some of the engineers who were selected for interview by EPA either had 
not processed any TV permits or had only processed very few TV permits. As a result, they may 
have had some differences in their understanding of the TV permitting processes by level of 
experience, and would not be expected to know all aspects of the TV program. This also 
explains the differences in understanding of Compliance review since only physical 
modifications, or modifications involving changes to conditions would need such review (e.g. a 
502(b)(10) change would not require review by Compliance). 

21 See Finding 7.6 of this report for more discussion on employee retention. 
22 See Finding 6.6 of this report for more discussion on compliance permit feedback process. 
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Mohsen Nazemi
See comment above and response below.

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD has to use the TV permit modification process to change requirements in the TV permits, so tries to make those changes at the time of permit modifications or renewals to avoid multiple permit modifications.  Also many condition change requests were not for TV sources, and for those that were, did not interfere with enforceability of federally applicable requirements. Please also see response below and response to Finding 6.6.



    

 

 

 
             

    
 

    
   

                
   

         
   

 
 

    
     

  
   

              
   

 
 

   
  

 
 

           
  

 
               

  
  

 

 
 

 
               

    
 
 
 

 
                 
  

2.2 Finding: The SDAPCD’s statement of basis does not consistently describe regulatory and policy 
decisions the District has made in the permitting process. 

Discussion: 40 CFR part 70.7(a)(5) requires the District to provide “a statement that sets forth 
the legal and factual basis for the draft permit conditions” and is commonly referred to as the 
“statement of basis”. The purpose of this requirement is to provide the public and the EPA with 
the District’s rationale on applicability determinations and technical issues supporting the 
issuance of proposed title V permits. A statement of basis documents the regulatory and policy 
issues applicable to the source and is an essential tool for conducting meaningful permit 
review. 

The EPA has issued guidance on the required content of statement of basis on several 
occasions, most recently in 2014.23 This guidance has consistently explained the need for 
permitting authorities to develop a statement of basis with sufficient detail to document the 
decisions made in the permitting process. The EPA provided an overview of this guidance in a 
2006 title V petition order, In the Matter of Onyx Environmental Services, Order on Petition No. 
V-2005-1 (February 1, 2006) (Onyx Order). In the Onyx Order, in the context of a general 
overview statement on the statement of basis, the EPA explained: 

A statement of basis must describe the origin or basis of each permit condition or 
exemption. However, it is more than just a short form of the permit. It should highlight 
elements that U.S. EPA and the public would find important to review. Rather than 
restating the permit, it should list anything that deviates from simply a straight 
recitation of applicable requirements. The statement of basis should highlight items such 
as the permit shield, streamlined conditions, or any monitoring that is required under 40 
C.F.R. § 70.6(a)(3)(i)(B). Thus, it should include a discussion of the decision-making that 
went into the development of the title V permit and provide the permitting authority, the 
public, and U.S. EPA a record of the applicability and technical issues surrounding the 
issuance of the permit. (Footnotes omitted.) See, e.g., In RePort Hudson Operations, 
Georgia Pacific, Petition No. 6-03-01, at pages 37-40 (May 9, 2003) ("Georgia Pacific''); 
In Re Doe Run Company Buick Mill and Mine, Petition No. VII-1999-001, at pages 24-25 
(July 31, 2002) ("Doe Run''); In Re Fort James Camas Mill, Petition No. X-1999-1, at page 
8 (December 22, 2000) ("Ft. James"). 

Onyx Order at 13-14. Appendix C of this report contains a summary of the EPA guidance to date 
on the suggested elements to be included in a statement of basis. 

23 Memorandum from Stephen D. Page, Director of the Office of Air Qualtiy Planning and Standards, “Implementation 
Guidance on Annual Compliance Certification Reporting and Statement of Basis Requirements for Title V Permits,” April 30, 
2014. See https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-08/documents/20140430.pdf. 

Page 17 of 55 



    

 

 

         
        

  
        

 
    

     
   

     
 

      
     

    
 

     
    

          
 

 
 

   
 

       
               
             

               
   

    
           

   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                   
 

               

In our review, we found that the statement of basis prepared by the District often does not 
adequately describe the regulatory and policy issues or document the decisions the District 
made in the permitting process. Though there is variation, the District’s statement of basis 
generally includes: Introduction/Description; Title V Applicability; Applicable Requirements; 
Monitoring, Record-keeping, and Reporting; Public Notice and EPA Review; and 
Conclusions/Recommendations. While these are the types of categories often found in the 
statement of basis for a title V permit, the District does not consistently include the type of 
detailed, site-specific information needed in these sections that would allow the reader to 
understand the District’s legal and factual basis for the terms and conditions in the permit. 

For example, the District often includes a list of applicable requirements but does not always 
explain why the source is subject to the requirements or whether an otherwise potentially 
applicable requirement is not applicable in a particular case. The District could improve this 
section by consistently explaining why the source meets the appropriate applicability criteria. 
The section should also not be limited to New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) or 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) but should also include the 
applicability of all federal applicable requirements, including Compliance Assurance Monitoring 
(CAM), the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit program at 40 CFR 52.2124, the 
title IV Acid Rain Program, and State Implementation Plan (SIP)-approved rules. 

In addition, the sections dedicated to background and introductory information could be 
improved by including a description of the various processes and operations at the source, 
relevant historical information, and the current type of permitting action. While the statement 
of basis generically describes the changes being made to the permit, the District could improve 
by providing more context. It should be clear to the reader why the permit needs to be revised 
and that the revisions the District is making are appropriate for the situation. The District could 
also consider including a redline/strikethrough version of the permit revisions as part of the 
permit record provided during the public participation process to facilitate permit review. 
Furthermore, when streamlining multiple applicable requirements, the statement of basis must 
explain the requirements being streamlined and how the permit conditions assure 
compliance.25 

24 While the SDAPCD does not have an EPA-approved PSD program, PSD remains a potential applicable requirement to title 
V sources in SDAPCD. Any EPA-issued PSD permits must be incorporated into the District’s title V permits. 
25 See Finding 2.7 of this report for more discussion on the SDAPCD streamlining evaluation. 
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Mohsen Nazemi
Please also see response to Finding 2.7.



Recommendation: As required by the Part 70 program, he SDAPCD must consistently produce a 
statement of basis for each title V permit action (initial permits, renewals, and significant and 
minor revisions) and should commit to improving the content of this document for future 
permitting actions. We encourage the SDAPCD to work in close coordination with the EPA to 
ensure that the statement of basis is adequate for explaining the legal and factual basis of each 
action as required by 40 CFR 70.7(a)(5). 

Response: The District appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD’s Statement of Basis 
includes the types of categories typically found in TV permits and the recommendations on 
further enhancement of the Statement of Basis.  Please note that the engineering evaluations of 
the local permits includes a lot of the detailed and site-specific items mentioned in the EPA’s 
discussion section above, including the streamlining of conditions (also please see response to 
Finding 2.7).  The SDAPCD has consistently provided statements of basis as part of all permitting 
actions submitted for EPA comment, and had not received comments about lack of content, or 
any significant deficiency. As indicated the type of analysis is contained in the engineering 
evaluations for the underlying equipment or in previous statements of basis if the underlying 
rationale has not changed. The SDAPCD would be happy to further discuss this with EPA. 

2.3 Finding: The SDAPCD uses template permit documents and maintains template conditions in its 
database to provide consistency in its permits. 

Discussion: From staff interviews, most permit engineers refer to previous permitting actions to 
ensure consistency between permitting documents, especially for the statement of basis.26 The 
SDAPCD also maintains a list of template permit conditions within its permitting database to 
assist in permit language consistency.27 

Page 19 of 55 

The SDAPCD’s template title V permit includes a cover page with the Source’s general 
information, responsible official, and signature from an appropriate District official. The 
template title V permit is divided into six sections: Preamble, Regulation XIV Permit 
Requirements, Facility-Wide Requirements, Emission Unit Requirements, District-Only 
Provisions, and Appendices. During the 2008 Evaluation, the SDAPCD’s title V permits were not 
signed by an appropriate District official. The District’s title V permit template now includes a 
District official signature, and the District appears to have resolved its signature issue. 

Recommendation: We commend the SDAPCD for promoting consistency between its permit 
documents using templates. We encourage the SDAPCD to continue improving the statement 
of basis as discussed in Finding 2.2. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s finding. 

26 See Finding 2.2 of this report for more discussion of the SDACPD’s statement of basis. 
27 See Finding 8.3 of this report for more discussion of the SDAPCD permitting database. 

 

    

 

 

 
             

      
  

 
  

  
 

    
    

   
 

 
  

    
   

 
     

 
              

   
 

            
    

  
  

 
   
    

  
 

            
    

    
 

   
            

   
 

    
 

 
 

                
               



    

 

 

 
    

               
  

 
    

   
       
             

             
   

      
               

   
 

  
 

   
            

   
     

  
 

         
      

 
 

              
  

     
              

    
       

   
  

 
    

    
   

              
  

 
 
 
 

2.4 Finding: The SDAPCD does not evaluate whether a requested title V permit modification meets 
the criteria under which it is submitted, including confirming whether a change is a modification 
under title I of the CAA. 

Discussion: When changes are made to a Part 70 source, there are several options for the 
method that must be used to incorporate the change into the title V permit under the Part 70 
and District regulations. The District has developed an internal guidance document that defines 
the criteria to classify the different title V permit revision types and specifies the steps to follow 
to determine the appropriate revision track. The guidance also describes the type of supporting 
documentation that should accompany each type of permit revision. This guidance document 
was provided to the EPA during the file review and should serve as a good resource for the 
SDAPCD staff to understand the criteria for classifying title V revisions and to provide consistent 
processing of title V permit changes. 

During our file review, we requested 5 years of permit files for the various types of permit 
modifications (significant modifications, minor permit modifications, administrative 
amendments, and off-permit changes/502(b)(10) changes). In reviewing these files, we 
discovered the District consistently does not evaluate whether the type of permit modification 
requested is correct. Importantly, the District does not document whether 502(b)(10) changes 
and minor permit modifications are not modifications under title I of the Act, a minimum 
requirement for using these options. Further, such determinations should include 
consideration of the PSD program at 40 CFR 52.21 that is implemented by the EPA within San 
Diego County. The District’s rule that references “PSD” requirements, Rule 20.3, is not an EPA-
approved PSD program and does not use the correct PSD applicability criteria. 

Permitting authorities are not required to produce a statement of basis when processing a 
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502(b)(10) change; however, we believe it would be beneficial for the SDAPCD to document its 
analysis verifying that a requested operational change qualifies as a 502(b)(10) change. 
Otherwise, the regulated community is encouraged to avoid title V program requirements, and 
potentially title I requirements, by submitting every action as a 502(b)(10) change. We also note 
that files pertaining to 502(b)(10) changes did not document that the requested changes were 
eventually incorporated into the title V permit at the time of the next renewal, nor did the 
District respond when title V sources requested notification whether their changes qualified as 
502(b)(10) changes. 

Due to the lack of documentation, the EPA was unable to fully assess the SDAPCD staff’s 
understanding of the various permit revision tracks and could not verify whether applications 
for permit modifications were categorized and processed correctly pursuant to District and 
federal regulations. When these types of decisions are not consistently documented it can lead 
to inconsistent implementation of the title V program. 

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD does consistently evaluate the adequacy of requested permit modification. Please see response below.

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD does evaluate and determine whether the changes are 502(b)(10).  Please see response below.

Mohsen Nazemi
SDAPCD refers all new or modifications subject to PSD to EPA for PSD permitting under 40 CFR Part 52.21.

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD does verify that a requested change is a 502(b)(10) change. Please see response below.

Mohsen Nazemi
This should not result in the finding that SDAPCD does not evaluate whether a requested TV permit modification meets criteria under which it is submitted. Seems like the issue should be that EPA could not verify how SDPACD made the determinations, not that they were incorrectly classified as 502(b)(10). Please see response below.



    

 

 

              
   

      
   

    
 

      
  

   
             

     
  

 
 

    
 

 
  

    
  

  
   

   
 
 

  
 

  
 

   
 

  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

        
 

 

Further, during our 2008 Evaluation we found that the District “streamlines” its NSR and title V 
actions but did not consistently follow its own rules in doing so by ensuring adequate EPA and 
public review of NSR actions added to the title V permit.28 It is unclear whether in lieu of using 
the appropriate procedures in its rules, the District is now instead determining all changes at 
title V sources qualify as 502(b)(10) changes. See Finding 5.3. 

Recommendation: To ensure permitting staff accurately categorize title V permit actions, the 
SDAPCD should document its actions, rationale, and justification for each title V permit action. 
The EPA strongly recommends that the SDAPCD consistently review and document whether 
submitted 502(b)(10) changes qualify for this option, including whether such changes are title I 
modifications. Since the District is not the PSD permitting authority in San Diego County, the 
District should also be coordinating with the EPA on whether new sources or modifications at 
existing major sources are subject to the PSD program. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comments and agrees with EPA’s recommendations 
that all 502(b)(10) changes submitted must be reviewed and determined whether or not they 
qualify as such. The SDAPCD also agrees with EPA’s recommendation to coordinate with EPA on 
whether or not new sources or modifications to existing sources trigger PSD requirements. 
However, the SDAPCD does not agree with EPAs conclusion that the SDAPCD does not make a 
determination of the appropriate type of permit action. Under the SDAPCD’s permit program, 
all Title V applications require that prior to applying for a change to the Title V permit, they 
must apply for a new or revised permit under the SDAPCD’s local permitting program. The 
SDAPCD typically discusses all modifications with facilities prior to submittal of an application 
when preparing the estimate for fees associated with the application. Since fees are heavily 
dependent on the type of modification, we ask questions to determine whether we think the 
application will best fit criteria for 502(b)(10), minor or significant modifications. Additionally, 
502(b)(10), minor and significant modifications require that the facility also submit an 
application under the local permitting program to obtain an authority to construct or modified 
local permit before they can apply for a Title V modification (in practice many facilities submit 
simultaneously, but we do not process the Title V modification until after the local application 
has been approved). This means that by the time the Title V application is reviewed, the 
SDAPCD has already made determinations regarding whether major source NSR requirements 
applied, any impacts on federally applicable requirements, and monitoring requirements. The 
engineering evaluation prepared as part of this application review will document these 
decisions and analysis. 

28 See Finding 5.2 in the 2008 Evaluation 
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Mohsen Nazemi
Same as comment above. Also please note that this does not mean that the SDAPCD has not implemented the recommendations from the 2008 EPA Evaluation.



    

 

 

 
 

  
  

    
  

  
  

    

   
 

  
 

   
  

 
 

     
    

   
 

    
   

 
  

  
    

  

 
 

  
 

 
    

              
 

                
   

     
               

 

     

The SDAPCD also disagrees with EPAs contention that EPA and public review somehow does not 
occur for NSR changes. District Rule 20.3 requires that an EPA comment period and public 
notice is conducted equivalent to the same level required for significant modifications or new 
permits prior to an authority to construct being issued. Additionally, if such a notice was 
required, the Title V application would be treated as a significant modification or an initial 
permit, as appropriate, and a separate EPA comment period would occur prior to issuance of 
the Title V permit, as required by SDAPCD rules. Alternatively, at the discretion of SDAPCD and 
the permit applicant, the project can be processed under “enhanced ATC” provisions, which 
would combine the two notice/comment periods. 

Furthermore, EPA specifically identifies PSD and Title I modifications as concerns. However, 
these requirements would be addressed during the local permitting review which would include 
notification to EPA if a project constituted a federal major modification or triggered PSD 
requirements. In recent years, none of the projects that would have potentially required PSD 
permits were approved (or were modified to no longer trigger PSD requirements). 

It appears that this finding should have been more focused on the lack of clear information to 
document a determination, rather than concluding that there was a lack of making correct 
determinations, unless EPA has identified any changes which were improperly classified. 

Please note that the SDAPCD provided some of these supporting engineering evaluations to EPA 
staff as part of the document request, and has included a spreadsheet listing all Title V 
applications either received or approved within the previously requested timeline, including an 
annotation regarding the type of application and a brief description of the proposed change. 
This list shows that the SDAPCD processes each different type of application, not just 502(b)(10) 
changes. The SDAPCD processes very few significant modifications, but this is due to the types 
of modifications being proposed, not lack of reviewing requirements. Finally, the District is 
including/highlighting some additional examples of how it has reviewed the difference between 
minor/significant changes (Chula Vista Energy Center, APCD2021-APP-006597) as well as an 
example of a project evaluated as an enhanced A/C in lieu of being processed as a Title V 
change (Palomar Energy Center, APCD2015-APP-003970 and APCD2015-APP-003971). 

2.6 Finding: The SDAPCD generally references the underlying origin and authority for permit 
conditions, but often does not reference the origin of New Source Review (NSR) requirements. 

Discussion: Each title V permit is required to specify and reference the origin and authority for 
each term or condition and identify any difference in form as compared to the applicable 
requirement upon which the term or condition is based.29 In most cases, the origin and 
authority for a permit condition can be referenced by citing to the particular rule or regulation. 

29 See 40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(i). 
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Mohsen Nazemi
Please note there was no Finding 2.5!



    

 

 

     
 

     
    
  

 
            

     
      

              
   

    
  

 
        

               
   

 
   

     
   

   
      

  
 

    
     

  
    

 
 

              
    

 

            
   

  
 

   
 

     
  

 
 

                      
 

 

 
 

The District consistently cites a basis for each permit condition; however, its practice of 
only citing to “NSR” for NSR requirements is insufficient. It is also unclear whether the 
District incorporates requirements from the District’s ATC’s into the title V permit. 
Conditions from ATCs remain federal applicable requirements under the California SIP 
regardless of their inclusion in the PTO.30 

For NSR requirements, the authority for the permit condition stems from the SIP-approved 
NSR rule. But, because NSR rules likely do not specify the emissions limits and associated 
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements to which the source is subject to 
under the NSR determination, the origin of the title V permit condition is the actual NSR 
permit issued to the source. Thus, requirements stemming from NSR rules, or the PSD 
program at 40 CFR 52.21, should generally cite the underlying rule or regulation as the 
authority and the specific NSR permit action as the origin. 

Recommendation: To address this finding, the District must develop a plan to revise its title 
V permits to assure that each permit cites the appropriate NSR/PSD permits as part of the 
origin and authority for a permit term or condition as required by 40 CFR 70.6(a)(1)(i). 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comments and recommendations.  However, the 
SDAPCD would like to clarify that when SDAPCD cites “NSR” as the basis for a condition, it 
simply cites Rule 20.2 or 20.3 (depending on whether the source is major or non-major for 
criteria pollutants). This is no different than any other rule citation. The SDAPCD would like 
to point out that EPA has not previously raised this concern during the review of Title V 
permits as a comment or an objection. 

Also please note that the SDAPCD would like to make a clarification that for example if an 
ATC condition has already been fulfilled prior to issuance of a Title V permit (such as 
requirements for initial source testing) the SDAPCD may not place that condition in the Title 
V permit, since the initial source testing will be completed prior to issuance of the Title V 
permit. 

2.7 Finding: While the SDAPCD appears to streamline applicable requirements in its title V 
permits, the District generally does not provide the necessary streamlining analysis in the 
statement of basis. 

Discussion: The SDAPCD’s title V permits appear to contain streamlined requirements in 
which one or more federal/local requirements are subsumed under the most stringent 
requirement that applies to an emissions unit. For example, the requirements from the 
NSPS and the same or more stringent District rule requirements are sometimes 
streamlined into a single permit condition. The District’s statement of basis will sometimes 
state that the streamlined permit condition is at least as stringent as the subsumed 
requirements. However, such a blanket statement does not actually demonstrate that the 
requirement was accurately streamlined. 

30 While some ATC requirements not included in the PTO may also not be appropriate for inclusion in the title V permit, this 
determination should be documented in the statement of basis. 

Page 23 of 55 

Mohsen Nazemi
Please see response below.



Streamlining applicable requirements is an acceptable practice but must be appropriately 
documented to assure compliance with all requirements. The EPA most recently provided 
guidance on streamlining in 2014 in the EPA’s April 30, 2014 memorandum, 
“Implementation Guidance on Annual Compliance Certification Reporting and Statement of 
Basis Requirements for Title V Operating Permits.” The EPA initially provided guidance in 
our March 5, 1996 guidance document, “White Paper Number 2 for Improved 
Implementation of The Part 70 Operating Permit Program.” 31 

The permit condition should cite to the requirement included in the permit and any 
subsumed requirements. In addition, the statement of basis should document how the 
permit condition assures compliance with all subsumed requirements. 

Recommendation: As required by 40 CFR 70.7(a)(5), if the District wishes to continue its 
practice of creating streamlined title V permit conditions, the District must revise its 
practice by ensuring the statement of basis provides the legal and factual basis for the 
permit conditions by demonstrating that the permit conditions assure compliance with all 
subsumed requirements. We further recommend that the District follow the EPA guidance 
provided above in developing a process to appropriately streamline applicable 
requirements. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comment and recommendation.  Please note 
that, as previously discussed, streamlining typically occurs during the local permit review 
stage, not as a separate analysis in the Title V Statement of Basis. The SDAPCD typically 
conducts an equivalent streamlining analysis as part of the local permit review and these 
conditions are later incorporated into the Title V permit through the appropriate 
modification application. The District’s normal practice is to review requirements rule by 
rule in the engineering evaluation and then any similar requirements will be automatically 
streamlined into the permit conditions. This approach ensures all requirements of all rules 
are reviewed to ensure the permit is enforceable. 

31 See Appendix C of this report. 
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2.8 Finding: The SDAPCD clearly identifies locally enforceable conditions in title V permits. 

Discussion: Permit conditions based on state or local rules are only federal applicable 
requirements if the rule has been approved by the EPA into the California SIP. Some state and 
local rules are only adopted at the local level and have not been, or will not be, approved into 
the SIP. State or local rules not approved into the SIP are not federal applicable requirements 
under the title V program and are only enforceable at the State or District level. During the file 
review, we found that the District’s equipment-specific permits to operate were divided into 
two main sections: “Federally-Enforceable and District-Enforceable Conditions” and “District-
Only Enforceable Conditions.” In creating these sections, the District clearly indicates the 
enforceability of all permit conditions. 

However, we note that the District’s local permits program is part of the California SIP and 
permits issued pursuant to these rules are federal applicable requirements. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for identifying which conditions are 
federally and locally enforceable in their title V permits. The District should continue this 
labelling practice and ensure ATC and PTO requirements remain federal applicable 
requirements. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that SDAPCD identifies federally vs. 
locally enforceable requirements in the Title V permits and believes that it is important to note 
that not all requirements, such as some state or local toxics rules, are federally enforceable. 

3. Monitoring 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate the permitting authority’s procedures for meeting title V 
monitoring requirements. Part 70 requires title V permits to include monitoring and related 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements. See 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3). Each permit must contain 
monitoring and analytical procedures or test methods as required by applicable monitoring and testing 
requirements. Where the applicable requirement itself does not require periodic testing or monitoring, 
the permitting authority must supplement the permit with periodic monitoring sufficient to yield 
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reliable data from the relevant time period that is representative of the source’s compliance with the 
permit. As necessary, permitting authorities must also include in title V permits requirements 
concerning the use, maintenance, and, where appropriate, installation of monitoring equipment or 
methods. 

Title V permits must also contain recordkeeping for required monitoring and must require that each 
title V source record all required monitoring data and supporting information and retain such records 
for a period of at least five years from the date the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or 
application was made. With respect to reporting, permits must include all applicable reporting 
requirements and require (1) submittal of reports of any required monitoring at least every six months 
and (2) prompt reporting of any deviations from permit requirements. All required reports must be 

Mohsen Nazemi
This statement seems to imply that all local SDAPCD rules and permit conditions enforcing local requirements are federally enforceable, regardless of whether the local rules have been submitted into the SIP and/or yet approved by EPA, solely due to the SDAPCD’s permitting program being part of the SIP. The SDAPCD recommends that this statement be removed. 



certified by a responsible official consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 70.5(d). 

In addition to periodic monitoring, permitting authorities are required to evaluate the applicability of 
Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM), and include CAM provisions and a CAM plan into a title V 
permit when applicable. CAM applicability determinations are required either at permit renewal, or 
upon the submittal of an application for a significant title V permit modification. CAM regulations 
require a source to develop parametric monitoring for certain emissions units with control devices, 
which may be required in addition to any periodic monitoring, to assure compliance with applicable 
requirements. 

3.1 Finding: While the SDAPCD generally reviews CAM applicability, internal guidance needs to be 
updated and staff need training. 

Discussion: CAM regulations, found at 40 CFR part 64, apply to title V sources with large 
emissions units that rely on add-on control devices to comply with applicable requirements. 
The underlying principle, as stated in the preamble to our 1997 rulemaking, is “to assure that 
the control measures, once installed or otherwise employed, are properly operated and 
maintained so that they do not deteriorate to the point where the owner or operator fails to 
remain in compliance with applicable requirements.”32 Per CAM regulations, sources are 
responsible for proposing a CAM plan to the permitting authority that provides a reasonable 
assurance of compliance with applicable requirements for pollutant-specific emissions units 
with add-on control devices. 

The District reported that there are currently no facilities in its jurisdiction that are subject to 
the CAM rule. In the permits we reviewed, we found that the District generally explains CAM 
applicability in its statement of basis. However, CAM applicability can evolve over time as a 
source makes changes, and thus its applicability should be confirmed during title V renewals 
and significant modifications to ensure ongoing compliance. During our interviews, we found 
that permitting staff do not have experience determining CAM applicability. In addition, 
internal guidance documents may not interpret CAM applicability requirements correctly, as 
the guidance is too generalized to ensure criteria in the CAM rule is followed. For example, 
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internal guidance appears to incorrectly imply that emissions limits with existing monitoring are 
not subject to CAM or that being subject to an emissions standard exempt from CAM means 
that other standards for the same pollutant/unit are also exempt from CAM. 

32 62 FR 54902, October 22, 1997. 

    

 

 

  
 

              
    

  
    

    
  

 
 

              
 

 
    

     
               

   
       

    
   

    
 

 
  

    

 
   

   
    

  
             

 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      

Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD has no sources which require CAM and impose all monitoring requirements through permit conditions directly requiring periodic monitoring. SDAPCD does evaluate for CAM applicability. In order to be subject to CAM, the source has to have a pollutant specific emissions unit (PSEU) with an applicable emission limit, a control device and the pre-control emissions have to exceed major source thresholds (40 CFR Part 64.2). However, as mentioned earlier some of the staff interviewed have not had much Title V experience but the Senior Engineers ensure CAM applicability is evaluated. The SDAPCD is open to further training on CAM.



    

 

 

 
   

  
 

              
    

 
    

 
 

   
            

  
 

 
           

    
   

  
    

      
   

     
 

 
    

  
             

    
              

     
   

    
             

 
 

      
   

   
            

   
     

  
 

 

Recommendation: The SDAPCD should continue to review CAM requirements as it processes 
permit renewals and significant modifications and ensure CAM applicability is consistently 
reviewed and discussed in the statement of basis. Additionally, CAM training should be 
provided for permitting staff, and the District’s internal guidance should be updated to provide 
more detailed information for determining applicability based on the criteria in the CAM rule. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comments and recommendation and welcomes 
further training on CAM. 

3.2 Finding: The SDAPCD’s title V permits generally contain monitoring that is sufficient to 
determine compliance with emissions limits. However, the SDAPCD’s statement of basis does 
not consistently address periodic monitoring. 

Discussion: Our file review confirmed that the SDAPCD’s title V permits generally contain 
appropriate monitoring provisions. Many of the applicable requirements incorporated into the 
District’s title V permits already contain sufficient monitoring (such as, NSR permit conditions, 
SIP-approved rules, NSPS/NESHAP and use of CEMS for large combustion sources). Source 
testing, parametric monitoring of control device operation, and associated recordkeeping are 
used to assure compliance with emissions limits. During our file review, we discovered some 
permits contained daily emissions limits, but did not appear to contain corresponding daily 
monitoring/recordkeeping requirements to assure compliance, or the wording of such limits 
was too vague to determine whether the emissions limits were daily limits or a monthly 
average. 

The SDAPCD does not specifically address in the statement of basis whether additional periodic 
monitoring is needed. While many applicable requirements may already contain sufficient 
monitoring, the District does not document whether additional periodic monitoring is, or is not, 
needed to assure compliance. The EPA has issued guidance that reinforces the need to address 
periodic monitoring in the statement of basis. Additionally, an Order responding to a petition to 
the EPA to object to the proposed title V permit for the Chevron Products Company in 
Richmond, California, dated March 15, 2005, directed the permitting authority to reopen the 
permit to include either periodic monitoring requirements to assure compliance with 
regulations or to provide adequate justification in the statement of basis explaining why no 
periodic monitoring is required.33 

Recommendation: The SDAPCD should continue to ensure that all title V permits have 
monitoring sufficient to determine compliance, including ensuring daily emissions limits have 
monitoring conducted on at least a daily basis. Additionally, the statement of basis should 
evaluate the need for adding periodic monitoring when sufficient monitoring is not specified by 
an underlying applicable requirement. We recommend the District develop a plan to 
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incorporate review of periodic monitoring for each title V facility at the next permit renewal. 
33 This document is available in the Title V petition database on the EPA website at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-08/documents/conoco_phillips_cbe_decision2004.pdf. 

Mohsen Nazemi
As described in our response below, the SDAPCD  believe that it has incorporated appropriate monitoring requirements in Title V permits and a wholesale review of all Title V permits at renewal for periodic monitoring requirements would be redundant and have a significant impact on resources needed to process Title V permits in a timely manner. 



    

 

 

 
     

    
  

 
     

    
   

 
 

           
   

 
    

   
  

 
               

     
      

 
              

    
  

   
 

 
    

     
              

  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

                   
 

                   
 

 
 

 
 

 Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that SDAPCD generally contain 
appropriate monitoring provisions. As previously mentioned, because the District conducts most 
review as part of the local permit evaluation, and considers both Engineering and Compliance 
input prior to a permit being issued. SDAPCD believes that, as EPA’s review has also confirmed, 
appropriate monitoring provisions have been incorporated into Title V permits. Further, during 
EPA’s review of Title V permits, EPA has not previously commented or raised objections due to 
lack of monitoring requirements. The SDAPCD will continue to ensure daily emission limits have 
adequate monitoring requirements, and believes that reviewing all Title V permits again at 
renewal for periodic monitoring would be redundant and resource intensive. 

3.3 Finding: The SDAPCD generally includes sufficient recordkeeping requirements as required by 
the NSPS and NESHAP regulations. 

Discussion: During the EPA’s review, we found the SDAPCD generally includes sufficient 
recordkeeping requirements as required by the NSPS and NESHAP regulations. A specific and 
prevalent exception pertains to recordkeeping for determining compliance with diesel fuel 
standards in NSPS Subpart IIII and NESHAP Subpart ZZZZ. The SDAPCD generally does not 
include a recordkeeping requirement in its title V permits to ensure sources only purchase EPA-
compliant diesel fuel as required by these standards. Maintaining fuel purchase records is a 
standard practice to ensure non-compliant fuels are not entering the market.34 

However, as discussed in Finding 2.2, because the statement of basis does not consistently 
document permitting decisions, it can be challenging to determine whether a permit has 
incorporated all the applicable monitoring and recordkeeping requirements.35 During our 
interviews, compliance staff also mentioned they sometimes see enforceability issues in 
permits while conducting inspections. See Finding 6.6. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for including sufficient recordkeeping 
requirements as required by the NSPS and NESHAP regulations. During permit renewals, the 
District should update their title V permits to require records to assure that only EPA-compliant 
diesel fuel has been purchased. 

34 Records that EPA-compliant diesel fuel was purchased ensures that the fuel meets the sulfur content, cetane index, or 
aromatic content of 40 CFR 80.510, as required by NSPS IIII and NESHAP ZZZZ. 
35 We did, however, find an example where the District incorrectly used the concept of a “replacement unit” to determine 
NSPS/NESHAP applicability. The District incorrectly determined that replacement of an existing engine with a new engine 
meant that, despite being a new engine, the NSPS did not apply. While the NSR program may have special provisions for 
replacement units, those provisions cannot be used to determine NSPS/NESHAP applicability. 
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As mentioned previously the evaluation of different requirements is usually done during the local permit evaluation, and Compliance does not usually use the Statement of Basis and rather enforces the permit requirements and permit conditions.  Not sure why it would cause enforceability issues.  Please see response below.



    

 

 

  
  

 
    

 
  

 

   
 

     
    

  

 

  

       
 

              
      

             
   

    
    

             
   

   
 

 
   

     
    

         
    

     
              

  
 

   
   

  

 Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that SDAPCD generally includes sufficient 
recordkeeping requirements. With respect to diesel fuel, please note that the SDAPCD includes fuel 
records in engine permits which are incorporated into Title V permits. Diesel fuel requirements are 
typically specified in the emission unit specific permit conditions. The District views this as sufficient 
to ensure only EPA/CARB diesel is used in any diesel powered permitted equipment. For example, the 
SDAPCD has used the following requirements for a facility which operates an emergency engine 
which also include streamlined NSPS requirements related to fuel: 

This engine shall only use CARB diesel fuel. (Rule 12, Rule 69.4.1, 17 CCR 93115, 40 CFR 60 Subpart 
IIII) 

The owner or operator of the engine shall maintain the following records on site for at least the 
same period of time as the engine to which the records apply is located at the site: 

(a) documentation shall be maintained identifying the fuel as CARB diesel, and 

(b) manual of recommended maintenance provided by the manufacturer. 

(Rule 12, Rule 69.4.1, 17 CCR 93115, 40 CFR 60 Subpart IIII) 

4. Public Participation and Affected State Review 

This section examines the SDAPCD procedures used to meet public participation requirements for title 
V permit issuance. The federal title V public participation requirements are found in 40 CFR 70.7(h). 
Title V public participation procedures apply to initial permit issuance, significant permit modifications, 
and permit renewals. The SDAPCD public participation procedures must provide for public notice, 
including an opportunity for public comment and public hearing on the draft initial permit, permit 
modification, or permit renewal. Draft permit actions must be noticed in a newspaper of general 
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circulation or a state publication designed to give general public notice; sent to affected states; sent to 
persons on a mailing list developed by the permitting authority; sent to those persons that have 
requested in writing to be on the mailing list; and provided by other means as necessary to assure 
adequate notice to the affected public. 

The public notice must, at a minimum: identify the affected source; the name and address of the 
permitting authority processing the permit; the activity or activities involved in the permit action; the 
emissions change involved in any permit modification; the name, address, and telephone number of a 
person from whom interested persons may obtain additional information, including copies of the draft 
permit, the application, all relevant supporting materials, and all other materials available to the 
permitting authority that are relevant to the permit decision; a brief description of the required 
comment procedures; and the time and place of any hearing that may be held, including procedures to 
request a hearing. See 40 CFR 70.7(h)(2). 

The permitting authority must keep a record of the public comments and of the issues raised during 
the public participation process so that the EPA may fulfill its obligation under section 505(b)(2) of the 
Act to determine whether a citizen petition may be granted. The public petition process, 40 CFR 

Mohsen Nazemi
A public hearing is normally not scheduled in advance before sending out the public notice.  A public hearing will only be scheduled if requested during the public comment period and determined that it is justified. Maybe the language should be revised to indicate that if it has been determined in advance that a public hearing will be held?



70.8(d), allows any person who has objected to permit issuance during the public comment period to 
petition the EPA to object to a title V permit if the EPA does not object to the permit in writing as 
provided under 40 CFR 70.8(c). Public petitions to object to a title V permit must be submitted to the 
EPA within 60 days after the expiration of the EPA 45-day review period. Any petition submitted to the 
EPA must be based only on objections that were raised with reasonable specificity during the public 
comment period, unless the petitioner demonstrates that it was impracticable to raise such objections 
within such period, or unless the grounds for such objection arose after such period. 

4.1 Finding: San Diego County contains a significant number of linguistically isolated communities 
for which the SDAPCD does not consistently provide translation services as required by 40 CFR 
Part 7.35(a). 

Discussion: The SDAPCD’s jurisdiction includes sources located throughout San Diego County. 
In response to California’s AB 617 legislation, the District has increased its use of translations 
and public outreach in certain communities.36 In addition, the District has created an EJ 
outreach position that is designed to carry out the outreach effort to EJ communities. The EPA 
prepared a map of linguistically isolated communities within the SDAPCD’s jurisdiction in which 
title V permits have been or may be issued (see Appendix D). The EPA’s map indicates that 
there are numerous populations that are linguistically isolated. These linguistically isolated 
communities have a significant population density, and thus the SDAPCD should provide 
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translation services in those communities during the title V permitting process. Section 
502(b)(3)(C)(6) of the Act and 40 CFR 70.7(h) require a Part 70 program to have adequate 
procedures for public notice. Using a map like that found in Appendix D may provide additional 
opportunities to direct the SDAPCD’s translation efforts.37 

Further, please see 40 CFR Part 7.35(a) for additional detail regarding federal grantee 
obligations in demonstrating compliance with title 6 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. In addition, 
see Appendix D of this report that includes a copy of a recent preliminary decision regarding 
this topic dated March 30, 2021 from the EPA’s External Civil Rights Compliance Office to Carol 
S. Cromer, Director, Missouri Department of Natural Resources. 

Recommendation: The EPA recommends that the SDAPCD provide translation services for 
linguistically isolated communities within its jurisdiction. The SDAPCD should consider directing 
translation efforts by using mapping tools as appropriate to assure updated information. 

36 This effort is known as the Community Air Protection Program. For a description of the District’s response to AB 617, 
please see https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/community/community-air-protection-program.html. 
37 The use of the State of California’s environmental justice tool CalEnviroScreen may also assist in learning where best to 
deploy translation resources. 

    

 

 

    
      

      
                
    

             
   

 
    

              
 

 
           

    
   

   
   

      
         

           
    

   
   

    
 

   
                

    
               

       
 

   
           

     
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                     
 

                    



    

 

 

     
    

  
 

   
  

  
  

     
      

  
 

               
 

 
  

               
    

    
 

             
       

  
 

     
   

    
            

 
 

  
             

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

   

 Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comment and would like to point out that SDAPCD 
considers environmental justice (EJ) a high priority and is the first district in California which has an 
EJ representative on its Governing Board. Also as noted earlier, the SDAPCD has created an Office of 
EJ and has added significant resources to address public outreach and EJ issues. The SDAPCD posts all 
Title V public notices to our website and is open to discuss further translation of the notices with EPA. 
However, please note that the map provided by EPA has too large of resolution to be useful for 
identifying whether projects need translation. Also, the map only identifies the percentile of linguistic 
isolation, it does not provide actual percentages of people who are linguistically isolated nor what 
language they speak. This may lead to somewhat misleading data because of the non-linear nature 
of percentiles. The SDACPD agrees with EPA that providing assistance to environmentally 
disadvantaged communities is a critical issue and is actively taking steps to improve in these areas. 

4.2 Finding: The SDAPCD provides public notices of its draft title V permitting actions on its 
website. 

Discussion: A permitting authority’s website is a powerful tool to make title V information 
available to the general public. Easy access to information that is useful for the public review 
process can result in a more informed public and, consequently, provide more meaningful 
comments during title V permit public comment periods. 

Currently, the SDAPCD posts relevant title V permit information on its website including, but 
not limited to, proposed title V permits, statement of basis, public notices, permit appeal 
procedures, and general title V information and guidance. 

The District website provides general information to the public and regulated community 
regarding the SDAPCD permitting program.38 The public can find information regarding the 
permitting process, whether a permit is needed for an operation, how to obtain a permit, 
application forms, and information about related programs that inform the District’s permitting 
program. 

The SDAPCD’s website also provides a list of active projects that are in the public comment 
period along with the corresponding draft permit, statement of basis, and public notice that 
includes information on how to comment electronically or by mail.39 

38 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits.html and 
https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits/equipment-types/titlev.html 
39 https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/permits/public-notices.html 
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The SDAPCD maintains electronic mailing lists for title V public notices and for notification of 
affected states. Members of the public may sign up for the title V public notice mailing list on 
the District’s website. However, as discussed in Finding 4.1, the District does not currently 
translate notices of proposed title V permit actions in languages other than English as required 
by 40 CFR Part 7.35(a). As stated in the introduction, the SDAPCD is developing strategies to 
enhance public engagement as part of its AB423 commitment. 

Finally, in our 2008 Evaluation, we found that the District had been publishing notices of its 
proposed permits in a newspaper, of which circulation was almost solely among the business 
community. The District has addressed this issue by publishing its notices of proposed permits 
in the San Diego Union-Tribune, a newspaper of general circulation. 

Recommendation: We encourage the SDAPCD to continue providing information related to 
title V permits to the public via their website and notifying affected states and interested 
parties of relevant title V permitting actions via District electronic mailing lists. The District 
should also provide all final title V permits to the public on its website and must provide 
translations of notices as discussed further in Finding 4.3. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that SDAPCD maintains an electronic 
mailing list and publishes the public notices on our website and makes the necessary 
information related to Title V permits available for public review and comments. The SDAPCD 
considers public engagement and transparency a priority and will be open to further 
accessibility of public notices via translating the notices. 

4.3 Finding: The SDAPCD provides notification regarding the public’s right to petition the EPA 
Administrator to object to a title V permit. 

Discussion: 40 CFR 70.8(d) provides that any person may petition the EPA Administrator, within 
60 days of the expiration of the EPA’s 45-day review period, to object to the issuance of a title V 
permit. The petition must be based only on objections that were raised with reasonable 
specificity during the public comment period.40 

40 An exception applies when the petitioner demonstrates that it was impracticable to raise those objections during the 
public comment period or that the grounds for objection arose after that period. 
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San Diego County Rule 1425 contains the required information about the public’s right to 
petition the EPA Administrator to object to a title V permit. In 2008, we made a finding that the 
District was not informing the public of their right to petition when public noticing title V 
permitting actions.41 In our review of the District’s draft permit packages for the last five years, 
including the public notice for the permit action, we found that the District did not inform the 
public of the right to petition the EPA Administrator to object to a title V permit at the time of 
the site visit in March. However, the District has recently updated its practice and in the latest 
public notice, from April 21, 2022, there is new language that incorporates the public petition 
details. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for revising its public notice templates to 
inform the public of the right to petition the EPA Administrator to object to the issuance of a 
title V permit. The District should have written internal procedures that ensure this remains an 
ongoing practice. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD provides the public 
with the appropriate information on how to petition the EPA Administrator to object to the 
issuance of a Title V permit. 

4.4 Finding: The SDAPCD’s general practice is to conduct a concurrent public and EPA review. If 
comments are received during the 30-day public review period, the permit package is re-
proposed to the EPA for a new 45-day review period. 
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Discussion: Per section 505(b) of the CAA and 40 CFR 70.8, state and local permitting agencies 
are required to provide proposed title V permits to the EPA for a 45-day period during which 
the EPA may object to permit issuance. The EPA regulations allow the 45-day EPA review period 
to occur either following the 30-day public comment period (i.e., sequentially), or at the same 
time as the public comment period (i.e., concurrently). 

41 See 2008 Evaluation, Finding 4.5. 

    

 

 

   
             

    
          

       
     

   
    

 
 

      
        

              
 

 
  

   
   

 
               

       
    

 
    

      
               

   
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      
 



    

 

 

     
   

     
 

  
   

     
    

     
 

  
      

 
 

          
    

 
 

    
   

 
    

              
 

 
             

  
        

             
           

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

       
            

                    
                 

 

When the public and the EPA review periods occur sequentially, permitting agencies will make 
the draft permit available for public comment, and following the close of public comment, 
provide the proposed permit and supporting documents to the EPA.42 When the public and 
the EPA review periods occur concurrently, a state or local agency will provide the EPA with 
the draft permit and supporting documents at the beginning of the public comment period. As 
specified in 40 CFR 70.8 and per SDAPCD’s internal guidance, if the SDAPCD receives 
comments from the public during the 30- day public review period, the 45-day EPA review 
would be restarted to allow the SDAPCD to prepare responses to the public comments, and an 
updated permit and Statement of Basis, if applicable, to the EPA. As the permit actions 
reviewed did not contain public comments, the EPA was unable to confirm this process is 
being consistently followed at the District. However, the procedures for concurrent public 
comment and response to comments are well documented in internal District guidance and 
SOPs. 

Recommendation: The SDAPCD’s internal guidance appears consistent with the requirements 
of the title V program and we recommend the District follow its guidance when public 
comments are received. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD’s guidance is 
consistent with the requirements of Title V. 

4.5 Finding: The SDAPCD has a Business Assistance Program (BAP) to conduct pre-application 
meetings with potential sources to help identify the scope of potential permitting projects and 
the applicability of regulatory requirements. 

Discussion: Under section 507 of the CAA, permitting authorities are required to implement a 
small business assistance program to assist small businesses that need title V permits. 
During this evaluation, we found that the District has a full BAP to provide assistance to 
business owners and operators, small and large, in determining which county, state, and 
federal requirements are applicable. The assistance includes coverage of title V small 
businesses. 

42 Per 40 CFR 70.2, “draft permit” is the version of a permit for which the permitting authority offers public participation or 
affected State review. Per 40 CFR 70.2, “proposed permit” is the version of a permit that the permitting authority proposes 
to issue and forwards to the EPA for review. In many cases these versions will be identical; however, in instances where the 
permitting agency makes edits or modifications as a result of public comments, there may be material differences between 
the draft and proposed permit. 
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During the interviews, the BAP staff stated that they help small businesses draft permit 
applications and review permits to ensure permit records adequately represent the source. This 
helps the Permitting staff process permit applications in a timely fashion. The BAP staff also 
assist small businesses with compliance demonstrations by conducting mock on-site inspections 
and by reviewing the source’s draft Annual Emissions Reports to ensure they are adequate 
before the reports are submitted to the Compliance and Enforcement Section. 

Additionally, the BAP staff helps small businesses with pollution prevention by providing 
guidance on control technologies. For example, they help gas stations understand the benefits 
of Stage II vapor controls. The District has a BAP website where they describe who they are and 
provide forms, calculation sheets, and other information to aid businesses developing permit 
applications. Furthermore, the website has a notification feature available for small businesses 
in case they want to be made aware when new content is posted on the BAP website.43 

Discussions with the BAP staff also indicated that work related to title V sources is tracked so 
that time spent working with these sources is appropriately accounted for in tracking title V 
fees and revenue. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the District for its efforts to provide assistance to small 
businesses and recommends the District continue supporting small businesses by providing 
these services through its BAP. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition of the SDAPCD’s small business 
assistance program. 

4.6 Finding: The SDAPCD notifies tribes of title V permitting actions. 

Discussion: During our 2008 Evaluation, we did not find evidence that the District notified any 
tribes in San Diego County regarding title V permit actions. During this evaluation, we found 
that this issue has been resolved as the District provides notifications to all tribes in San Diego 
County. Of the 18 Indian reservations in San Diego County, two tribes have been approved by 
the EPA to be treated in the same manner as a neighboring state for the purpose of “affected 
state” notification under section 505(a)(2) of the CAA. 44 Regardless of the affected state 
status, the EPA believes that state and local air agencies should notify tribal governments when 
taking significant actions that may affect their air quality. 

Recommendation: We commend the SDAPCD for notifying tribes and affected states. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that SDAPCD notifies tribes in 
San Diego County regarding Title V permit actions. 

43 See https://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdapcd/compliance/business-assistance.html 
44 Additionally, the EPA maintains a map on its website of tribes in Region 9 that have received treatment as a state status for 
purposes of section 505(a)(2) of the CAA: https://www.epa.gov/caa-permitting/affected-states-notifications-region-9. 
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5. Permit Issuance / Revision / Renewal 

This section focuses on the permitting authority’s progress in issuing initial title V permits and the 
District’s ability to issue timely permit renewals and revisions consistent with the regulatory 
requirements for permit processing and issuance. Part 70 sets deadlines for permitting authorities to 
issue each type of title V permit. The EPA, as an oversight agency, is charged with ensuring that these 
deadlines are met as well as ensuring that permits are issued consistent with title V requirements. Part 
70 describes the required title V program procedures for permit issuance, revision, and renewal of title 
V permits. Specifically, 40 CFR 70.7 requires that a permitting authority take final action on each permit 
application within 18 months after receipt of a complete permit application, except that action must 
be taken on an application for a minor modification within 90 days after receipt of a complete permit 
application.45 

5.1 Finding: The SDAPCD does not consistently process title V actions in a timely manner, resulting 
in a permitting backlog. 

Discussion: The District does not consistently process permitting applications in a timely 
manner, mainly due to resource constraints and competing priorities. At the time of our 
evaluation, the SDAPCD had 28 title V sources and two synthetic minor sources.46 Of these 28 
sources, the District indicated 75% of sources have a pending renewal application. During the 
interviews, many expressed time constraints on permit issuance for both local permits and title 
V permits. Based on the documentation the District provided, there were several permit 
applications that have not been processed before the 18-month deadline as required by 40 CFR 
70.7. In the last 5 years, about 40% of the title V applications received by the SDAPCD have had 
processing times in excess of 18 months. In addition to exceeding statutory permitting 
deadlines, delays create issues for the Compliance Division. See Finding 6.1. During interviews, 
District staff were confident that once the resources issue is addressed, the permitting backlog 
will no longer be an issue. 

Recommendation: The EPA acknowledges that the SDAPCD is currently in transition and more 
engineers are now being trained and assigned to process title V permit actions. The District 
should develop a plan of action for reducing its title V renewal application backlog, as well as to 
process the new title V applications that the District will expect to receive as a result of their 
new Ozone Non-attainment area classification (See Section 7 of this report for additional 
discussion on the District’s resources). 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comment and recommendation. The SDAPCD would 
also like to work with EPA to ensure that measures recommended by this Title V program 
evaluation are implemented in the most efficient way to avoid additional resource constraints 
and delays in permit reviews. 

45 See 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2) and 70.7(e)(2)(iv). 
46 See Finding 2.4 of this report for more discussion on the SDPACD’s major source determination and Finding 5.4 for more 
discussion on the SDAPCD’s synthetic minor sources. 
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5.2 Finding: The SDAPCD routinely submits proposed and final permit actions to the EPA. 

Discussion: 40 CFR 70.8(a)(1) and the SDAPCD’s EPA-approved title V program require that 
proposed and final permits be sent to the EPA. During our review of recent actions, the EPA 
found that the SDAPCD routinely submits copies of both proposed and final title V permit 
actions to the EPA via the EPA Central Data Exchange’s Electronic Permit System (EPS). The EPA 
oversight team receives the SDAPCD’s permitting notices. These notices generally include the 
notice of proposed action, the proposed permit, and the proposed technical support 
document. However, during our internal file review, we found several instances where a copy 
of the statement of basis or technical support document for minor permit modifications was 
not included in the submitted permit package (see Finding 2.4). 

Additionally, we could not find a requirement in the SDAPCD’s title V rules (District Regulation 
XIV) that ensures a statement of basis is developed and provided during the public comment 
period and the EPA’s 45-day review period. In 2020, the EPA revised the Part 70 program at 40 
CFR 70.7 and 70.8 to make clear that the statement of basis must be made available to the 
public and the EPA.47 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the District for submitting its proposed and final permit 
actions to the EPA for review. The District should also ensure its proposed permits include a 
statement of basis, consistent with 40 CFR 70.7 and 70.8, and should update its title V rules for 
consistency with these requirements. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD routinely submits copies of 
both proposed and final Title V permit actions to EPA.  As mentioned in the comment above, the 
SDAPCD has also revised its procedures to require statement of basis for minor modifications. The 
SDAPCD’s revised Title V rules are presently under review by EPA. 

5.3 Finding: The SDAPCD has authority to use parallel processing to streamline the issuance of 
modified NSR and title V permits. However, it is not clear that this processing method is 
correctly utilized. 

47 See https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/02/05/2020-01099/revisions-to-the-petition-provisions-of-the-
title-v-permitting-program. 
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The SDAPCD previously did not have a policy that specifically required a statement of basis for minor modifications (although all relevant information would have been contained in the related local permit engineering evaluation), so in some previous cases where we thought it would be self evident that a change qualified as a minor modification a statement of basis may not have been included. However, the SDAPCD has already instituted a policy which requires documentation through a statement of basis for both minor modifications and 502(b)(10) changes.



Discussion: EPA guidance and regulations allows sources to simultaneously apply for, and 
permitting authorities to process, revisions to NSR and title V permits.48 Under this option, 
often referred to as “enhanced NSR,” NSR permit modifications are subject to the procedural 
requirements of the Part 70 program, including a 45-day EPA review period and a 60-day 
petition period that allows citizens to petition the Administrator to object to permit issuance. 
After the NSR permit has been issued, and the project has been completed, the permitting 
authority revises the title V permit to add (or delete) the new or revised NSR conditions via an 
administrative amendment. The benefits of consolidating the NSR and title V permitting 
processes include reduced permit processing time and the opportunity for the EPA to review 
NSR permit actions. 

The District appears to understand the enhanced NSR process, dedicating a section to Enhanced 
Authority to Construct in the Engineering Division Manual of Operating Procedures (Appendix 
H). The EPA supports this practice; however, our file review did not find evidence that SDAPCD 
was implementing enhanced NSR. In our file reviews, we did not find an example of an 
administrative amendment that incorporated NSR permit conditions into a title V permit. 
However, the District routinely does not incorporate new or revised NSR permit requirements 
into the title V permit until a title V renewal is issued. Instead, the District may incorrectly be 
allowing 502(b)(10) changes to be used instead of documenting enhanced NSR practices. See 
Finding 2.4. 

Recommendation: To address this finding, the District must ensure that the applicable 
permitting procedures required by the Part 70 program are followed. We recommend the 
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District review the Part 70 program requirements related to enhanced NSR and 502(b)(10) 
changes and develop a plan to address this finding. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD has included the 
Enhanced NSR process in the SDAPCD’s MOP. However, it appears that EPA maybe inferring 
that the SDAPCD is not implementing this correctly while also stating that there are no 
examples of the SDAPCD using this program (if EPA would like to see an example, the SDAPCD 
would be happy to provide an example of a permit where an A/C was issued using enhanced 
procedures and an administrative amendment was filed, but not acted on yet). Also, the 
SDAPCD does not agree with the EPA’s implication of using 502(b)(10) changes instead of 
documenting enhanced NSR. Also please refer to response to Finding 2.4. 

48 See 40 CFR 70.7(d)(1)(v) and Appendix C: White Paper for Streamlined Development of Part 70 Permit Applications, July 
10, 1995; 11/7/95 letter from Lydia Wegman, OAQPS, to William Becker, STAPPA/ALAPCO; Title V Implementation Q & A, 
Region 9, December 1995 

 

    

 

 

 
 

    
    

    
     

     
    
               

  
    

  
 

             
   

     
     

    
             

    
    

 
 

     
    

            
 

 
   

 
  

   

 
   

  
 

 
 
 
 

 
                  

      



    

 

 

 
    

               
    

 
  

   
       
           

   
 

    
             

      
   

    
    

 
 

  
    

   
        

 
              

             
 

 
                

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                        
 

                 
  

5.4 Finding: The District does not evaluate the potential emissions from sources without title V 
permits to determine if they are major sources or whether such sources need synthetic limits to 
avoid title V applicability or other CAA requirements. 

Discussion: A source may accept a voluntary limit (also known as a “synthetic minor” limit) to 
maintain its Potential to Emit (PTE) below an applicable major source threshold and thereby 
avoid major NSR permit requirements and/or the need for a title V permit. Sources establish 
such a limit by obtaining a synthetic minor permit containing practically enforceable emissions 
limitations from the permitting authority. 

According to EPA guidance, synthetic minor limits must be enforceable as a practical matter, 
meaning they are both legally and practicably enforceable. Additionally, for emissions limits in a 
permit to be practicably enforceable, the permit provisions must specify: 1) technically-
accurate limitations and the portions of the source subject to such limitations; 2) the time 
period for the limitations (emissions limit averaging period); and 3) the method to determine 
compliance, including appropriate and practically enforceable monitoring, recordkeeping, and 
reporting requirements.49 

In response to a petition regarding the Hu Honua Bioenergy Facility in Hawaii, the EPA stated 
that synthetic minor permits must specify: 1) that all actual emissions at the source are 
considered in determining compliance with its synthetic minor limits, including emissions 
during startup, shutdown, malfunction or upset; 2) that emissions during startup and shutdown 
(as well as emissions during other non-startup/shutdown operating conditions) must be 
included in the semi-annual reports or in determining compliance with the emissions limits; and 
3) how the source’s emissions shall be determined or measured for assessing compliance with 
the emissions limits.50 

The District does not have a policy for setting synthetic minor limits but has two local rules, 
Rules 60.1 and 60.2, that can be used to limit a source’s PTE. These rules are available to 

49 Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Air Act 
(Act), John S. Seitz, Director, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (January 25, 1995). 
50 Order Responding to Petitioner’s Request that the Administrator Object to Issuance of State Operating Permit Petition No. 
IX-2011-1, Gina McCarthy, Administrator (February 7, 2014). 
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sources seeking to avoid major source status through voluntary requirements. However, the 
use of these rules appears limited, and the District does not independently determine the 
facility-wide PTE of the sources it regulates. Instead, the District determines major source 
status based on actual emissions. While using actual emissions was acceptable for avoiding title 
V permitting as part of the EPA’s 1995 transition policy, that policy expired in 2000.51 

Determining whether a stationary source is a major source and subject to the title V program is 
based on potential, not actual, emissions.52 We found during the evaluation that District 
permitting staff are generally familiar with calculating the PTE of impacted emissions units 
when issuing local permits. And the District closely tracks the actual annual emissions of each 
facility. However, the District does not calculate or track a facility’s PTE on a facility-wide basis. 
Because major source status is based on facility-wide potential emissions, it is challenging for 
the District to know when an existing minor source becomes a major source or whether a 
source’s claim of being a minor source is accurate. This is particularly problematic for the 
current situation where the District was recently reclassified as Severe nonattainment for the 
ozone NAAQS causing the major source threshold in San Diego County for NOX and VOC to drop 
to 25 tons per year. Beyond title V applicability, this issue can also have implications in 
determining NSR program requirements and requirements for major sources of HAPs. This also 
creates potential enforcement risk for any facility relying on actual emissions to not obtain a 
title V permit or a major NSR permit. 

Recommendation: The SDAPCD must develop a plan for ensuring the District can determine 
title V applicability according to the definition for “major source” under 40 CFR 70.2 by 
evaluating the facility-wide PTE. For those facilities with a PTE above the major source 
threshold that wish to avoid title V permitting, we recommend the District develop internal 
guidance for permitting synthetic minor sources consistent with EPA policy, and that permitting 
staff take the EPA’s online training for Setting Enforceable Potential to Emit Limits in NSR 
Permits.53 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comment and recommendation.  However, the SDAPCD 
does not agree that it does not calculate or track the facility’s PTE on a facility-wide basis or may not 
be properly implementing permitting for sources which take synthetic limits to stay out of Title V.  
The SDAPCD always uses PTE of sources for determining applicability of Title V and NSR 
requirements. This evaluation is done each time the District reviews an application that is potentially 
subject to new source review and includes all provisions described in Rule 20.1 including when a 
calculation requires use of projected actual emissions as potential emissions (such as determining the 
emission increase associated with a modified emission unit at a major source). While the SDAPCD 
does not maintain a tabulated list of PTE for all stationary sources, it instead conducts this review at 
the time a change occurs at a facility. 

51 See the EPA’s December 20, 1999 guidance memorandum “Third Extension of January 25, 1995 Potential to Emit 
Transition Policy.” https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-08/documents/4thext.pdf 
52 See definition of “Potential to emit” at 40 CFR 70.2. 
53 https://airknowledge.gov/SI/PERM203-SI.html 
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For existing sources, the SDACPD utilizes the actual emissions which are required to be calculated 
and tracked through our emission inventory program and that Rule 60.1 allows for sources to be 
exempt from Title V requirements based on having actual emissions one half the major source 
threshold (a list of such facilities was provided to EPA). This means that by tracking actual emissions 
and identifying those facilities with emissions above half the threshold, the District has to only assess 
PTE for those facilities with actual emissions between 50 and 100% of the major source threshold to 
determine if their PTE is below or at or above 100% of the major source threshold, significantly 
reducing the resource necessary to identify major sources. Also please note that the SDAPCD 
evaluates any requirements dependent on facility PTE for NSR during review of the application 
associated with new or modification of a source. 

So to summarize, the SDAPCD does use PTE to determine requirements. However, in lieu of 
maintaining a tabulated list of facility PTE, the District instead assesses facility PTE at the time each 
modification occurs and for existing facilities not being modified, tracks actual emissions and 
compares to the thresholds in SDAPCD Rule 60.1 which means the SDAPCD is using a more stringent 
screening method to detect Title V facilities than required by the underlying rules.  Then for any 
facility with actual emissions above the thresholds of 60.1 the SDAPCD can conduct an assessment of 
PTE to determine whether the facility is actually exempt based on PTE. 

The second point of this finding refers to synthetic minor permits.  SDAPCD would like to provide 
some clarification as to how the local permitting program ties into Title V permitting. Rule 60.2 
is the SDAPCD’s synthetic minor source rule and was intended to be used by existing sources 
that do not have their emissions limited through NSR. However, for the vast majority of 
facilities, emissions are limited mainly through permit restrictions imposed through NSR Rules 
20.2 or 20.3, including appropriate monitoring and recordkeeping, and included in ATCs and 
PTOs that are therefore federally enforceable limits. 

Lastly SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s efforts to provide training and will ensure that staff, in 
particular new staff who may not be familiar with writing enforceable permit conditions, take 
advantage of such training. 

6. Compliance 

This section addresses the SDAPCD practices and procedures for issuing title V permits that ensure 
compliance with all applicable requirements. Title V permits must contain sufficient requirements to 
allow the permitting authority, the EPA, and the general public to adequately determine whether the 
permittee is in compliance with all applicable requirements. 

Compliance is a central priority for the title V permit program. Compliance assures a level playing field 
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and prevents a permittee from gaining an unfair economic advantage over its competitors who comply 
with the law. Adequate conditions in a title V permit that assure compliance with all applicable 
requirements also result in greater confidence in the permitting authority’s title V program within both 
the general public and the regulated community. 



    

 

 

               
   

 
    

      
     

             

     
     

  
    

  
     

 
              
 

 
  

  
 

  
           

 
   

   
    

   
     

              
                  

     
    

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

       
 

                

6.1 Finding: The District performs Full Compliance Evaluations (FCEs) of all title V sources on a 
schedule consistent with its negotiated compliance monitoring strategy (CMS). 

Discussion: The EPA’s 2016 Clean Air Act Stationary Source Compliance Monitoring Strategy54 

recommends that permitting authorities perform FCEs for most title V sources at least every 
other year. For the vast majority of title V sources, the EPA expects that the permitting 
authority will perform an on-site inspection to determine the source’s compliance status as part 
of the FCE. In addition to weekly routine inspections, the SDAPCD has established its inspection 
priority, giving emphasis to sources receiving ongoing public complaints, sources with issues of 
continued non-compliance, and sources that need follow-up due to a Notice of Violation 
(NOV).55 During interviews, District inspectors indicated that quarterly compliance evaluations 
and annual full inspections are conducted for all permitted equipment. However, District 
inspectors also indicated that the effectiveness of the inspection schedule may be 
compromised due to delays in processing open permit applications. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the District’s ongoing efforts to perform FCEs of all title 
V sources annually. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD performs FCEs for all 
Title V sources annually. 

6.2 Finding: The District’s Compliance Division reviews all title V deviation reports, annual 
compliance certifications, and semiannual monitoring reports submitted by Part 70 sources. 

Discussion: During interviews, the District’s compliance staff indicated that all deviation 
reports, quarterly monitoring reports, and compliance certifications that sources submit to the 
agency are reviewed by inspectors. Supervisors and the Chief of Compliance Division review 
reports as necessary. The SDAPCD tracks these reports through their internal database and 
reviews these records through their compliance staff and supervisors. If NOVs are warranted 
after reviewing a report, the inspectors are required to discuss the documented deficiency with 
the facility prior to issuing the NOV, to explain the nature of the violation, and advise the site to 
respond to NOVs timely with the actions needed to return to compliance or prevent future 
violations prior. Compliance supervisors will review the violation and associated report and are 
responsible for approving NOVs. 

54 This document is available at: https://www.epa.gov/compliance/clean-air-act-stationary-source-compliance-monitoring-
strategy. 
55 See Inspection Practices and Priorities, SDAPCD Compliance Division Policy and Procedures Manual, Policy number 2.1, 
effective date September 1, 1998, revised on July 25, 2016. 
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In addition, engineering staff indicated that deviation reports and compliance certifications are 
typically not routinely reviewed during permit processing. For example, reviewing these 
documents as part of the title V permit renewal process could indicate a need to increase 
testing frequency or require different monitoring that would ensure compliance. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD’s efforts in reviewing and tracking all 
deviation reports, quarterly monitoring reports, and compliance certifications. We encourage 
the SDAPCD to coordinate the outcomes of compliance issues with permitting staff. See Finding 
6.6. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD reviews and tracks all 
deviation reports, quarterly monitoring reports and compliance certifications and agrees with 
coordinated effort between compliance and permitting staff. 

6.3 Finding: When potential compliance issues are discovered, the District addresses them prior to 
permit issuance. However, the District’s statement of basis could be improved to include 
compliance history. 

Discussion: The Part 70 program requires that each title V permit contain a schedule of 
compliance if necessary.56 This includes ensuring title V permits contain requirements that 
ensure sources comply with requirements that have future compliance dates and ensure that 
title V permits contain enforceable milestones leading to compliance for those requirements for 
which the source is not in compliance. Based on interview responses, the District has not 
recently issued permits with compliance schedules. Instead, compliance staff will generate a 
citation report, which is sent to the District’s Civil Actions Investigator to determine the 
corresponding penalty. Pending permit applications are not processed until a facility comes 
back into compliance. This practice does not appear to significantly affect or delay the issuance 
of permits. 

Recommendation: We recommend the compliance section in the District’s statement of basis 
be improved to include the source's compliance history and the actions being taken to address 
compliance issues, as applicable. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD does not issue a permit 
until compliance issues are addressed. Please refer to earlier responses related to the 
information provided in the local permit engineering evaluations vs statement of basis. 

56 See 40 CFR 70.6(c)(3) and 70.5(c)(8). 
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Luther, Mahiany
Additionally, the engineering evaluation includes a section for compliance history, which is evaluated for every application



6.4 Finding: The District uses title V compliance certifications and semiannual monitoring reports to 
prioritize inspections and initiate enforcement actions. 

Discussion: Similar to our 2008 Evaluation, the District continues to prioritize inspections and 
initiate enforcement actions by using title V compliance certifications and semiannual 
monitoring reports.57 The District’s Compliance Division has a policy for reviewing annual 
compliance certifications and semiannual monitoring reports (which include deviation 
reports).58 The District uses these title V compliance reports as well as past violations, recent 
applications and activities to prioritize and target inspections. Interviewees stated that they 
review these reports for compliance issues. They also review the facility’s compliance history, 
including recent inspections, breakdowns, exceedances, or violations, if any. The District uses 
this information to prioritize inspections. 

The District has also initiated enforcement actions at title V facilities based on information from 
compliance certifications and semiannual monitoring reports. In one example, the District 
issued an NOV for a violation identified in a title V report. The violations were related to time 
periods when the facility failed to maintain NOX and O2 CEMS per Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 75. 
Since the violations were short-term (i.e., not ongoing) and the facility was not out of 
compliance at the time of permit issuance, a schedule of compliance was not required.59 

Interviewees were generally knowledgeable about the procedures for reviewing title V 
compliance reports and were aware of the District’s policy for title V report reviewing process, 
for issuing a NOV and/or a Notice to Comply (NTC). 

Recommendation: The EPA encourages the District to maintain its practice of using title V 
compliance reports to prioritize and target inspections and to continue implementing its policy 
for reviewing these reports. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition of the SDAPCD’s practice to use 
compliance certification reports to prioritize and target inspections. 

57 See 2008 Evaluation, Finding 6.1. 
58 See Review of Title V Semiannual and Annual Reports, SDAPCD Compliance Division Policy and Procedures Manual, Policy 
number 3.13, effective date April 4, 2002, revised in August 2018. 
59 A schedule of compliance is required for Title V sources that are not in compliance with all applicable requirements at the 
time of permit issuance. (See 40 CFR 70.5(c)(8)(iii)(C).) 
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6.5 Finding: Compliance staff have the necessary equipment to perform their job duties but find 
the procurement process for new equipment to be slow. 

Discussion: During interviews, members of the Compliance Division stated that they have 
sufficient tools and safety equipment to perform inspections, including hard hats, safety 
glasses, safety vests, and an annual voucher for safety shoes. At the same time, employees also 
expressed the need for new monitoring equipment as existing equipment, including Thermo 
Fisher Scientific analyzers, are experiencing a loss in functionality due to age. Though the 
process for equipment repairs and purchases have been initiated, they have been slow. 
Compliance staff also mentioned that they could have been supplied with better personal 
protective equipment during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Recommendation: The EPA recommends that the District review its equipment needs and plan 
in advance for the replacement of old and outdated equipment to expedite the procurement 
process. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that SDAPCD Compliance has sufficient 
tools and safety equipment to perform inspections and will continue to explore opportunities 
to expedite the procurement process for such equipment. 

6.6 Finding: While the SDAPCD has a process in their internal database for compliance staff to 
request changes to title V permits, it is unclear if it is being used consistently. 

Discussion: In our 2008 Evaluation, we found that the SDAPCD did not have a clear track record 
of utilizing the District’s internal Request for Change of Permit Conditions form to make 
corrections to title V permits, and that the decisions made by the Engineering Division on such 
requests were seldom communicated back to the Compliance Division. The District has since 
developed a policy for the use of such request forms. Under the Division policy, compliance 
staff are expected to review all permit conditions during the annual inspection and submit a 
Request for Change of Permit Conditions form to the Division Chief if a site-specific permit 
condition is found to not be clear, enforceable, or consistent with existing rules and/or other 
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applicable requirements. The Division Chief is responsible for keeping the inspector and their 
supervisor informed of any decision.60 For issues identified across multiple permits, the policy 
states these issues should be forwarded to the District’s Permit Streamlining Committee for 
evaluation. 

60 See How to Submit Permit Change Requests, SDAPCD Compliance Division Policy and Procedures Manual, Policy number 
2.18, effective date February 17, 2016, revised in July 2017. 
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Please note that the SDAPCD does not presently have a Permit Streamlining Committee.



    

 

 

     
   

  
 

    
               

 
 

 
              

     
   

 
 

           
  

      
 

 
   

 
   

    
      

  
    

  
 

 
  

 
     

 
       

    
    
  

  
               

    
 

       
 

               
                  

 

During interviews, inspectors said they have used the request change forms in the District’s 
database system to request changes to the title V permits. Interviewees expressed concern 
about the length of time it takes for changes identified to be made and about the Engineering 
Division’s lack of action on some requests. Compliance staff noted that some permits were not 
updated in a timely manner to make the permit conditions enforceable. In some cases, this 
resulted in NOVs being issued that compliance staff believe would have been unnecessary if the 
permit had included monitoring and recordkeeping that facilitated compliance with the 
requirements in the permit. 

While the Permit Change Request process appears to be a good mechanism for inspectors to 
request correction of obvious errors, or minor administrative changes, compliance staff may 
have stopped using the process based on historical lack of response from the Engineering 
Division. 

Recommendation: Engineering and Compliance Divisions should agree on a realistic Permit 
Change Request process, including the types of changes that should be made and the 
appropriate timeframe for doing so, so that both Divisions can work together to ensure 
enforceable permits. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that there is a formal process in place for 
Compliance to request changes to permit conditions and agrees that a realistic expectation 
with appropriate timeframe be established. Please note that the SDAPCD had already begun 
work on addressing this issue. One point to consider is that in order to change permit 
conditions, the SDAPCD has to follow the formal process which makes it clear that some 
condition changes to Title V permits would require an EPA comment period and, in some cases, 
public notice and public review. This means that the Title V permits can’t just be simply revised 
without going through Title V permits revision requirements. For this reason, some of the 
requested condition changes in the past have been scheduled to be included with the next 
permit modification or renewal to avoid multiple permit revisions and EPA or public noticing 
and reviews. 

7. Resources and Internal Management 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate how the permitting authority is administering its title V 
program. With respect to title V administration, the EPA’s program evaluation: (1) focused on the 
permitting authority’s progress toward issuing all initial title V permits and the permitting authority’s 
goals for issuing timely title V permit modifications and renewals; (2) identified organizational issues 
and problems; (3) examined the permitting authority’s fee structure, how fees are tracked, and how 
fee revenue is used; and (4) looked at the permitting authority’s capability of having sufficient staff and 
resources to implement its title V program. 

An important part of each permitting authority’s title V program is to ensure that the permit program 
has the resources necessary to develop and administer the program effectively. A key requirement of 
the Part 70 program is that the permitting authority establish an adequate fee program to ensure that 
(1) title V fees are adequate to cover title V permit program costs, and (2) are used solely to cover the 
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Mohsen Nazemi
The SDAPCD does not believe that permit condition change requests have stopped being made.

Mohsen Nazemi
Was it meant to identify organizational effectiveness?



    

 

 

   
   

 
               

 
 

  
   

  
  

      
               

    
   

 
           

  
 

   
     

      
      

    
  

 
                

  
 

              
    

    
   

 
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     
     

permit program costs. Regulations concerning the fee program and the appropriate criteria for 
determining the adequacy of such programs are set forth in 40 CFR 70.9. 

7.1 Finding: The SDAPCD staff report that they receive effective legal support from the District 
Counsel’s office. 

Discussion: In our 2008 Evaluation,61 we stated that the SDAPCD staff receive expert, 
knowledgeable, and experienced legal support. Since then, the District Counsel in place during 
our 2008 Evaluation retired and another District Counsel was hired with equally effective 
results. However, as a result of the recent change in leadership, the District, at the time of our 
site visit, was in the process of hiring a new District Counsel. The District’s legal support is 
currently in transition but given the record of effective legal support for the title V program and 
District management’s understanding of the importance of this function, the EPA expects that 
District staff will continue to receive effective legal support for the District’s title V program. 

Recommendation: The SDAPCD should continue to ensure that it receives effective legal 
support for the Part 70 program. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD staff receives effective 
support from the SDAPCD’s Counsel. The SDAPCD has a new District Counsel, Veera Tyagi, who 
has extensive experience in air quality programs. Prior to joining SDAPCD, Ms. Tyagi worked as 
a Principal Deputy District Counsel at South Coast Air Quality Management District. We are 
very happy and excited to have Veera working as our Counsel and she can provide expert legal 
support on all Title V and other air quality matters. 

7.2 Finding: The District tracks title V program expenses and revenue and those funds are spent 
solely to support the title V program. 

Discussion: The Part 70 regulations require that permit programs ensure that the collected title 
V fees are adequate to cover title V permit program costs and are used solely to cover the 
permit program’s costs.62 In our 2008 Evaluation, the EPA did not closely review title V fee 
accounting as the District’s program at the time was not experiencing any staff shortages, nor 
delays in its permit processing times. In this more recent effort, the SDAPCD provided 
accounting data for the prior 3 years. As noted elsewhere in this report, prior to the title V 

61 2008 Evaluation, Finding 7.2. 
62 See 40 CFR 70.9(a). 
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program, the SDAPCD was already implementing its own permitting program. When the Part 70 
requirements took effect, the SDAPCD treated the Part 70 requirements as an overlay to the 
existing SDAPCD permitting program. As a result of this approach, the SDAPCD treated the 
revenue and expenses associated with the Part 70 program as supplemental to the revenue and 
expenses associated with the existing local permitting program. Thus, the combination of their 
base permitting program and the additional Part 70 requirements that apply to title V sources 
result in the full program as implemented by the SDAPCD. Using an approach based on full cost 
recovery, the SDAPCD ensures that it collects fees for its base permitting program and the 
supplemental title V costs (including overhead, compliance costs, etc.) that match the expenses 
used for implementing the supplemental title V program requirements. See Appendix F for 
details regarding their accounting approach. 

As discussed in Findings 5.1 and 7.6, the District has a title V permitting backlog and is 
experiencing difficulty retaining permitting and compliance staff. Further, Finding 2.4 discusses 
that the District may be processing all changes at title V sources as 502(b)(10) changes instead 
of expending resources to process changes according to the correct permit revision type. While 
the District’s accounting approach is consistent with the Part 70 program requirements, it is not 
clear whether those fees will be sufficient going forward to fully administer the program. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD for their approach to accounting for both 
revenue and expenses for the implementation of the title V program. During the evaluation, the 
EPA provided the SDAPCD with the most recent EPA policy on title V funding (see appendix E). 
We recommend the SDAPCD review the policy to assure their fee program continues to be 
consistent with EPA title V fee policy and that fees will be sufficient going forward. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD tracks Title V revenues 
and expenses and spends such funds solely to support the Title V program. Also the SDAPCD 
appreciates EPA’s additional Tile V funding information and guidance provided to us. 

7.3 Finding: The District permitting and compliance management communicate well and meet 
routinely to discuss programmatic issues. However, the results of these discussions are not 
clearly and consistently communicated to compliance staff and has resulted in uncertainty 
regarding outcomes of issue resolution among compliance staff. 

Discussion: In our 2008 Evaluation, we found that permitting decisions were not always clearly 
communicated among the SDAPCD’s engineering and compliance staff.63 During this evaluation, 
we found the lack of communication and coordination at the staff level persists. The SDAPCD’s 
compliance and engineering management continue to hold routine meetings to discuss 
permitting and compliance issues; however, such meetings are not held regularly at the staff 
level. Although the District’s permitting staff indicated that draft permits for unique sources are 
sent to Compliance for review, the District’s compliance staff indicated that draft permits are 
rarely sent to the Compliance Division for review prior to the public comment period.64 

63 See 2008 Evaluation, Finding 7.1. 
64 See Finding 6.6 of this report for more discussion on compliance permit feedback process. 
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The SDAPCD disagrees with this statement.  Please see SDACPD’s response to Finding 2.4.



    

 

 

              
  

             
   

  
 

   
   

          
   

 
 

    
  

 
            

 
     

  
          

               
   

     
    

     
    

 
 

         
              

    
  

 
 

  
     

   
 
 

 

   
  

               
  

 

Permitting staff, as a practical matter, should be accessible to the compliance staff for 
consultation on practical enforceability, applicability determinations, and compliance 
determinations. Having a systematic process, especially in cases that involve more than one 

group within the District, would reduce the time necessary to resolve complex issues and 
minimize potential delays in permit issuance or in appropriate enforcement action. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD’s effort to maintain good communication 
between permitting and compliance management. However, we encourage the SDAPCD to 
promote increased communication and cooperation between permitting and compliance staff, 
and to explore ways to improve permitting decisions among SDAPCD’s engineering and 
compliance staff. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comment and recommendation and will continue to 
identify opportunities to promote effective communications. 

7.4 Finding: The District lacks a training plan for its permitting and compliance staff. 

Discussion: As noted elsewhere in this report, the District’s title V permitting program is 
experiencing staff retention challenges. In addition, we identified several substantive issues 
related to permit preparation and content indicating a need for further title V training in order 
to prepare more effective permits (See Section 2). In interviews, staff identified title V training, 
primarily focusing on permit writing and inspections, as something that would improve the 
District’s title V program. District staff specifically suggested training on federal regulations 
(NESHAPs and NSPS), would improve staff’s familiarity with regulatory requirements and help 
permit writers identify how best to incorporate these requirements into title V permits. The 
EPA has separately identified training needs related to CAM and other critical program 
elements and policies. 

For Compliance, it appears that the amount and content of trainings for inspectors varies from 
supervisor to supervisor, and that the Compliance Division has no formal training plan, training 
material, or standardized procedure. Training is heavily focused on shadowing experienced 
inspectors in the field. Staff and managers acknowledged that they would likely benefit from 
standardized training. 

Recommendation: The District should identify core training needs and develop a curriculum 
that title V program staff, both permitting and compliance, should complete to enhance title V 
program understanding and improve permit writing and compliance determinations.65 

65 In other title V program evaluations, the EPA has found good examples of the type of training and curriculum that the District 
may find most useful. For example, see Finding 7.4 on pages 33 and 34 of the EPA’s “Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
title V Operating Permit Program Evaluation Final Report September 29, 2009”, which is available on the EPA’s website at 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-07/documents/bayarea-final-report9-29-09.pdf . 
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This is not a specific challenge to Title V permitting program.

Mohsen Nazemi
Please see responses to Section 2.



Regulatory updates sent by EPA Region 9 can also be shared with staff as it contains relevant 
updates to NSPS and NESHAP requirements and can be used as reference material for finding 
relevant information on the EPA’s website.66 Additionally, the District should encourage staff to 
network with staff from other agencies by allowing them to participate in other learning 
opportunities such as conferences, workshops and online trainings/webinars. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recommendations and looks forward to partnering 
with EPA to identify additional training opportunities. 

7.5 Finding: Permitting staff demonstrated a general lack of knowledge on environmental justice 
(EJ) and would like the EPA to provide training on this issue. 

Discussion: As noted in the 2008 Evaluation, the District’s permitting staff is generally not 
familiar with EJ issues and how these issues may arise in a permitting context.67 As a result, 
there is uncertainty about tools that may help them address EJ issues and inform the public 
more effectively of permitting actions. In the EPA’s prior evaluation, the EPA committed to 
providing EJ training but was unable to do so given resource constraints at the time. However, 

Page 50 of 55 

in January 2022, the EPA held a two-day training for Region 9 permit writers on EPA’s EJScreen 
tool and provided case studies from across Region 9 for implementing EJ in permitting. 

One of the tools available to help anticipate where EJ issues may arise with permitting actions is 
the EPA’s EJScreen tool. This tool can be used to prepare maps that highlight specific 
demographic data for use in focusing outreach, for example. The EPA suggests that the District 
examine the maps provided in the appendices to this report (including the linguistic isolation 
map – see Appendix D) to familiarize staff with the EJScreen tool and its capabilities in 
identifying communities where additional outreach on permitting actions may be warranted.68 

Recommendation: We recommend the District permitting and compliance staff coordinate 
with the District’s new OEJ to assist with EJ considerations in permitting. The EPA will continue 
to share new information related to EJ in permitting as it becomes available. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recommendation and believes that EJ is a top 
priority and EJ considerations must be integrated into all programs. 

66 For example, recent updates provide a link to the federal government’s new “eCFR” website that can be used to compare 
versions of federal regulations to see what has recently changed. This feature can be helpful when working on a title V 
renewal action. 
67 See, e.g, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-07/documents/ej-permitting-faqs-4.29.pdf 
68 For an overview of the EJScreen tool, please see https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen . For learning resources on EJScreen, 
please see https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/learn-use-ejscreen . CalEnviroScreen, a similar tool available in California, would 
provide similar information. 

    

 

 

 
    

         
    

  
 

   
  

 
             

   
 

    
     

   
   

          
                 

    
 

                
      

    
   

      
     

 
   

                
    

 
    

  
 
 
 
 

 

                    
 

 
    
   

           
 



7.6 Finding: The SDAPCD is having difficulty retaining permitting and compliance staff. 

Discussion: During interviews staff noted that the District compliance and permitting staff are 
compensated in accordance with the San Diego County compensation structure as opposed to 
the District having its own compensation structure tailored to the unique knowledge, skills and 
abilities of the District’s air quality professionals.69 It is unclear to EPA whether or not the 
District has the ability to set its own compensation structure separate from the County’s 
compensation structure. Interviewees noted that though recent open positions have been 
advertised as open to those with no experience as well as to those candidates who may have 
more experience, the District has typically hired less experienced candidates for whom 
permitting and compliance positions may be more challenging and will require a 
comprehensive training program in order for less experienced staff to reach a level of 
competence necessary to confidently prepare for participation in the title V program (both 
permit preparation and permit compliance determinations). The results of our interviews 
suggest that the District should focus on succession planning to better prepare for the event 
that staff leave the District. Finally, staff noted that because the career ladder seems limited in 
terms of advancement opportunity, some employees leave for other County departments 
where career ladders provide more advancement opportunity and therefore higher 
compensation. 

Impacts of high staff turnover rate include: (1) a workload situation in which certain key title V 
program tasks are or may not be completed in the timeframe required by District rules and the 
Part 70 program and (2) a lack of institutional knowledge at the staff level within the District’s 
permitting and compliance programs. 
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69 The District has a performance and recognition program that typically provides a $100 to $150 monetary award and 
certificate for high performers. 

    

 

 

            
 

   
  

              
     

    
  

     
   

 
   

      
   

   
          

           
 

 
 

   
                 

    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                  

 
 

 



    

 

 

 
     

     
    

  
    

            
    
     

  
       

    
     

            
 

 
 

       
   

   
    

  
   

  
   

  
 

  
   

    
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                     
 

Recommendation: Staff turnover can erode an agency’s institutional knowledge, which can 
create delays in the issuance of title V permits and lead to inconsistent permitting 
determinations.70 Based upon discussions with the District’s permitting and compliance staff, 
the EPA believes that a compensation analysis is needed and may lead to a system in which 
staff can demonstrate growth through their careers in a way that is comparable to what other 
County departments offer, reduce the frequency of staff turnover, and lead to additional 
opportunities for qualified candidates for senior positions within the permitting and compliance 
groups. The District should also consider conducting a workload assessment to determine the 
number of additional staff persons needed to implement its title V program taking into 
consideration the new ozone area classification and the expected additional title V work that 
will result. As noted in the discussion above, in the event that the District has the ability to 
independently set a compensation structure that can be better tailored to the unique 
knowledge, skills and abilities of the District’s air quality professionals, the District may want to 
take the opportunity to do so to address this finding. In the alternative, the District should work 
with the County administration to act on the results of the analyses identified in this 
recommendation. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s comments and recommendations. A compensation 
analysis was recently conducted for the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) (Titled Base 
Salary Compensation Study, by Koff & Associates, dated September 29, 2021, independently from 
SEIU and the County of San Diego, San Diego Final Comp Report 09 29 21.pdf - Google Drive ). This 
analysis, conducted for all represented SDAPCD employees, considered several other local air 
pollution control districts, such as San Luis Obispo County APCD, Bay Area AQMD, Imperial County 
APCD, Sacramento Metro AQMD and South Coast AQMD.  Also the County Contract for SEIU 
compensation package was approved by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors in June 2022 
(County Contract (seiu221.org)). 

The SDAPCD, like other entities, experienced a high turnover after the COVID-19 pandemic, 
increasing the number of vacancies. The SDAPCD is committed to continuing to monitor the 
workload and explore opportunities to provide adequate resources and fill vacancies with the best 
candidates to address any potential retention issues. 

70 In the EPA’s 2008 Evaluation, we noted that the District had considerable experience in its title V program (see findings 
2.2 and 7.3 of our 2008 Evaluation). 
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8. Records Management 

This section examines the system the SDAPCD has in place for storing, maintaining, and managing title 
V permit files. The CAA provides that certain documents created pursuant to the title V permitting 
program, including the permit application, be made available to the public but also allows some 
protections for confidential information.71 The SDAPCD has a responsibility to the public in ensuring 
that title V public records are complete and accessible. 

In addition, the SDAPCD must keep title V records for the purposes of having the information available 
upon the EPA’s request. 40 CFR 70.4(j)(1) states that any information obtained or used in the 
administration of a State program shall be available to the EPA upon request without restriction and in 
a form specified by the Administrator. 

The minimum Part 70 record retention period for permit applications, proposed permits, and final 
permits is five years in accordance with 40 CFR 70.8(a)(1) and (a)(3). However, in practical application, 
permitting authorities have often found that discarding title V files after five years is problematic in the 
long term. 

8.1 Finding: The SDAPCD has successfully converted all permitting hard copy files to electronic files 
and stores historical physical title V permit files in a central records center. 

Discussion: According to the SDAPCD, they have digitized all their files and any physical files are 
archived in a separate records center. During our site visit, most interviewees stated that they 
do not normally use any hard copies, and if they do, it is due to personal preference. This 
conversion helped greatly during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD on its conversion to all electronic files. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD has successfully converted 
all permitting documents into electronic files. 

8.2 Finding: The SDAPCD has improved its written file retention policy. However, most staff are not 
aware of the District’s record retention schedules. 

71 This protection, however, is not absolute as the types of information that may be treated as confidential, and therefore 
withheld from the public, is limited. Specifically, “[t]he contents of a permit shall not be entitled to [confidential] protection 
under section 7414(c) of this title.” CAA section 503(e), referring to section 114(c) of the CAA which provides protection of 
certain confidential trade secret information – but not emissions data – from disclosure. In addition to the title V program 
requirements, confidentiality is also addressed in the EPA’s regulations governing the disclosure of records under the 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). Pursuant to those requirements, information which is considered emissions data, 
standards or limitations are also not entitled to confidential treatment. See In the Matter of ExxonMobil Corporation, 
Baytown Refinery, Order on Petition No. VI-2016-14 (April 2, 2018) (Baytown Order) 
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Discussion: Similar to our 2008 Evaluation, the SDAPCD has a written file retention policy for 
retaining, managing, and disposing of official records; however, most staff are not aware of the 
District’s record retention schedules.72 Previously, for permit-related records, the District’s 
records retention schedule required that permit files, including title V permit files, be retained 
for a total of nine years—two years after completion of a project at the District’s office (onsite) 
and seven years off-site. The schedule did not specifically address the retention time for title V-
related compliance records, which include compliance certifications, deviation reports and 
semiannual monitoring reports. While the District’s record retention schedule contained a 
general section on compliance and enforcement documents, the schedule only required that 
the District retain these documents for up to three years. With the current file retention 
policy,73 title V documents are maintained while a permit is still active and then an additional 
five years after the permit is terminated. The title V compliance files are also now explicitly 
listed with a retention time frame of five years. 

Recommendation: The EPA commends the SDAPCD on having a written file retention policy 
that complies with the federal regulation. We recommend that the District provide training to 
staff on its records management policies. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD has a written file or 
records retention policy and agrees to provide further training in this area. 

8.3 Finding: The SDAPCD uses an electronic database to track title V permits and continues to make 
database improvements. 

Since our 2008 Evaluation, the SDAPCD has replaced its previous permitting database, VAX, to a 
web-based Business Case Management System (BCMS). Generally, most District staff believe it 
is an improvement from VAX and that it is good at both storing electronic communications and 
tracking information. For example, final permitting documents, public comments, and email 
exchanges relating to the permit are captured in the database. The BCMS can track compliance 
reports and violations, generate site history and productivity reports for inspectors, and create 
a priority list of inspections each quarter. The system also currently stores annual/semi-annual 
reports, generates site history report, and generates priority list of inspection on quarterly 
basis. The system can also generate a report of pending applications and track application 
deadlines. 

72 2008 Evaluation, Finding 9.2. 
73 Appendix G – Record Retention Schedule. 
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The BCMS was not originally designed for the title V program. For instance, BCMS can generate 
a report of all title V applications but cannot distinguish between different types of title V 
applications. Further, the BCMS does not currently track synthetic minor74 and title V sources 
explicitly. When the EPA requested data on the processing times for the District’s title V 
permits, the SDAPCD had to work with the developers for about three weeks to get that query 
created. However, after the query was created, the turnaround time for similar processing time 
requests was significantly shortened. The District continues to work with developers to upgrade 
the permit and compliance report generation capabilities. 

As mentioned in Finding 2.3, the BCMS stores permit conditions used in permits to help with 
consistency from permit to permit. However, if modifications are made to a condition stored in 
the database, a new template condition is generated in the database and sometimes it is 
difficult to track which template condition to use. When the template permit condition is 
updated, it also does not universally update all the permit conditions where the template was 
used, the District has to manually update each permit that contains that template condition. 

Generally, District staff suggested that even though the BCMS is workable, it is generally slow, 
not very effective, and information can be difficult to retrieve sometimes. The BCMS has limited 
workflow tracking capabilities and ability to track fees and calculations. There’s currently no 
streamlined process that moves a permit application through different stages of review within 
the system. 
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Recommendation: The EPA encourages the SDAPCD to continue to improve BCMS or explore 
other database options to help manage and track its permitting and compliance tasks. 

Response: The SDAPCD appreciates EPA’s recognition that the SDAPCD uses an electronic data 
base to track Title V permits and the SDAPCD is actively working on BCMS enhancements. 

74 See Finding 5.4 of this report. Actual emissions of individual equipment are recorded as the PTE, and facility-wide PTE is 
not tracked 

    

 

 

 
    

   
    

     
    

           
             

  
 

     
              

   
   

              
      

 
    

              
   

   
 

 
             

    
 

      
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

                     

Mohsen Nazemi
Please note that the query did not take 3 weeks to run, but due to other priorities they could not get to run the query sooner.
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Appendix K. Titled Base Salary Compensation Study 
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September 29, 2021 

County of San Diego 
Attention: Human Resources 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Koff & Associates is pleased to present the Total Compensation Study Final Report to the County 
of San Diego. This report documents the market compensation survey methodology, findings, 
and recommendations for implementation. 

We would like to thank the County and SEIU for the regular meetings, interest, assistance, and 
cooperation without which this study could not have been brought to its successful completion. 

We will be glad to answer any questions or clarify any points as you are implementing the findings 
and recommendations. It was a pleasure working with the County and we look forward to future 
opportunities to provide you with professional assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Katie Kaneko 
Managing Director 

2835 Seventh Street, Berkeley, California 94710 | 510.658.5633 | www.KoffAssociates.com 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

Between May-August 2021, Koff & Associates (“K&A”) conducted a Base Salary compensation 
study for the County of San Diego (“County”). All survey findings as requested are presented in 

this report. 

The goal of the compensation study is to assist the County in developing a competitive pay plan, 

which is based upon market data, and to ensure that the plan is fiscally responsible and meets 

the needs of the County with regards to recruitment and retention of qualified staff. 

Summary of Findings 

This report summarizes the study methodology, analytical tools, and the base salary survey 

findings. The results of the compensation study showed: 

➢ 467 classes were submitted to be studied; 459 SEIU classifications were surveyed since 8 

classifications submitted were found to be terminated by the County and had no salary 

associated. 

➢ The County’s base salaries, overall, in comparison to the adjusted median are 7.3% below 

the market. 

➢ 323 classifications are below the median by an overall average of 13.1%. 

➢ 136 classifications meet or exceed the median. 

➢ 11 classifications had no comparator data. For these classifications and the 90 

classifications that had insufficient data with fewer than four matches, we made internal 

alignment recommendations based on the market data framework. 

➢ An additional breakdown of those below the market median reveals: 

• 77 classifications are between 0% to 5% below the median 

• 71 classifications are between 5% to 10% below the median 

• 104 classifications are between 10% to 20% below the median 

• 71 classifications are below market by more than 20% of the median 

➢ K&A considers a classification falling within 5% of the median to be competitive. 

STUDY PROCESS 

Classifications Surveyed 

The County worked with SEIU to determine the study elements related to survey classifications, 

comparator agencies, and data to be collected. The study initially included all 467 SEIU 

classifications. They fall into the following Bargaining Units: 

➢ Appraisal, EDP, Fiscal, and Purchasing = AE 

1 
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➢ Clerical = CL 

➢ Food Services = FS 

➢ Health Services = HS 

➢ Mid Management = MM 

➢ Professional = PR 

➢ Public Services = PS 

➢ Registered Nurses = RN 

➢ Social Services Supervisors = SS 

➢ Social Workers = SW 

Subsequently it was found that 8 of the classes were terminated by the County and had no 

salaries associated with them. Consequently, data was collected on 459 classifications. 

The classifications surveyed are listed alphabetically in Appendix I as part of the Market Results 

Summary. 

Comparator Agencies 

Another important step in conducting a market salary study is the determination of appropriate 

agencies for comparison. The County had provided a predetermined comparator group of 13 

counties listed at Table 5. Additionally, Air Quality/Air Pollution Control Districts/Agencies (5 

agencies) listed at Table 6 and Housing Agencies (4 agencies) at listed at Table 7 were identified 

as additional comparators for select Air Quality or Housing benchmarks also listed below. 

Table 1. Comparator Agencies 

13 Comparator Agencies 

1. County of Alameda 

2. County of Contra Costa 

3. County of Fresno 

4. County of Kern 

5. County of Los Angeles 

6. County of Orange 

7. County of Riverside 

8. County of Sacramento 

9. County of San Bernardino 

10. City & County of San Francisco 

11. County of San Mateo 

2 
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13 Comparator Agencies 

12. County of Santa Clara 

13. County of Ventura 

Table 2. Additional Comparator Agencies – Air Quality/Air Pollution 

5 Air Quality/Air Pollution Agencies 

1. Air Pollution Control District San Luis Obispo County 

2. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

3. Imperial County 

4. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

5. South Coast Air Quality Management District 

These air quality/air pollution agencies were used as additional comparators for the following 

classifications: 

➢ Air Pollution Control Aide 

➢ Air Pollution Control Civil Actions Investigator 

➢ Air Pollution Control Small Business Assistant Program Specialist 

➢ Air Pollution Test Technician (T) 

➢ Air Quality Inspector I 

➢ Air Quality Inspector II 

➢ Air Quality Specialist 

➢ Assistant Air Pollution Chemist 

➢ Assistant Air Resources Specialist 

➢ Assistant APC Engineer 

➢ Assistant Meteorologist 

➢ Associate Air Pollution Chemist 

➢ Associate Air Pollution Control Engineer 

➢ Associate Air Resources Specialist 

➢ Associate Meteorologist 

➢ Electronic Instrument Technician I 

➢ Electronic Instrument Technician II 

➢ Junior Air Pollution Chemist 

➢ Junior Air Pollution Control Engineer 

➢ Senior Air Pollution Chemist 

➢ Senior Air Pollution Control Engineer 

➢ Senior Meteorologist 

➢ Supervising Air Quality Inspector 

3 
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➢ Supervising Air Resources Specialist 

➢ Supervising Electronic Instrument Technician 

Table 3. Additional Comparator Agencies – Housing 

9 Housing Authority Agencies 

1. Housing Authority of the County of Contra Costa 

2. Fresno Housing Authority 

3. Housing Authority of the County of Kern 

4. LA County Development Authority 

5. Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency 

6. Housing Authority of the County of San Bernardino 

7. San Francisco Housing Authority 

8. Housing Authority Santa Clara County 

9. Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura 

These housing agencies were used as additional comparators for the following classifications: 

➢ Housing Aide 

➢ Housing Program Analyst I 

➢ Housing Program Analyst II 

➢ Housing Program Analyst III 

➢ Housing Program Analyst IV 

➢ Housing Specialist I 

➢ Housing Specialist II 

➢ Housing Specialist III 

Salary Data 

The minimum and top step of the salary range was collected for each benchmark classification. 

All figures are represented on an annual basis. 

Cost of Labor Differential 

Use of a broader geographic survey group, as was done in this study, generally raises questions 

on the impact of regional differences in wages. Cost of Labor measures regional differences in 

wage trends and is an effective measure in drawing a comparison between salaries. To 

accomplish this, we used databases from the Economic Research Institute (ERI), a nationally 

recognized provider of data with respect to differences in the costs of living and cost of labor in 

counties with a population of over 10,000. The Cost of Labor percentages reflect regional 

4 
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differences in wages and are relevant to making compensation decisions because the focus is on 

what other employers are paying within the region rather than the differences in the cost of 

consumer goods. Cost of Living focuses on the difference in the cost of consumer goods including 

housing and therefore can fluctuate more dramatically between locations. Information 

regarding ERI’s methodology can be found in Appendix III. 

Cost of Labor differentials were applied to the top step salary of each of the comparator agencies 

to ensure that wages reflect the regional pay levels of San Diego County. For example, counties 

located in the San Francisco Bay Area experience the highest Cost of Labor and accordingly, in 

order to reflect the Cost of Labor for the San Diego region, the top step salary of a match in 

Alameda County would have to be adjusted downward by 11.4% to represent the regional pay of 

San Diego. Alternatively, there were some comparators that had a lower Cost of Labor than San 

Diego County such as Kern County. The salaries of Kern County matches would have to be 

adjusted upward by 1.2% to reflect the regional pay levels of San Diego County. 

K&A lists the Cost of Labor differentials to be utilized by the County to provide more accurate 

wage comparisons. The cost of labor percentages are as follows: 

Table 4. Cost of Labor Differentials 

Agency 
Location of County 
Seat/Main Office 

Salary 
Differentials 

to Apply 

City and County of San Francisco San Francisco, CA -17.4% 

County of Alameda Oakland, CA -11.4% 

County of Contra Costa Martinez, CA -11.1% 

County of Fresno Fresno, CA 4.7% 

County of Kern Bakersfield, CA 1.2% 

County of Los Angeles Los Angeles, CA -3.8% 

County of Orange Santa Ana, CA -2.0% 

County of Riverside Riverside, CA 1.9% 

County of Sacramento Sacramento, CA 0.1% 

County of San Bernardino San Bernardino, CA 1.9% 

County of San Mateo Redwood City, CA -17.5% 

County of Santa Clara San Jose, CA -16.8% 

County of Ventura Ventura, CA -0.7% 

Air Quality Agencies 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District San Francisco, CA -17.4% 

Imperial County Air Pollution Control District El Centro, CA 5.6% 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Sacramento, CA 0.1% 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District San Luis Obispo, CA 2.9% 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Diamond Bar, CA -2.8% 

5 
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Agency 
Location of County 
Seat/Main Office 

Salary 
Differentials 

to Apply 

Housing Authorities 

Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura Newbury Park, CA -1.1% 

Fresno Housing Authority Fresno, CA 4.7% 

Housing Authority Contra Costa County Martinez, CA -11.1% 

Housing Authority County of Kern Bakersfield, CA 1.2% 

Housing Authority County of San Bernardino San Bernardino, CA 1.9% 

Housing Authority County of Santa Clara San Jose, CA -16.8% 

Los Angeles County Development Authority Alhambra, CA -2.7% 

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency Sacramento, CA 0.1% 

San Francisco Housing Authority San Francisco, CA -17.4% 

Data Collection 

Data was collected during the months of May through August 2021, through comparator agency 

websites, conversations with human resources, accounting, and/or finance personnel, and 

careful review of agency documentation such as classification descriptions, memoranda of 

understanding, organization charts, and other documents. Regular check in meetings occurred 

with the County’s Human Resources team and SEIU representation. 

Matching Methodology 

K&A believes that the data collection step is the most critical for maintaining the overall 

credibility of any study and relied on the County’s classification descriptions as the foundation 
for comparison. 

When K&A researches and collects data from the comparator agencies to identify possible 

matches for each of the benchmark classifications, there is an assumption that comparable 

matches may not be made that are 100% equivalent to the classifications at the County. 

Therefore, K&A does not match based upon job titles, which can often be misleading, but rather 

analyze class descriptions before a comparable match is determined. 

K&A’s methodology is to analyze each class description and the whole position by evaluating 
factors such as: 

➢ Definition and typical job functions; 
➢ Distinguishing characteristics; 
➢ Level within a class series (i.e., entry, experienced, journey, specialist, lead, etc.); 
➢ Reporting relationship structure (for example, manages through lower-level staff); 
➢ Education and experience requirements; 
➢ Knowledge, abilities, and skills required to perform the work; 
➢ The scope and complexity of the work; 

6 
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➢ Independence of action/responsibility; 
➢ The authority delegated to make decisions and take action; 
➢ The responsibility for the work of others, program administration, and for budget dollars; 
➢ Problem solving/ingenuity; 
➢ Contacts with others (both inside and outside of the organization); 
➢ Consequences of action and decisions; and 
➢ Working conditions. 

In order for a match to be included, K&A requires that a classification’s “likeness” be at 
approximately 70% of the matched classification. 

When an appropriate match is not identified for one classification, K&A often uses “hybrids” 
which can be functional or represent a span in scope of responsibility. A functional hybrid means 

that the job of one classification at the County is performed by two or more classifications at a 

comparator agency. A “hybrid” representing a span in scope means that the comparator agency 

has one class that is “bigger” in scope and responsibility and one class that is “smaller,” where 
the County’s class falls in the middle. 

If an appropriate match could not be found, then no match was reported as a non-comparable 

(N/C). 

Data Spreadsheets 

For each benchmark classification, there is one information page with the Minimum and the Top 

Annual Base Salary Data. 

The medians (midpoint) of the comparator agencies are reported on the Top Annual salary data 

spreadsheets. The % above or below that the County is compared to the median is also reported. 

The median is the midpoint of all data with 50% of data points below and 50% of data points 

above. 

K&A typically requires that there be a minimum of four (4) comparator agencies with matching 

classifications to the benchmark classification. The reason for requiring a minimum of four 

matches is so that no one classification has undue influence on the calculations. However, the 

County requested that the median be calculated on all classifications regardless of meeting the 

four match minimum. We have flagged those benchmarks with fewer than four matches as 

having insufficient data. Sufficient data was collected from the comparator agencies for 352 of 

the originally designated 467 benchmark classifications. 

INTERNAL SALARY RELATIONSHIPS 

For some classifications we were unable to find any comparable matches with the survey 

agencies. For those classifications, with insufficient data, building from the salary levels 

established for identified benchmark classes, internal salary relationships were developed and 

consistently applied in order to develop specific salary recommendations for all classifications. 

7 
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While analyzing internal relationships, the same factors analyzed when comparing the County’s 
classifications to the labor market are used when making internal salary alignment 

recommendations. 

In addition, the following are standard human resources practices that are commonly applied 

when making salary recommendations based upon internal relationships: 

➢ A salary within 5% of the market average or median is considered to be competitive in 

the labor market for salary survey purposes because of the differences in compensation 

policy and actual scope of the position and its requirements. However, the County can 

adopt a different standard. 

➢ Certain internal percentages are often applied. Those that are the most common are: 

• The differential between a trainee and experienced (or journey) class in a series 

(I/II or Trainee/Experienced) is generally 10% to 15%. 

• A lead or advanced journey-level (III or Senior-level) class is generally placed 10% 

to 15% above the journey-level. 

• A full supervisory class is normally placed at least 10% to 25% above the highest 

level supervised, depending upon the breadth and scope of supervision. 

➢ When a market or internal equity adjustment is granted to one class in a series, the other 

classes in the series are also adjusted accordingly to maintain internal equity. 

Internal equity between certain levels of classifications is a fundamental factor to be considered 

when making salary decisions. When conducting a market compensation survey, results can 

often show that certain classifications that are aligned with each other are not the same in the 

outside labor market. However, as an organization, careful consideration should be given to 

these alignments because they represent internal value of classifications within job families, as 

well as across the organization. 

For the classifications that had insufficient data, zero matches or fewer than four matches, 

internal alignments with other classifications will need to be considered, either within the same 

class series or with those classifications that have similar scope of work, level of responsibility, 

and “worth” to the County. Where it is difficult to ascertain internal relationships due to unique 

qualifications and responsibilities, reliance can be placed on past internal relationships. It is 

important for County management to carefully review these internal relationships and determine 

if they are still appropriate given the current market data. 

It is also important to analyze market data and internal relationships within class series as well 

as across the organization, and make adjustments to salary range placements, as necessary, 

based on the needs of the organization. 

The County may want to make internal equity adjustments or alignments, as it implements the 

compensation strategy. This market survey is only a tool to be used by the County to determine 

market indexing and salary determination. 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Classifications Below the Market Median 
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MARKET COMPENSATION FINDINGS 

Appendix I represents a summary of the market top annual (base) salary. For each benchmark 

classification, the number of matches (agencies with a comparable position) and percent above 

or below the top annual salary market median is listed. The Appendix is sorted alphabetically. 

Base Salary 

Base salary market results show that 361 classifications are paid below the market median, and 

98 classifications are paid above the market median. 

Above 
# of Classifications Median <5% 5-10% 10-20% >20% Total 

Below the Market Median 136 77 71 104 71 459 

Figure 1: Distribution of Classifications Above and Below Market Median 
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Generally, a classification falling within 5% of the median is considered to be competitive in the 

labor market for salary survey purposes because of the differences in compensation policy, actual 

scope of work, and position requirements. However, the County can adopt a different standard. 

Cost 

The total cost to bring all incumbents to the annual median salary for the 13 counties is 

$50,361,190. The total cost to bring all budgeted positions to the annual median salary is 

$54,826,506. (Approximately 11,185 positions). This amount includes internal alignment 

recommendations for those classification with no market data or fewer than four matches. 

Additional Information 

The following tables display the classifications 0% to 5% below, 5% to 10% below, 10% to 20% 

below, and greater than 20% below the median, respectfully: 

Table 5. Classifications 0% to 5% Below the Market Median 

77 Classifications 
0% to 5% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Account Clerk Specialist CL 63 $90,399 

Admissions Clerk CL 12 $10,152 

Air Quality Specialist PR 5 $1,683 

Alcohol & Drug Program Specialist PR 10 $18,140 

Animal Care Attendant PS 11 $6,704 

Appraiser II AE 48 $42,358 

Assistant Health Physicist* PR 0 $0 

Assistant Procurement Specialist AE 4 $9,241 

Associate Accountant AE 59 $9,331 

Associate Air Pollution Control Engineer PR 6 $14,506 

Associate Meteorologist* PR 3 $5,261 

Broadcast Engineer PS 1 $3,262 

Cadastral Technician AE 7 $17,139 

Community Health Program Specialist PR 26 $84,974 

Community Health Promotion Specialist I PR 6 $10,453 

Emergency Services Coordinator MM 3 $11,701 

Engineering Technician I PS 2 $1,338 

Engineering Technician III PS 16 $14,552 

Environmental Health Specialist Trainee PR 14 $24,680 

Estate Assistant* PS 3 $5,280 

Estate Property Manager MM 1 $3,336 

Fleet Standards Technician* AE 4 $8,407 

10 
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77 Classifications 
0% to 5% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Fleet Support Specialist* PR 1 $1,467 

Graphic Artist PS 2 $1,107 

Human Services Specialist SW 1656 $1,232,020 

Industrial Hygienist I* PR 1 $644 

Industrial Hygienist II PR 3 $2,332 

Jr Land Use/Environmental Planner PR 7 $18,469 

Land Surveyor PR 5 $7,327 

Land Use Aide* PS 5 $6,386 

Land Use Technician I PS 7 $17,699 

Land Use Technician III PS 6 $19,076 

Land Use/Environmental Planner I PR 12 $17,826 

Land Use/Environmental Planner III PR 43 $74,702 

Library Associate* PR 3 $6,842 

Mail Systems Supervisor MM 1 $95 

Medical Consultant* PR 3 $11,404 

Occupational/Physical Therapist PR 32 $105,485 

Paralegal Supervisor* MM 13 $14,728 

Patient Services Specialist III (T) SW 1 $394 

Property Assessment Specialist I* AE 15 $17,344 

Protective Services Worker SW 557 $294,884 

Public Health Microbiologist PR 5 $18,012 

Records Clerk* CL 77 $140,405 

Recycling Specialist I* PR 0 $0 

Residential Childcare Specialist* HS 9 $3,361 

Section Chief, Revenue & Recovery MM 5 $21,647 

Senior Admissions Clerk* CL 1 $1,697 

Senior Airport Technician MM 2 $2,086 

Senior Health Physicist* MM 1 $246 

Senior HHSA Contract Auditor MM 4 $9,361 

Senior Meteorologist* PR 1 $1,171 

Senior Park Ranger MM 17 $53,013 

Senior Public Health Microbiologist PR 5 $10,867 

Senior Real Property Agent PR 10 $24,608 

Senior Structural Engineer MM 0 $0 

Senior Tax Payment Enforcement Officer PS 1 $1,387 

Senior Tax Payment Processor* CL 0 $0 

Senior Vector Control Technician PS 8 $17,099 

11 
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77 Classifications 
0% to 5% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Sheriff's Detentions Nurse RN 168 $120,280 

Sheriff's Licensing Clerk I* CL 7 $5,874 

Sheriff's Licensing Clerk II* CL 2 $349 

Sheriff's Licensing Specialist* CL 2 $3,267 

Statistician PR 0 $0 

Supervising Air Resources Specialist* MM 2 $6,070 

Supervising Community Health Promotion Specialist MM 1 $2,760 

Supervising Pest Management Technician MM 1 $1,387 

Supervising Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher MM 15 $7,719 

Supervising Vector Ecologist* MM 1 $992 

Tax Payment Enforcement Officer PS 1 $2,152 

Tax Payment Processor CL 0 $0 

Telecommunications Technician III MM 8 $9,083 

Telecommunications Technician IV MM 3 $10,283 

Toxicologist II PR 4 $10,320 

Toxicologist III* MM 1 $3,908 

Vector Ecologist* PR 2 $4,716 

Watershed Manager* MM 0 $0 

Total 3,041 $2,737,251 

*Insufficient data. Used internal alignment to make a salary recommendation. 

Table 6. Classifications 5% to 10% Below the Market Median 

71 Classifications 
5% to 10% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Account Clerk CL 37 $148,033 

Adult Protective Services Specialist PS 62 $452,727 

Adult Protective Services Supervisor MM 14 $99,442 

Air Pollution Test Technician (T)* PS 1 $6,293 

Animal Control Officer PS 9 $27,176 

Appraiser Trainee AE 0 $0 

Assistant Airport Manager MM 2 $11,245 

Assistant APC Engineer PR 11 $77,342 

Assistant Meteorologist* PR 0 $0 

Assistant Weapons Coordinator* PS 2 $9,178 

Civil Engineer PR 32 $276,843 
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71 Classifications 
5% to 10% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Code Enforcement Officer PS 10 $68,326 

Community Health Promotion Assistant PR 0 $0 

Community Health Promotion Specialist II PR 18 $110,672 

Deputy Public Admin-Guardian PS 15 $78,562 

Environmental Health Specialist II PR 61 $336,253 

Environmental Health Specialist III PR 32 $196,227 

Fleet Parts Specialist AE 3 $11,667 

Food Services Supervisor MM 14 $57,253 

Housing Program Analyst III PR 2 $10,577 

Industrial Hygienist III* PR 0 $0 

Insect Detection Specialist I PS 0 $0 

Investigative Specialist PS 11 $41,903 

Jr Surveyor (T) PR 3 $12,509 

Legal Support Supervisor I MM 33 $113,197 

Legal Support Supervisor II MM 24 $101,212 

Librarian III PR 17 $84,607 

Library Technician IV* PS 14 $51,563 

Mail Carrier PS 15 $51,967 

Medical Transcriber CL 1 $4,013 

Mental Health Case Management Clinician PR 25 $168,660 

Mental Health Specialist HS 6 $27,166 

Office Assistant CL 788 $2,515,896 

Office Support Specialist CL 97 $386,599 

Paralegal I PS 21 $112,720 

Park Ranger PS 49 $214,900 

Parks Recreational Supervisor MM 8 $29,239 

Pharmacist MM 10 $85,531 

Probation Aide PS 19 $84,406 

Protective Services Assistant SW 1 $2,869 

Protective Services Supervisor SS 129 $999,326 

Psychiatric Nurse RN 104 $881,067 

Purchasing Clerk AE 3 $15,050 

Recreational Therapist PR 7 $43,175 

Residential Care Worker Supervisor* MM 20 $104,397 

Road Crew Supervisor MM 18 $127,493 

Senior Civil Engineer MM 29 $238,985 

Senior Clinical Psychologist PR 14 $77,708 

13 
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71 Classifications 
5% to 10% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Senior Construction Inspector MM 1 $6,701 

Senior Electronic Security & Systems Technician MM 1 $8,018 

Senior Laboratory Assistant HS 3 $13,713 

Senior Mail Carrier* PS 1 $3,567 

Senior Medical Transcriber* CL 1 $4,442 

Senior Occupational/Physical Therapist PR 19 $134,792 

Senior Revenue & Recovery Officer PS 9 $37,625 

Senior Storekeeper MM 9 $46,767 

Senior Vector Ecologist* PR 1 $7,339 

Sheriff's Detentions, Chief Mental Health Clinician* MM 2 $15,430 

Sheriff's Operations Supervisor* MM 6 $38,623 

Supervising Animal Care Attendant MM 4 $13,468 

Supervising Child Support Officer MM 17 $75,229 

Supervising Deputy Public Administrator-Guardian MM 2 $14,362 

Supervising Environmental Health Specialist MM 22 $128,017 

Supervising Industrial Hygienist MM 1 $9,793 

Supervising Occupational/Physical Therapist MM 11 $102,825 

Supervising, Vector Control Technician* MM 5 $27,076 

Toxicologist I* PR 0 $0 

Vector Control Technician PS 16 $82,793 

Veterinarian PR 1 $12,201 

Wastewater Facilities Supervisor MM 1 $8,242 

Wastewater Plant Operator III MM 4 $26,040 

Total 1,928 $9,371,040 

*Insufficient data. Used internal alignment to make a salary recommendation. 

Table 7. Classifications 10% to 20% below the Market Median 

104 Classifications 
10% to 20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Accounting Technician AE 82 $665,837 

Administrative Secretary II CL 91 $723,907 

Aging Program Specialist II PS 42 $571,194 

Animal Medical Operations Manager* MM 1 $18,766 

Animal Services Dispatcher* CL 5 $27,715 

Animal Services Representative CL 6 $30,290 

14 
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104 Classifications 
10% to 20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Assessment Clerk CL 29 $130,132 

Assistant Child Support Officer PS 8 $72,831 

Assistant Real Property Agent PR 0 $0 

Assistant Surveyor PR 3 $30,731 

Associate Air Pollution Chemist* PR 15 $286,849 

Associate Air Resources Specialist PR 4 $56,391 

Associate Real Property Agent PR 3 $25,953 

Building Maintenance Supervisor MM 14 $178,745 

Building/Enforcement Supervisor MM 3 $31,697 

Cashier CL 10 $52,740 

Certified Nurse Practitioner RN 4 $82,345 

Community Services Officer PS 50 $470,375 

Cook FS 15 $116,786 

Crime Prevention Specialist PS 19 $118,126 

Departmental Clerk CL 0 $0 

Detentions Processing Supervisor* MM 28 $226,300 

Detentions Processing Technician CL 147 $1,128,252 

Drafting Technician PS 0 $0 

Electronic Instrument Technician I PS 2 $15,611 

Electronic Instrument Technician II PS 7 $57,887 

Food Services Worker FS 50 $253,556 

Health Information Management Clerk* CL 6 $42,491 

Health Information Management Technician HS 33 $275,605 

Health Services Social Worker SW 3 $30,420 

Histology Technician HS 0 $0 

Historian PR 0 $0 

Housing Aide PS 6 $53,539 

Housing Program Analyst IV PR 3 $34,496 

Housing Specialist III PS 7 $59,187 

Jr Air Pollution Chemist* PR 0 $0 

Jr Air Pollution Control Engineer* PR 1 $9,488 

Jr Public Health Microbiologist PR 3 $25,266 

Laboratory Assistant HS 6 $31,055 

Legal Support Assistant II CL 148 $1,350,019 

Library Technician I PS 69 $523,765 

Library Technician II PS 46 $277,468 

Library Technician III PS 37 $239,502 
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104 Classifications 
10% to 20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Licensed Vocational Nurse HS 38 $235,523 

Litigation Investigator PS 0 $0 

Mail Processor PS 0 $0 

Medical Examiner Invest II PS 11 $168,804 

Mental Health Aide* HS 15 $119,552 

Mental Health Case Management Assistant HS 7 $58,481 

Nutritionist PR 4 $36,083 

Occupational/Physical Therapist Assistant HS 1 $10,980 

Patient Services Specialist IV (T) SS 1 $10,689 

Pharmacy Stock Clerk AE 0 $0 

Principal Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist MM 2 $22,732 

Process Server PS 1 $6,139 

Process Server Supervisor* MM 1 $9,979 

Psychiatric Technician HS 0 $0 

Public Assistance Investigator I* PS 8 $61,536 

Public Assistance Investigator II PS 19 $209,196 

Public Assistance Investigator Supervisor MM 8 $95,879 

Public Assistance Investigator Trainee* PS 3 $22,953 

Public Defender Investigator I PS 16 $217,693 

Public Defender Investigator II PS 34 $538,603 

Public Health Nurse RN 110 $1,092,584 

Public Health Nurse Supervisor MM 33 $553,994 

Public Health Nutrition Manager MM 1 $11,598 

Quality Assurance Specialist (Registered Nurse) PR 14 $217,164 

Recreation Therapy Supervisor MM 2 $18,980 

Registered Veterinary Technician PS 5 $47,378 

Revenue & Recovery Officer Trainee PS 1 $4,869 

Senior Account Clerk MM 4 $36,409 

Senior Adult Protective Services Specialist PS 10 $94,830 

Senior Air Pollution Chemist* MM 3 $61,420 

Senior Animal Services Representative* CL 2 $11,686 

Senior Cashier* MM 0 $0 

Senior Cook FS 58 $440,167 

Senior Forensic Evidence Technician PS 1 $9,018 

Senior Histology Technician* HS 0 $0 

Senior Litigation Investigator* PS 4 $55,036 

Senior Office Assistant MM 118 $866,557 
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104 Classifications 
10% to 20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Senior Precinct Planning Technician* PS 2 $18,364 

Senior Protective Services Worker SW 145 $1,381,054 

Senior Public Health Nurse RN 52 $648,983 

Senior Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist CL 27 $211,490 

Sewing Room Supervisor* MM 1 $7,037 

Sheriff's Commissary Stores Supervisor* MM 1 $8,597 

Sheriff's Communications Dispatcher PS 3 $17,488 

Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher PS 92 $797,933 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Manager* MM 1 $13,205 

Sheriff's Property Investigator* PS 3 $29,512 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Clerk I CL 1 $6,680 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Clerk II CL 55 $423,856 

Social Work Supervisor SS 25 $281,845 

Social Worker I SW 33 $314,584 

Staff Nurse RN 47 $672,740 

Stock Clerk AE 47 $362,508 

Storekeeper II (T) MM 1 $6,561 

Supervising Animal Control Officer MM 4 $33,244 

Supervising Electronic Instrument Technician MM 2 $33,002 

Supervising Nurse MM 20 $310,670 

Supervising Park Ranger MM 19 $202,578 

Technical Writer PR 1 $14,157 

Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist CL 30 $222,981 

Victim/Witness Assist Program Manager MM 1 $17,353 

Total 2,154 $19,708,253 
*Insufficient data. Used internal alignment to make a salary recommendation. 

Table 8. Classifications Greater than 20% below the Market Median 

71 Classifications 
>20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Administrative Secretary I CL 40 $464,004 

Aging Program Specialist I* PS 1 $13,533 

Aging Program Specialist III* MM 7 $113,723 

Air Pollution Control Aide* PS 14 $275,140 

Assistant Air Pollution Chemist* PR 0 $0 
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71 Classifications 
>20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Assistant Air Resources Specialist PR 0 $0 

Assistant Division Chief, Assessor/Recorder/County Clerk MM 8 $331,802 

Chaplain-Coordinator PR 0 $0 

Clinical Psychologist PR 3 $59,593 

Departmental Payroll Technician CL 1 $13,123 

Deputy Medical Examiner I* PR 0 $0 

Deputy Medical Examiner II PR 5 $240,183 

Deputy Sheriff Cadet-Detentions/Court Services PS 45 $1,026,573 

Deputy Sheriff's Cadet PS 58 $841,616 

Detentions Information Assistant CL 53 $503,579 

Dietitian PR 1 $17,717 

Disease Research Scientist PR 1 $22,982 

Environmental Health Technician PS 18 $249,846 

Geographic Information Systems Analyst PR 6 $130,062 

Geographic Information Systems Technician PS 4 $48,738 

Human Services Control Specialist SW 29 $512,106 

Insect Detection Specialist II PS 31 $376,216 

Inservice Education Coordinator* RN 3 $87,603 

Jr Real Property Agent PR 0 $0 

Landscape Architect PR 1 $24,012 

Legal Support Assistant I CL 55 $614,889 

Legal Support Assistant III CL 52 $572,842 

Library Technician Substitute* PS 0 $0 

Medical Claims Specialist CL 14 $146,898 

Medical Examiner Invest I PS 3 $52,133 

Medical Examiner Invest III MM 3 $68,205 

Payroll Clerk CL 2 $29,357 

Pediatrician PR 0 $0 

Pharmacy Storekeeper* MM 0 $0 

Physician Assistant PR 0 $0 

Precinct Planning Technician* PS 1 $10,664 

Psychiatric Clinical Nurse Specialist RN 0 $0 

Psychiatric Resident* PR 0 $0 

Psychiatrist PR 2 $88,440 

Psychiatrist - Specialist PR 5 $352,130 

Public Defender Investigator III PS 12 $308,251 

Radiologic Technologist HS 2 $58,184 
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71 Classifications 
>20% Below Median 

Bargaining 
Unit 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

Radiologist* PR 1 $58,615 

Records Management Coordinator MM 3 $52,884 

Recreation Therapy Aide* HS 6 $90,957 

Senior Assessment Clerk CL 5 $70,212 

Senior Geographic Information Systems Analyst PR 10 $198,725 

Senior Health Information Management Technician* HS 8 $89,124 

Senior Insect Detection Specialist* PS 6 $74,925 

Senior Payroll Clerk* CL 0 $0 

Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher Trainee PS 27 $624,859 

Sheriff's Fingerprint Examiner PS 8 $175,665 

Sheriff's Licensing Supervisor* MM 3 $40,087 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Custodian* PS 2 $27,414 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist I CL 9 $144,708 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist II CL 0 $0 

Sheriff's Range Guard* PS 3 $65,817 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Supervisor MM 10 $118,622 

Sheriff's Senior Fingerprint Examiner PS 1 $25,830 

Social Services Aide SW 20 $170,385 

Social Worker II SW 14 $204,391 

Social Worker III SW 202 $3,734,007 

Storekeeper AE 16 $165,405 

Supervising Assessment Clerk MM 4 $62,382 

Supervising Human Services Control Specialist SS 6 $109,837 

Supervising Human Services Specialist SS 220 $3,413,259 

Supervising Office Assistant MM 43 $592,333 

Supervising Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist MM 6 $91,198 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Specialist PR 20 $403,921 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Supervisor MM 4 $84,940 

Vector Control Technician Aide PS 0 $0 

Total 1,137 $18,544,646 
*Insufficient data. Used internal alignment to make a salary recommendation. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Pay Philosophy 

The County has many options regarding what type of compensation plan it wants to implement. 

This decision will be based on fiscal considerations, what the County’s pay philosophy is, at which 

level it desires to pay its employees compared to the market, whether it is going to consider 

additional alternative compensation programs, and how great the competition is with other 

agencies over recruitment of a highly qualified workforce. The initial recommendations have 

been made utilizing a philosophy of market median adjusted for Cost of Labor differentials. 

Options for Implementation 

While the County may be interested in bringing all salaries to the market median, in most cases 

this goal may not be reached with a single adjustment. In this case, one option is to move 

employees into the salary range that is recommended for each class based on this market study 

and to the step within the new range that is closest to their current compensation. If employees’ 
current salaries are significantly below market so that their current compensation falls below the 

bottom of the newly recommended range, then larger adjustments would be needed to move 

those employees at least to the bottom of the new salary range. 

Another option is to use a phased implementation approach. Normally, if the compensation 

implementation program must be carried over months or years, the classes that are farthest from 

the market median should receive the greatest equity increase (separate from any cost of living 

increase). If a class falls within 5% of the market median, it would be logical to make no equity 

adjustment in the first round of changes. However, if a class is more than 5% (or in this case, 

more than 20%) below the market median, a higher percentage change may be initially 

warranted to reduce the disparity. 

For example, if the County decided to implement the recommendations over a three-year period, 

then the following guidelines could be applied for the initial increase of the three-year 

implementation plan: 

Table 9. Three-Year Implementation Proposal 

Market Disparity % Increase 

0 to 4.99% 0 to 2.49% 

5.0% to 9.99% 2.5% to 4.99% 

10.0% to 14.99% 5.0% to 7.49% 

15.0% to 19.99% 7.5% to 9.99% 

20.0% and above 10.0% 

20 
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The initial first year adjustment would provide a portion of the equity increase and place the class 

into the closest step (but not below) where they are now. Subsequent increases would be spaced 

on a similar schedule (at annual intervals) based upon the remaining disparity after each 

adjustment. 

Please note that typically, for those classes that had a market disparity of 0 to 4.99%, we 

recommend a 0% increase in the first year and an adjustment in the second year. Depending 

upon the County’s financial situation, which will have to be reviewed before each further 
adjustment is made, all market disparity adjustments are intended to be completed by the third 

year. The County may also consider a similar implementation plan over a longer period of time, 

like a five-year implementation plan. 

The County may spend additional time to go through a process of deliberation and decision-

making as to what compensation philosophy it should implement to attract, motivate, and retain 

a high-quality workforce. However, the County may want to consider adjusting those 

classifications’ salaries that are currently below the market median as soon as possible, assuming 

that incumbents’ performance meets the County’s level of expectation. 

When classifications are over market, K&A typically recommends Y-rating employees whose 

current pay exceeds the maximum of the recommended range until the market numbers “catch 
up” with their current salary. To Y-rate an employee means to keep the employee’s salary frozen 

and to provide no salary increases (including no cost of living adjustments) until the employee’s 
current salary is within the recommended salary range. This will result in no immediate loss of 

income but will delay any future increases until the incumbent’s salary is within the salary range. 

Other options to “freezing” a classification’s salary in place until the market catches up are: 

➢ “Grandfathering” of salary ranges: This means that the salary range for the classification 

is adjusted down to what the market numbers are. However, current incumbents would 

continue being paid at the current rate of pay (which would put them outside of the new 

and adjusted salary range for the class) until they separate from employment with the 

County. Any new hires would be paid within the newly established salary range. 

➢ Single-incumbent classes: If a class only has one incumbent, an option would be to wait 

until the person separates from employment with the County and then adjust the salary 

range for the class according to the market. 

➢ Recent hires: Some employees who have recently been hired may still be at one of the 

lower steps within their current salary range. So, even if the top of their current salary 

range is above market, the incumbents are currently still paid below the market maximum 

because they are not at the top of their current salary range. In this case, an immediate 

salary range adjustment could be made to bring the salary range within the market. This 

would bring the affected incumbents either to the top of the market range or very close 

to it, but they would not technically be Y-rated or lose any pay. 
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Another option, of course, is to actually reduce salaries down to the market. However, from an 

employee relations perspective this may not be a viable option. 

PAY PREMIUMS 

Another consideration when making salary decisions is to evaluate pay premiums, or 

differentials, that have historically been paid to attract talent for difficult to recruit for 

classifications. Often these differentials are necessary when the supply of workers is low or 

compensation is not competitive to attract those capable of performing the work. The County 

should evaluate those classifications where these premiums have historically been applied, and 

determine whether they are necessary once equity adjustments have been made setting 

compensation at a competitive level. 

USING THE MARKET DATA AS A TOOL 

K&A would like to reiterate that this report and the findings are meant to be a tool for the County 

to create and implement an equitable compensation plan. Compensation strategies are designed 

to attract and retain excellent staff; however, financial realities and the County’s expectations 
may also come into play when determining appropriate compensation philosophies and 

strategies. The collected data presented herein represents a market survey that will give the 

County an instrument to make future compensation decisions. 

It has been a pleasure working with County on this critical project. Please do not hesitate to 

contact us if we can provide any additional information or clarification regarding this report. 

Respectfully submitted by, 

Koff & Associates 

Katie Kaneko 
Managing Director 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Accident Reconstruction Specialist PR $ 114,317 $ 85,904 24.9% $ 85,493 $ 85,493 25.2% $ ‐28,824 1 $0 1 $0 2 Above Market N/A 

Account Clerk CL $ 43,243 $ 48,758 ‐12.8% $ 47,244 $ 47,244 ‐9.3% $ 4,001 37 $148,033 37 $148,033 13 

Account Clerk Specialist CL $ 49,816 $ 50,746 ‐1.9% $ 51,251 $ 51,251 ‐2.9% $ 1,435 85 $121,967 63 $90,399 10 

Accounting Technician AE $ 53,144 $ 65,020 ‐22.3% $ 61,264 $ 61,264 ‐15.3% $ 8,120 87 $706,437 82 $665,837 13 

Administrative Secretary I CL $ 44,616 $ 59,248 ‐32.8% $ 56,216 $ 56,216 ‐26.0% $ 11,600 50 $580,005 40 $464,004 8 

Administrative Secretary II CL $ 51,542 $ 67,039 ‐30.1% $ 59,497 $ 59,497 ‐15.4% $ 7,955 105 $835,277 91 $723,907 10 

Admissions Clerk CL $ 44,179 $ 44,687 ‐1.1% $ 45,025 $ 45,025 ‐1.9% $ 846 14 $11,844 12 $10,152 5 

Adult Protective Services Specialist PS $ 75,317 $ 85,613 ‐13.7% $ 82,619 $ 82,619 ‐9.7% $ 7,302 74 $540,352 62 $452,727 9 

Adult Protective Services Supervisor MM $ 92,602 $ 105,184 ‐13.6% $ 99,705 $ 99,705 ‐7.7% $ 7,103 16 $113,648 14 $99,442 8 

Aging Program Specialist I PS $ 57,450 $ 80,313 ‐39.8% $ 72,891 $ 70,983 ‐23.6% $ 13,533 0 $0 1 $13,533 2 Internal Alignment: 15% below the Aging Program Specialist II 

Aging Program Specialist II PS $ 69,909 $ 95,484 ‐36.6% $ 83,509 $ 83,509 ‐19.5% $ 13,600 42 $571,194 42 $571,194 4 
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Aging Program Specialist III 

Agricultural Civil Actions Investigator 

Agricultural Scientist 

Agricultural Standards Inspector 

Air Pollution Control Aide* 

Air Pollution Control Civil Actions Investigator* 

Air Pollution Control Small Business Assistant Program Specialist* 

Air Pollution Test Technician (T)* 

Air Quality Inspector I* 

Air Quality Inspector II* 

Air Quality Specialist* 

Alcohol & Drug Program Specialist 

Animal Care Attendant 

Animal Control Officer 

Animal Medical Operations Manager 

Animal Services Dispatcher 

Animal Services Representative 

Appraiser I 

Appraiser II 

Appraiser III 

Appraiser IV 

Appraiser Trainee 

Assessment Clerk 

Assistant Air Pollution Chemist* 

Assistant Air Resources Specialist* 

Assistant Airport Manager 

Assistant APC Engineer* 

Assistant Child Support Officer 

Assistant Division Chief, Assessor/Recorder/County Clerk 

MM 

PR 

MM 

PR 

PS 

PS 

PR 

PS 

PS 

PS 

PR 

PR 

PS 

PS 

MM 

CL 

CL 

AE 

AE 

AE 

AE 

AE 

CL 

PR 

PR 

MM 

PR 

PS 

MM 

$ 79,789 

$ 100,610 

$ 109,907 

$ 74,693 

$ 55,203 

$ 100,797 

$ 98,197 

$ 72,966 

$ 77,397 

$ 89,731 

$ 99,050 

$ 81,890 

$ 48,318 

$ 59,925 

$ 101,587 

$ 47,715 

$ 46,010 

$ 70,450 

$ 80,454 

$ 90,792 

$ 99,882 

$ 57,949 

$ 44,054 

$ 84,053 

$ 78,042 

$ 86,736 

$ 88,421 

$ 47,216 

$ 83,200 

$ 93,032 

$ 94,426 

$ 76,040 

$ 59,004 

$ 105,790 

$ 75,693 

$ 76,802 

$ 90,115 

$ 108,780 

$ 92,922 

$ 53,554 

$ 66,264 

$ 120,034 

$ 50,082 

$ 55,304 

$ 76,500 

$ 87,174 

$ 97,533 

$ 99,492 

$ 67,338 

$ 48,573 

$ 93,461 

$ 102,427 

$ 103,890 

$ 97,854 

$ 57,962 

$ 125,520 

‐16.6% 

14.1% 

‐1.8% 
‐6.9% 
‐5.0% 

‐3.7% 
0.8% 

‐0.4% 
‐9.8% 

‐13.5% 
‐10.8% 
‐10.6% 
‐18.2% 
‐5.0% 
‐20.2% 
‐8.6% 
‐8.4% 
‐7.4% 
0.4% 

‐16.2% 
‐10.3% 
‐11.2% 
‐31.2% 
‐19.8% 
‐10.7% 
‐22.8% 
‐50.9% 

$ 86,601 

$ 85,373 

$ 67,599 

$ 56,911 

$ 94,861 

$ 67,629 

$ 75,149 

$ 85,565 

$ 99,386 

$ 83,704 

$ 48,928 

$ 62,944 

$ 106,710 

$ 51,034 

$ 51,058 

$ 70,213 

$ 81,337 

$ 89,181 

$ 93,885 

$ 63,428 

$ 48,542 

$ 83,439 

$ 94,978 

$ 92,359 

$ 95,452 

$ 56,320 

$ 124,675 

$ 96,035 

$ 99,327 

$ 85,373 

$ 67,599 

$ 74,856 

$ 99,327 

$ 97,340 

$ 79,259 

$ 75,149 

$ 85,565 

$ 99,386 

$ 83,704 

$ 48,928 

$ 62,944 

$ 120,353 

$ 53,258 

$ 51,058 

$ 70,213 

$ 81,337 

$ 89,181 

$ 93,885 

$ 63,428 

$ 48,542 

$ 101,276 

$ 94,978 

$ 92,359 

$ 95,452 

$ 56,320 

$ 124,675 

‐20.4% 
1.3% 

22.3% 

9.5% 

‐35.6% 
1.5% 

0.9% 

‐8.6% 
2.9% 

4.6% 

‐0.3% 
‐2.2% 
‐1.3% 
‐5.0% 

‐18.5% 
‐11.6% 
‐11.0% 
0.3% 

‐1.1% 
1.8% 

6.0% 

‐9.5% 
‐10.2% 
‐20.5% 
‐21.7% 
‐6.5% 
‐8.0% 

‐19.3% 
‐49.9% 

$ 16,246 

$ ‐1,283 
$ ‐24,535 
$ ‐7,093 
$ 19,653 

$ ‐1,470 
$ ‐857 

$ 6,293 

$ ‐2,247 
$ ‐4,167 

$ 337 

$ 1,814 

$ 609 

$ 3,020 

$ 18,766 

$ 5,543 

$ 5,048 

$ ‐237 
$ 882 

$ ‐1,611 
$ ‐5,997 
$ 5,479 

$ 4,487 

$ 17,223 

$ 16,936 

$ 5,623 

$ 7,031 

$ 9,104 

$ 41,475 

8 

0 

4 

3 

15 

4 

1 

1 

0 

26 

6 

13 

11 

12 

1 

5 

7 

0 

54 

29 

9 

0 

29 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

8 

$129,969 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$294,793 

$0 

$0 

$6,293 

$0 

$0 

$2,020 

$23,582 

$6,704 

$36,235 

$18,766 

$27,715 

$35,338 

$0 

$47,653 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$130,132 

$0 

$0 

$11,245 

$0 

$0 

$331,802 

7 

0 

3 

30 

14 

4 

1 

1 

11 

15 

5 

10 

11 

9 

1 

5 

6 

5 

48 

27 

8 

0 

29 

0 

0 

2 

11 

8 

8 

$113,723 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$275,140 

$0 

$0 

$6,293 

$0 

$0 

$1,683 

$18,140 

$6,704 

$27,176 

$18,766 

$27,715 

$30,290 

$0 

$42,358 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$130,132 

$0 

$0 

$11,245 

$77,342 

$72,831 

$331,802 

2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Aging Program Specialist II 

0 Internal Alignment: 10% below Litigation Investigator 

2 Above Market N/A 

13 

3 Internal Alignment: 15% below Jr. Air Pollution Chemist 

2 Internal Alignment: 10% below Litigation Investigator 

0 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Environmental Health Specialist III 

2 Internal Alignment: 10% below Jr. Air Pollution Chemist 

6 

6 

5 

6 

10 

11 

1 Internal Alignment: 80% above Registered Veterinary Technician 

3 Internal Alignment: 5% below Sheriff's Communications Dispatcher 

6 

10 

13 

10 

8 

8 

8 

2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Jr. Air Pollution Chemist 

4 

9 

6 

12 

4 

Assistant Engineer PR $ 92,893 $ 94,456 ‐1.7% $ 89,247 $ 89,247 3.9% $ ‐3,645 0 $0 43 $0 13 

Assistant Health Physicist PR $ 94,037 $ 97,851 ‐4.1% $ 3,814 0 $0 0 $0 0 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Industrial Hygienist II 

Assistant Manager, Sheriff's Food Services MM $ 96,013 $ 93,746 2.4% $ 92,475 $ 92,475 3.7% $ ‐3,538 2 $0 2 $0 9 

Assistant Meteorologist PR $ 85,259 $ 109,499 ‐28.4% $ 98,270 $ 91,394 ‐7.2% $ 6,135 0 $0 0 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 20% above Hydrographic Instrument Technician 

Assistant Procurement Specialist AE $ 60,237 $ 66,649 ‐10.6% $ 62,547 $ 62,547 ‐3.8% $ 2,310 0 $0 4 $9,241 11 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Assistant Real Property Agent PR $ 67,226 $ 79,834 ‐18.8% $ 74,838 $ 74,838 ‐11.3% $ 7,612 0 $0 0 $0 8 

Assistant Surveyor PR $ 92,893 $ 110,847 ‐19.3% $ 103,137 $ 103,137 ‐11.0% $ 10,244 3 $30,731 3 $30,731 6 

Assistant Transportation Specialist PR $ 91,832 $ 82,326 10.4% $ 79,256 $ 79,256 13.7% $ ‐12,576 0 $0 0 $0 5 

Assistant Weapons Coordinator PS $ 71,573 $ 73,403 ‐2.6% $ 71,935 $ 76,162 ‐6.4% $ 4,589 3 $13,768 2 $9,178 3 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Hydrographic Instrument Technician 

Associate Accountant AE $ 74,110 $ 82,085 ‐10.8% $ 74,269 $ 74,269 ‐0.2% $ 158 95 $15,025 59 $9,331 13 

Associate Air Pollution Chemist* PR $ 97,344 $ 107,258 ‐10.2% $ 96,091 $ 116,467 ‐19.6% $ 19,123 16 $305,972 15 $286,849 2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Assistant Air Pollution Chemist 

Associate Air Pollution Control Engineer* PR $ 102,627 $ 106,827 ‐4.1% $ 105,045 $ 105,045 ‐2.4% $ 2,418 20 $48,353 6 $14,506 6 

Associate Air Resources Specialist* PR $ 88,462 $ 113,723 ‐28.6% $ 102,560 $ 102,560 ‐15.9% $ 14,098 4 $56,391 4 $56,391 4 

Associate Health Physicist PR $ 110,157 $ 103,240 6.3% $ 99,317 $ 107,636 2.3% $ ‐2,521 3 $0 2 $0 1 Internal Alignment: 10% above Assistant Health Physicist 

Associate Meteorologist PR $ 98,779 $ 115,231 ‐16.7% $ 103,004 $ 100,533 ‐1.8% $ 1,754 4 $7,015 3 $5,261 2 Internal Alignment: 10% above Assistant Meteorologist 

Associate Real Property Agent PR $ 83,242 $ 95,964 ‐15.3% $ 91,893 $ 91,893 ‐10.4% $ 8,651 2 $17,302 3 $25,953 11 

Associate Transportation Specialist PR $ 108,472 $ 107,305 1.1% $ 92,092 $ 92,092 15.1% $ ‐16,380 1 $0 0 $0 9 

Audit‐Appraiser I AE $ 72,093 $ 69,306 3.9% $ 67,512 $ 67,512 6.4% $ ‐4,581 0 $0 0 $0 11 

Audit‐Appraiser II AE $ 82,368 $ 86,211 ‐4.7% $ 80,706 $ 80,706 2.0% $ ‐1,662 7 $0 6 $0 12 

Audit‐Appraiser III AE $ 93,080 $ 92,373 0.8% $ 88,711 $ 88,711 4.7% $ ‐4,369 9 $0 8 $0 11 

Audit‐Appraiser IV AE $ 102,378 $ 100,485 1.8% $ 95,416 $ 95,416 6.8% $ ‐6,962 3 $0 3 $0 7 

Biostatistician PR $ 87,942 $ 86,681 1.4% $ 77,198 $ 77,198 12.2% $ ‐10,744 0 $0 0 $0 4 

Broadcast Engineer PS $ 95,160 $ 98,482 ‐3.5% $ 98,422 $ 98,422 ‐3.4% $ 3,262 1 $3,262 1 $3,262 6 

Building Maintenance Supervisor MM $ 85,259 $ 100,027 ‐17.3% $ 98,027 $ 98,027 ‐15.0% $ 12,767 15 $191,512 14 $178,745 13 

Building/Enforcement Supervisor MM $ 97,490 $ 114,134 ‐17.1% $ 108,055 $ 108,055 ‐10.8% $ 10,566 3 $31,697 3 $31,697 10 

Cadastral Supervisor MM $ 93,163 $ 93,077 0.1% $ 85,453 $ 85,453 8.3% $ ‐7,710 1 $0 1 $0 11 

Cadastral Technician AE $ 64,563 $ 72,329 ‐12.0% $ 67,012 $ 67,012 ‐3.8% $ 2,448 6 $14,691 7 $17,139 12 

Cashier CL $ 45,032 $ 56,278 ‐25.0% $ 50,306 $ 50,306 ‐11.7% $ 5,274 11 $58,014 10 $52,740 4 

Certified Nurse Assistant HS $ 43,430 $ 47,545 ‐9.5% $ 43,089 $ 43,089 0.8% $ ‐341 184 $0 169 $0 7 

Certified Nurse Practitioner RN $ 115,253 $ 138,611 ‐20.3% $ 135,839 $ 135,839 ‐17.9% $ 20,586 9 $185,275 4 $82,345 13 

Chaplain‐Coordinator PR $ 63,003 $ 92,191 ‐46.3% $ 79,990 $ 79,990 ‐27.0% $ 16,987 0 $0 0 $0 4 

Child Support Officer PS $ 66,227 $ 66,072 0.2% $ 63,517 $ 63,517 4.1% $ ‐2,711 218 $0 180 $0 13 

Civil Engineer PR $ 111,675 $ 126,589 ‐13.4% $ 120,327 $ 120,327 ‐7.7% $ 8,651 91 $787,272 32 $276,843 13 

Clinical Psychologist PR $ 86,486 $ 110,408 ‐27.7% $ 106,351 $ 106,351 ‐23.0% $ 19,864 1 $19,864 3 $59,593 12 

Code Enforcement Officer PS $ 73,694 $ 84,049 ‐14.1% $ 80,527 $ 80,527 ‐9.3% $ 6,833 12 $81,992 10 $68,326 10 

Communicable Disease Investigator PS $ 70,283 $ 71,585 ‐1.9% $ 69,727 $ 69,727 0.8% $ ‐556 26 $0 21 $0 12 

Community Health Program Specialist PR $ 89,315 $ 102,832 ‐15.1% $ 92,583 $ 92,583 ‐3.7% $ 3,268 33 $107,852 26 $84,974 10 

Community Health Promotion Assistant PR $ 55,952 $ 59,718 ‐6.7% $ 59,340 $ 59,340 ‐6.1% $ 3,388 0 $0 0 $0 10 

Community Health Promotion Specialist I PR $ 68,037 $ 69,405 ‐2.0% $ 69,779 $ 69,779 ‐2.6% $ 1,742 3 $5,227 6 $10,453 8 

Community Health Promotion Specialist II PR $ 76,253 $ 85,752 ‐12.5% $ 82,401 $ 82,401 ‐8.1% $ 6,148 30 $184,453 18 $110,672 12 

Community Services Officer PS $ 47,382 $ 66,455 ‐40.3% $ 56,790 $ 56,790 ‐19.9% $ 9,408 59 $555,043 50 $470,375 11 

Construction Technician (T) PS $ 109,678 $ 106,073 3.3% $ 94,299 $ 94,299 14.0% $ ‐15,380 1 $0 2 $0 5 

Cook FS $ 42,578 $ 55,826 ‐31.1% $ 50,363 $ 50,363 ‐18.3% $ 7,786 8 $62,286 15 $116,786 12 

Coordinator, Volunteer & Public Services PS $ 84,240 $ 81,866 2.8% $ 75,300 $ 75,300 10.6% $ ‐8,940 10 $0 8 $0 6 

Coordinator, Volunteer Services PS $ 61,714 $ 57,704 6.5% $ 59,445 $ 59,445 3.7% $ ‐2,269 2 $0 3 $0 6 

Correctional Counselor PR $ 83,200 $ 89,230 ‐7.2% $ 85,895 $ 72,018 13.4% $ ‐11,182 43 $0 31 $0 3 Internal Alignment: 20% below Supervising Correctional Counselor 

Crime Prevention Specialist PS $ 51,979 $ 66,455 ‐27.8% $ 58,196 $ 58,196 ‐12.0% $ 6,217 21 $130,560 19 $118,126 5 

Criminal Legal Secretary I CL $ 60,694 $ 58,322 3.9% $ 54,694 $ 54,694 9.9% $ ‐6,000 0 $0 10 $0 8 

Criminal Legal Secretary II CL $ 64,854 $ 66,774 ‐3.0% $ 64,650 $ 64,650 0.3% $ ‐204 45 $0 34 $0 12 

Criminal Legal Secretary III MM $ 69,306 $ 70,325 ‐1.5% $ 68,918 $ 68,918 0.6% $ ‐387 6 $0 7 $0 9 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Criminalist I PR $ 102,274 $ 99,403 2.8% $ 87,904 $ 87,904 14.0% $ ‐14,369 0 $0 2 $0 11 

Criminalist II PR $ 120,765 $ 113,268 6.2% $ 105,729 $ 105,729 12.5% $ ‐15,036 26 $0 25 $0 12 

Criminalist III PR $ 127,837 $ 127,712 0.1% $ 117,672 $ 117,672 8.0% $ ‐10,164 11 $0 9 $0 11 

Departmental Clerk CL $ 35,589 $ 41,439 ‐16.4% $ 40,788 $ 40,788 ‐14.6% $ 5,200 0 $0 0 $0 11 

Departmental Payroll Technician CL $ 46,987 $ 63,603 ‐35.4% $ 60,110 $ 60,110 ‐27.9% $ 13,123 0 $0 1 $13,123 7 

Deputy Medical Examiner I PR $ 185,661 $ 279,411 ‐50.5% $ 260,501 $ 257,895 ‐38.9% $ 72,234 0 $0 0 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 10% below Deputy Medical Examiner II 

Deputy Medical Examiner II PR $ 238,514 $ 314,181 ‐31.7% $ 286,550 $ 286,550 ‐20.1% $ 48,037 6 $288,220 5 $240,183 4 

Deputy Public Admin‐Guardian PS $ 67,538 $ 75,570 ‐11.9% $ 72,775 $ 72,775 ‐7.8% $ 5,237 15 $78,562 15 $78,562 12 

Deputy Sheriff Cadet‐Detentions/Court Services PS $ 45,074 $ 69,966 ‐55.2% $ 67,886 $ 67,886 ‐50.6% $ 22,813 0 $0 45 $1,026,573 4 

Deputy Sheriff's Cadet PS $ 56,867 $ 73,009 ‐28.4% $ 71,378 $ 71,378 ‐25.5% $ 14,511 0 $0 58 $841,616 12 

Detentions Information Assistant CL $ 47,403 $ 64,110 ‐35.2% $ 56,905 $ 56,905 ‐20.0% $ 9,501 70 $665,104 53 $503,579 4 

Detentions Processing Supervisor MM $ 61,381 $ 72,449 ‐18.0% $ 67,822 $ 69,463 ‐13.2% $ 8,082 29 $234,383 28 $226,300 2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Detentions Processing Technician 

Detentions Processing Technician CL $ 52,728 $ 66,088 ‐25.3% $ 60,403 $ 60,403 ‐14.6% $ 7,675 171 $1,312,456 147 $1,128,252 6 

Dietitian PR $ 59,010 $ 77,958 ‐32.1% $ 76,727 $ 76,727 ‐30.0% $ 17,717 2 $35,434 1 $17,717 9 

Disease Research Scientist PR $ 77,792 $ 103,793 ‐33.4% $ 100,774 $ 100,774 ‐29.5% $ 22,982 1 $22,982 1 $22,982 4 

Drafting Technician PS $ 61,568 $ 72,329 ‐17.5% $ 71,304 $ 71,304 ‐15.8% $ 9,736 0 $0 0 $0 10 

Election Processing Supervisor MM $ 72,821 $ 77,122 ‐5.9% $ 70,178 $ 70,178 3.6% $ ‐2,643 8 $0 8 $0 10 

Electronic Instrument Technician I PS $ 70,304 $ 82,609 ‐17.5% $ 78,109 $ 78,109 ‐11.1% $ 7,805 0 $0 2 $15,611 4 

Electronic Instrument Technician II PS $ 77,584 $ 96,643 ‐24.6% $ 85,854 $ 85,854 ‐10.7% $ 8,270 12 $99,235 7 $57,887 7 

Emergency Medical Services Specialist PR $ 89,752 $ 86,334 3.8% $ 87,974 $ 87,974 2.0% $ ‐1,778 6 $0 2 $0 9 

Emergency Services Coordinator MM $ 88,192 $ 96,399 ‐9.3% $ 92,092 $ 92,092 ‐4.4% $ 3,900 5 $19,502 3 $11,701 9 

Engineering Technician I PS $ 65,790 $ 73,747 ‐12.1% $ 66,459 $ 66,459 ‐1.0% $ 669 0 $0 2 $1,338 11 

Engineering Technician II PS $ 74,318 $ 79,128 ‐6.5% $ 73,546 $ 73,546 1.0% $ ‐772 9 $0 9 $0 12 

Engineering Technician III PS $ 84,614 $ 88,164 ‐4.2% $ 85,524 $ 85,524 ‐1.1% $ 909 19 $17,280 16 $14,552 12 

Environmental Health Specialist I PR $ 75,546 $ 73,829 2.3% $ 71,203 $ 71,203 5.7% $ ‐4,343 0 $0 18 $0 8 

Environmental Health Specialist II PR $ 82,909 $ 88,235 ‐6.4% $ 88,421 $ 88,421 ‐6.6% $ 5,512 105 $578,796 61 $336,253 13 

Environmental Health Specialist III PR $ 91,208 $ 98,026 ‐7.5% $ 97,340 $ 97,340 ‐6.7% $ 6,132 44 $269,812 32 $196,227 13 

Environmental Health Specialist Trainee PR $ 66,144 $ 67,839 ‐2.6% $ 67,907 $ 67,907 ‐2.7% $ 1,763 0 $0 14 $24,680 9 

Environmental Health Technician PS $ 48,152 $ 67,402 ‐40.0% $ 62,032 $ 62,032 ‐28.8% $ 13,880 22 $305,368 18 $249,846 11 

Epidemiologist I PR $ 94,557 $ 98,773 ‐4.5% $ 83,132 $ 83,132 12.1% $ ‐11,425 3 $0 10 $0 5 

Epidemiologist II PR $ 104,062 $ 109,054 ‐4.8% $ 96,622 $ 96,622 7.1% $ ‐7,440 44 $0 29 $0 9 

Estate Assistant PS $ 50,648 $ 56,597 ‐11.7% $ 55,465 $ 52,408 ‐3.5% $ 1,760 3 $5,280 3 $5,280 3 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Office Support Specialist 

Estate Property Manager MM $ 76,003 $ 79,260 ‐4.3% $ 79,339 $ 79,339 ‐4.4% $ 3,336 1 $3,336 1 $3,336 5 

Executive Housekeeper MM $ 56,472 $ 43,413 23.1% $ 44,238 $ 44,238 21.7% $ ‐12,234 2 $0 2 $0 3 Above Market N/A 

Facility Services Contract Specialist PS $ 66,456 $ 59,139 11.0% $ 58,725 $ 58,725 11.6% $ ‐7,731 3 $0 4 $0 3 Above Market N/A 

Fleet Parts Specialist AE $ 53,810 $ 61,013 ‐13.4% $ 57,698 $ 57,698 ‐7.2% $ 3,889 3 $11,667 3 $11,667 12 

Fleet Standards Technician AE $ 64,251 $ 76,939 ‐19.7% $ 68,168 $ 66,353 ‐3.3% $ 2,102 4 $8,407 4 $8,407 3 Internal Alignment: 15% above Fleet Parts Specialist 

Fleet Support Specialist PR $ 81,474 $ 119,103 ‐46.2% $ 99,094 $ 82,941 ‐1.8% $ 1,467 1 $1,467 1 $1,467 1 Internal Alignment: 25% above Fleet Standards Tech 

Food Services Supervisor MM $ 55,723 $ 61,124 ‐9.7% $ 59,813 $ 59,813 ‐7.3% $ 4,089 14 $57,253 14 $57,253 10 

Food Services Worker FS $ 34,050 $ 39,334 ‐15.5% $ 39,121 $ 39,121 ‐14.9% $ 5,071 55 $278,912 50 $253,556 12 

Forensic Autopsy Room Supervisor MM $ 91,582 $ 78,772 14.0% $ 77,900 $ 77,900 14.9% $ ‐13,682 1 $0 1 $0 4 

Forensic Autopsy Specialist PS $ 66,269 $ 63,554 4.1% $ 60,100 $ 60,100 9.3% $ ‐6,169 7 $0 6 $0 10 

Forensic Documents Examiner PR $ 119,330 $ 122,993 ‐3.1% $ 112,409 $ 112,409 5.8% $ ‐6,920 1 $0 1 $0 4 

Forensic Evidence Technician PS $ 78,686 $ 78,170 0.7% $ 73,537 $ 73,537 6.5% $ ‐5,149 8 $0 8 $0 6 

Geographic Information Systems Analyst PR $ 77,230 $ 103,627 ‐34.2% $ 98,907 $ 98,907 ‐28.1% $ 21,677 14 $303,477 6 $130,062 9 
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Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Geographic Information Systems Technician PS $ 57,096 $ 69,929 ‐22.5% $ 69,280 $ 69,280 ‐21.3% $ 12,184 0 $0 4 $48,738 9 

Graphic Artist PS $ 64,064 $ 65,936 ‐2.9% $ 64,617 $ 64,617 ‐0.9% $ 553 2 $1,107 2 $1,107 9 

Graphic Design Specialist PS $ 81,973 $ 74,197 9.5% $ 69,300 $ 69,300 15.5% $ ‐12,673 1 $0 1 $0 9 

Groundwater Geologist PR $ 120,037 $ 108,135 9.9% $ 106,673 $ 106,673 11.1% $ ‐13,364 0 $0 0 $0 6 

Health Information Management Clerk CL $ 43,098 $ 59,374 ‐37.8% $ 52,606 $ 50,179 ‐16.4% $ 7,082 4 $28,327 6 $42,491 3 Internal Alignment: 10% below Health Information Management Technician 

Health Information Management Technician HS $ 47,403 $ 62,716 ‐32.3% $ 55,755 $ 55,755 ‐17.6% $ 8,352 44 $367,474 33 $275,605 5 

Health Information Specialist I PR $ 67,226 $ 65,936 1.9% $ 64,617 $ 64,617 3.9% $ ‐2,608 2 $0 2 $0 5 

Health Information Specialist II PR $ 76,253 $ 75,691 0.7% $ 74,177 $ 74,177 2.7% $ ‐2,075 12 $0 7 $0 9 

Health Services Social Worker SW $ 74,922 $ 90,654 ‐21.0% $ 85,062 $ 85,062 ‐13.5% $ 10,140 3 $30,420 3 $30,420 10 

HHSA Contract Auditor AE $ 81,557 $ 80,179 1.7% $ 80,259 $ 80,259 1.6% $ ‐1,298 9 $0 8 $0 5 

Histology Technician HS $ 60,882 $ 72,750 ‐19.5% $ 69,985 $ 69,985 ‐15.0% $ 9,103 0 $0 0 $0 7 

Historian PR $ 91,416 $ 98,795 ‐8.1% $ 100,672 $ 100,672 ‐10.1% $ 9,256 0 $0 0 $0 3 No alignment found 

Housing Aide* PS $ 45,490 $ 56,273 ‐23.7% $ 54,413 $ 54,413 ‐19.6% $ 8,923 6 $53,539 6 $53,539 6 

Housing Program Analyst I* PR $ 80,933 $ 69,306 14.4% $ 70,622 $ 70,622 12.7% $ ‐10,310 2 $0 5 $0 7 

Housing Program Analyst II* PR $ 89,315 $ 86,525 3.1% $ 86,612 $ 86,612 3.0% $ ‐2,704 6 $0 4 $0 9 

Housing Program Analyst III* PR $ 95,722 $ 106,941 ‐11.7% $ 101,010 $ 101,010 ‐5.5% $ 5,288 5 $26,442 2 $10,577 8 

Housing Program Analyst IV* PR $ 104,312 $ 127,485 ‐22.2% $ 115,811 $ 115,811 ‐11.0% $ 11,499 4 $45,994 3 $34,496 7 

Housing Specialist I* PS $ 56,410 $ 55,896 0.9% $ 54,387 $ 54,387 3.6% $ ‐2,023 4 $0 0 $0 7 

Housing Specialist II* PS $ 66,747 $ 62,555 6.3% $ 60,902 $ 60,902 8.8% $ ‐5,845 43 $0 49 $0 10 

Housing Specialist III* PS $ 77,106 $ 84,450 ‐9.5% $ 85,561 $ 85,561 ‐11.0% $ 8,455 6 $50,732 7 $59,187 10 

Human Services Control Specialist SW $ 60,424 $ 88,051 ‐45.7% $ 78,083 $ 78,083 ‐29.2% $ 17,659 32 $565,083 29 $512,106 7 

Human Services Specialist SW $ 57,491 $ 58,857 ‐2.4% $ 58,235 $ 58,235 ‐1.3% $ 744 1736 $1,291,538 1656 $1,232,020 12 

Hydrogeologist PR $ 109,470 $ 124,169 ‐13.4% $ 110,902 $ 96,006 12.3% $ ‐13,464 0 $0 1 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 10% below Senior Hydrogeologist 

Hydrographic Instrument Technician PS $ 77,376 $ 76,162 1.6% $ ‐1,214 2 $0 1 $0 0 Internal Alignment: 10% below Junior Surveyor 

Imaging Technician I CL $ 47,320 $ 46,295 2.2% $ 44,633 $ 44,633 5.7% $ ‐2,687 0 $0 1 $0 4 

Imaging Technician II CL $ 52,936 $ 50,482 4.6% $ 48,699 $ 48,699 8.0% $ ‐4,237 10 $0 10 $0 5 

Imaging Technician III MM $ 60,611 $ 67,836 ‐11.9% $ 61,429 $ 56,004 7.6% $ ‐4,607 3 $0 2 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Imaging Technician II 

Industrial Hygienist I PR $ 87,422 $ 66,029 24.5% $ 68,118 $ 88,066 ‐0.7% $ 644 0 $0 1 $644 4 Internal Alignment: 10% below Industrial Hygienist II 

Industrial Hygienist II PR $ 97,074 $ 101,716 ‐4.8% $ 97,851 $ 97,851 ‐0.8% $ 777 4 $3,110 3 $2,332 9 

Industrial Hygienist III PR $ 101,920 $ 92,488 9.3% $ 94,245 $ 107,636 ‐5.6% $ 5,716 1 $5,716 0 $0 5 Internal Alignment: 10% above Industrial Hygienist II 

Insect Detection Specialist I PS $ 39,374 $ 42,307 ‐7.4% $ 42,011 $ 42,011 ‐6.7% $ 2,637 0 $0 0 $0 5 

Insect Detection Specialist II PS $ 46,509 $ 60,876 ‐30.9% $ 58,645 $ 58,645 ‐26.1% $ 12,136 37 $449,032 31 $376,216 7 

Inservice Education Coordinator RN $ 105,685 $ 148,207 ‐40.2% $ 142,576 $ 134,886 ‐27.6% $ 29,201 4 $116,805 3 $87,603 3 Internal Alignment: 5% above Public Health Nurse Supervisor 

International Case Coordinator PS $ 115,024 $ 101,516 11.7% $ ‐13,508 1 $0 1 $0 0 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Public Defender Investigator II 

Investigative Specialist PS $ 49,712 $ 53,899 ‐8.4% $ 53,521 $ 53,521 ‐7.7% $ 3,809 13 $49,522 11 $41,903 7 

Investigative Technician PS $ 79,622 $ 78,355 1.6% $ 77,551 $ 77,551 2.6% $ ‐2,071 0 $0 0 $0 4 

Jr Air Pollution Chemist* PR $ 75,670 $ 88,066 ‐16.4% $ 12,396 0 $0 0 $0 0 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Industrial Hygienist I 

Jr Air Pollution Control Engineer* PR $ 76,419 $ 92,232 ‐20.7% $ 89,650 $ 85,907 ‐12.4% $ 9,488 0 $0 1 $9,488 1 Internal Alignment: 10% below Assistant Air Pollution Control Engineer 

Jr Land Use/Environmental Planner* PR $ 66,352 $ 74,194 ‐11.8% $ 68,990 $ 68,990 ‐4.0% $ 2,638 1 $2,638 7 $18,469 5 

Jr Public Health Microbiologist PR $ 62,858 $ 69,950 ‐11.3% $ 71,279 $ 71,279 ‐13.4% $ 8,422 3 $25,266 3 $25,266 11 

Jr Real Property Agent PR $ 52,042 $ 65,354 ‐25.6% $ 64,046 $ 64,046 ‐23.1% $ 12,005 0 $0 0 $0 9 

Jr Surveyor (T) PR $ 80,454 $ 94,451 ‐17.4% $ 84,624 $ 84,624 ‐5.2% $ 4,170 0 $0 3 $12,509 5 

Laboratory Assistant HS $ 43,784 $ 53,539 ‐22.3% $ 48,960 $ 48,960 ‐11.8% $ 5,176 11 $56,934 6 $31,055 11 

Land Surveyor PR $ 109,470 $ 124,591 ‐13.8% $ 110,936 $ 110,936 ‐1.3% $ 1,465 12 $17,584 5 $7,327 7 

Land Use Aide PS $ 48,485 $ 46,145 4.8% $ 46,191 $ 49,762 ‐2.6% $ 1,277 2 $2,554 5 $6,386 3 Internal Alignment: 15% below Land Use Technician I 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Classification 

Land Use Technician I 

Land Use Technician II 

Land Use Technician III 

Land Use/Environmental Planner I 

Land Use/Environmental Planner II 

Land Use/Environmental Planner III 

Landscape Architect 

Latent Print Examiner 

Laundry Supervisor 

Laundry Worker 

Legal Support Assistant I 

Legal Support Assistant II 

Legal Support Assistant III 

Legal Support Supervisor I 

Legal Support Supervisor II 

Librarian I 

Librarian II 

Librarian III 

Librarian Substitute 

Library Associate 

Library Technician I 

Library Technician II 

Library Technician III 

Library Technician IV 

Library Technician Substitute 

Licensed Mental Health Clinician 

Licensed Vocational Nurse 

Litigation Investigator 

Mail Carrier 

Mail Processor 

Mail Systems Supervisor 

Medical Claims Specialist 

Medical Consultant 

Medical Examiner Invest I 

Medical Examiner Invest II 

Medical Examiner Invest III 

Medical Transcriber 

Mental Health Aide 

Mental Health Case Management Assistant 

Mental Health Case Management Clinician 

Mental Health Conservatorship Clinician 

Mental Health Specialist 

Multimedia Designer 

Nutritionist 

Occupational/Physical Therapist 

Bargaining 
Unit 

PS 

PS 

PS 

PR 

PR 

PR 

PR 

PS 

MM 

FS 

CL 

CL 

CL 

MM 

MM 

PR 

PR 

PR 

PR 

PR 

PS 

PS 

PS 

PS 

PS 

PR 

HS 

PS 

PS 

PS 

MM 

CL 

PR 

PS 

PS 

MM 

CL 

HS 

HS 

PR 

PR 

HS 

PR 

PR 

PR 

Top Annual Salary 

Top Annual Median of % above or 
Salary Comparators below 

$ 56,014 $ 61,258 ‐9.4% 
$ 74,194 $ 72,170 2.7% 

$ 81,869 $ 86,220 ‐5.3% 
$ 79,622 $ 82,763 ‐3.9% 
$ 93,850 $ 100,865 ‐7.5% 

$ 107,619 $ 114,587 ‐6.5% 
$ 96,429 $ 124,591 ‐29.2% 
$ 95,430 $ 87,078 8.8% 

$ 54,891 $ 54,532 0.7% 

$ 42,432 $ 38,177 10.0% 

$ 43,160 $ 54,757 ‐26.9% 
$ 48,714 $ 64,813 ‐33.0% 
$ 55,037 $ 68,024 ‐23.6% 
$ 65,166 $ 68,528 ‐5.2% 
$ 69,306 $ 76,427 ‐10.3% 
$ 71,365 $ 80,451 ‐12.7% 
$ 78,853 $ 87,160 ‐10.5% 
$ 86,819 $ 99,501 ‐14.6% 
$ 70,574 $ 67,236 4.7% 

$ 68,307 $ 77,304 ‐13.2% 
$ 38,334 $ 50,697 ‐32.2% 
$ 47,341 $ 54,704 ‐15.6% 
$ 54,642 $ 61,545 ‐12.6% 
$ 63,544 $ 66,237 ‐4.2% 
$ 32,198 $ 50,486 ‐56.8% 
$ 94,702 $ 90,924 4.0% 

$ 52,603 $ 60,912 ‐15.8% 
$ 97,386 $ 123,974 ‐27.3% 
$ 41,454 $ 46,693 ‐12.6% 
$ 39,437 $ 45,706 ‐15.9% 
$ 60,944 $ 71,386 ‐17.1% 
$ 49,816 $ 66,360 ‐33.2% 

$ 194,210 $ 187,141 3.6% 

$ 63,731 $ 86,231 ‐35.3% 
$ 77,501 $ 95,781 ‐23.6% 
$ 85,862 $ 115,078 ‐34.0% 
$ 50,814 $ 58,977 ‐16.1% 
$ 43,597 $ 52,016 ‐19.3% 
$ 44,990 $ 53,617 ‐19.2% 
$ 72,654 $ 82,996 ‐14.2% 
$ 91,229 $ 107,501 ‐17.8% 
$ 52,770 $ 63,440 ‐20.2% 

$ 80,933 $ 75,442 6.8% 

$ 67,891 $ 79,221 ‐16.7% 
$ 96,075 $ 105,352 ‐9.7% 

Adjusted Top Annual Salary 

Median of Recommended % above or 
Comparators Salary below 

$ 58,543 $ 58,543 ‐4.5% 
$ 67,484 $ 67,484 9.0% 

$ 85,048 $ 85,048 ‐3.9% 
$ 81,108 $ 81,108 ‐1.9% 
$ 91,869 $ 91,869 2.1% 

$ 109,357 $ 109,357 ‐1.6% 
$ 120,441 $ 120,441 ‐24.9% 
$ 88,311 $ 88,311 7.5% 

$ 54,150 $ 54,521 0.7% 

$ 38,167 $ 38,167 10.1% 

$ 54,340 $ 54,340 ‐25.9% 
$ 57,835 $ 57,835 ‐18.7% 
$ 66,053 $ 66,053 ‐20.0% 
$ 68,597 $ 68,597 ‐5.3% 
$ 73,523 $ 73,523 ‐6.1% 
$ 70,258 $ 70,258 1.6% 

$ 78,453 $ 78,453 0.5% 

$ 91,796 $ 91,796 ‐5.7% 
$ 59,571 $ 66,745 5.4% 

$ 68,609 $ 70,588 ‐3.3% 
$ 45,925 $ 45,925 ‐19.8% 
$ 53,373 $ 53,373 ‐12.7% 
$ 61,115 $ 61,115 ‐11.8% 
$ 63,720 $ 67,227 ‐5.8% 
$ 44,730 $ 43,629 ‐35.5% 
$ 90,602 $ 90,602 4.3% 

$ 58,801 $ 58,801 ‐11.8% 
$ 110,363 $ 110,363 ‐13.3% 
$ 44,919 $ 44,919 ‐8.4% 
$ 45,981 $ 45,981 ‐16.6% 
$ 61,039 $ 61,039 ‐0.2% 
$ 60,309 $ 60,309 ‐21.1% 

$ 184,323 $ 198,011 ‐2.0% 
$ 81,109 $ 81,109 ‐27.3% 
$ 92,847 $ 92,847 ‐19.8% 

$ 108,598 $ 108,598 ‐26.5% 
$ 54,828 $ 54,828 ‐7.9% 
$ 50,039 $ 51,567 ‐18.3% 
$ 53,345 $ 53,345 ‐18.6% 
$ 79,401 $ 79,401 ‐9.3% 
$ 95,511 $ 90,602 0.7% 

$ 57,297 $ 57,297 ‐8.6% 

$ 73,132 $ 73,132 9.6% 

$ 76,912 $ 76,912 ‐13.3% 
$ 99,372 $ 99,372 ‐3.4% 

Cost 
Difference 
(Median 
Annual) 

$ 2,528 

$ ‐6,709 
$ 3,179 

$ 1,485 

$ ‐1,981 
$ 1,737 

$ 24,012 

$ ‐7,119 
$ ‐370 

$ ‐4,265 
$ 11,180 

$ 9,122 

$ 11,016 

$ 3,430 

$ 4,217 

$ ‐1,107 
$ ‐400 

$ 4,977 

$ ‐3,829 
$ 2,281 

$ 7,591 

$ 6,032 

$ 6,473 

$ 3,683 

$ 11,431 

$ ‐4,101 
$ 6,198 

$ 12,977 

$ 3,464 

$ 6,545 

$ 95 

$ 10,493 

$ 3,801 

$ 17,378 

$ 15,346 

$ 22,735 

$ 4,013 

$ 7,970 

$ 8,354 

$ 6,746 

$ ‐627 
$ 4,528 

$ ‐7,801 
$ 9,021 

$ 3,296 

# of 
Budgeted 
Positions 
per Class 

2 

9 

10 

8 

46 

49 

1 

6 

1 

23 

10 

232 

69 

37 

31 

43 

29 

17 

0 

6 

71 

54 

35 

16 

0 

65 

32 

0 

15 

0 

1 

14 

5 

0 

16 

3 

1 

20 

8 

31 

10 

7 

8 

3 

31 

Cost per 
Budgeted 
Positions 

$5,057 

$0 

$31,794 

$11,884 

$0 

$85,126 

$24,012 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$111,798 

$2,116,246 

$760,118 

$126,918 

$130,732 

$0 

$0 

$84,607 

$0 

$13,685 

$538,946 

$325,723 

$226,556 

$58,929 

$0 

$0 

$198,335 

$0 

$51,967 

$0 

$95 

$146,898 

$19,007 

$0 

$245,532 

$68,205 

$4,013 

$159,403 

$66,836 

$209,139 

$0 

$31,694 

$0 

$27,062 

$102,189 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

7 

4 

6 

12 

39 

43 

1 

6 

1 

22 

55 

148 

52 

33 

24 

40 

25 

17 

0 

3 

69 

46 

37 

14 

0 

51 

38 

0 

15 

0 

1 

14 

3 

3 

11 

3 

1 

15 

7 

25 

10 

6 

8 

4 

32 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

$17,699 

$0 

$19,076 

$17,826 

$0 

$74,702 

$24,012 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$614,889 

$1,350,019 

$572,842 

$113,197 

$101,212 

$0 

$0 

$84,607 

$0 

$6,842 

$523,765 

$277,468 

$239,502 

$51,563 

$0 

$0 

$235,523 

$0 

$51,967 

$0 

$95 

$146,898 

$11,404 

$52,133 

$168,804 

$68,205 

$4,013 

$119,552 

$58,481 

$168,660 

$0 

$27,166 

$0 

$36,083 

$105,485 

# of 
Alignment Matches 

7 

8 

6 

9 

12 

11 

3 No alignment found 

6 

3 Internal Alignment: 20% above Senior Laundry Worker 

10 

8 

11 

10 

5 

5 

10 

11 

10 

1 Internal Alignment: 5% below Librarian I 

2 Internal Alignment: 5% above Library Technician IV 

7 

7 

5 

3 Internal Alignment: 10% above Library Technician III 

1 Internal Alignment: 5% below Library Technician I 

11 

13 

4 

9 

6 

5 

8 

2 Internal Alignment: 25% below Psychiatrist 

7 

10 

4 

10 

3 Internal Alignment: 10% below Mental Health Specialist 

8 

6 

2 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Licensed Mental Health Clinician 

9 

7 

12 

13 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Classification 

Occupational/Physical Therapist Assistant 

Office Assistant 

Office Support Specialist 

Paralegal I 

Paralegal II 

Paralegal Supervisor 

Park Ranger 

Parks Recreational Supervisor 

Patient Services Specialist III (T) 

Patient Services Specialist IV (T) 

Payroll Clerk 

Pediatrician 

Permit Process Coordinator 

Pest Management Technician I 

Pest Management Technician II 

Pharmacist 

Pharmacy Stock Clerk 

Pharmacy Storekeeper 

Pharmacy Technician 

Photographic Audio‐Visual Specialist 

Physician Assistant 

Precinct Planning Technician 

Principal Treasurer‐Tax Collector Specialist 

Probation Aide 

Probation Operations Support Manager 

Process Server 

Process Server Supervisor 

Procurement Contracting Officer 

Procurement Contracting Specialist 

Procurement Specialist 

Property Assessment Specialist I 

Property Assessment Specialist II 

Property Assessment Specialist III 

Protective Services Assistant 

Protective Services Supervisor 

Protective Services Worker 

Psychiatric Clinical Nurse Specialist 

Psychiatric Nurse 

Psychiatric Resident 

Psychiatric Technician 

Psychiatrist 

Psychiatrist ‐ Specialist 

Public Assistance Investigator I 

Public Assistance Investigator II 

Public Assistance Investigator Supervisor 

Bargaining 
Unit 

HS 

CL 

CL 

PS 

PS 

MM 

PS 

MM 

SW 

SS 

CL 

PR 

MM 

PS 

PS 

MM 

AE 

MM 

HS 

PS 

PR 

PS 

MM 

PS 

MM 

PS 

MM 

AE 

AE 

AE 

AE 

AE 

AE 

SW 

SS 

SW 

RN 

RN 

PR 

HS 

PR 

PR 

PS 

PS 

MM 

Top Annual Salary 

Top Annual Median of % above or 
Salary Comparators below 

$ 63,066 $ 79,025 ‐25.3% 
$ 41,829 $ 45,622 ‐9.1% 
$ 48,422 $ 52,963 ‐9.4% 
$ 59,010 $ 63,177 ‐7.1% 
$ 79,082 $ 75,338 4.7% 

$ 87,464 $ 111,730 ‐27.7% 
$ 56,742 $ 61,183 ‐7.8% 
$ 68,411 $ 71,994 ‐5.2% 
$ 65,229 $ 69,492 ‐6.5% 
$ 74,235 $ 90,371 ‐21.7% 
$ 44,054 $ 63,565 ‐44.3% 

$ 168,834 $ 228,680 ‐35.4% 
$ 89,045 $ 98,813 ‐11.0% 
$ 56,181 $ 45,230 19.5% 

$ 61,755 $ 58,698 4.9% 

$ 136,635 $ 161,356 ‐18.1% 
$ 43,035 $ 50,703 ‐17.8% 
$ 48,693 $ 90,528 ‐85.9% 
$ 55,557 $ 55,191 0.7% 

$ 77,210 $ 75,296 2.5% 

$ 103,230 $ 129,612 ‐25.6% 
$ 51,688 $ 63,271 ‐22.4% 
$ 66,165 $ 93,186 ‐40.8% 
$ 54,288 $ 66,063 ‐21.7% 
$ 83,533 $ 84,854 ‐1.6% 
$ 47,382 $ 53,899 ‐13.8% 
$ 54,246 $ 54,797 ‐1.0% 
$ 99,362 $ 99,385 ‐0.0% 
$ 83,096 $ 89,463 ‐7.7% 
$ 70,678 $ 74,078 ‐4.8% 
$ 51,501 $ 49,842 3.2% 

$ 58,656 $ 60,253 ‐2.7% 
$ 70,450 $ 68,983 2.1% 

$ 45,968 $ 48,582 ‐5.7% 
$ 93,267 $ 100,913 ‐8.2% 
$ 75,379 $ 81,078 ‐7.6% 

$ 112,861 $ 153,059 ‐35.6% 
$ 98,384 $ 106,274 ‐8.0% 

$ 185,058 $ 282,852 ‐52.8% 
$ 52,707 $ 63,517 ‐20.5% 

$ 219,794 $ 300,248 ‐36.6% 
$ 229,590 $ 323,461 ‐40.9% 
$ 71,968 $ 88,816 ‐23.4% 
$ 77,501 $ 95,754 ‐23.6% 
$ 85,301 $ 109,803 ‐28.7% 

Adjusted Top Annual Salary 

Median of Recommended % above or 
Comparators Salary below 

$ 74,046 $ 74,046 ‐17.4% 
$ 45,022 $ 45,022 ‐7.6% 
$ 52,408 $ 52,408 ‐8.2% 
$ 64,377 $ 64,377 ‐9.1% 
$ 73,831 $ 73,831 6.6% 

$ 99,442 $ 88,597 ‐1.3% 
$ 61,128 $ 61,128 ‐7.7% 
$ 72,066 $ 72,066 ‐5.3% 
$ 65,623 $ 65,623 ‐0.6% 
$ 84,924 $ 84,924 ‐14.4% 
$ 58,733 $ 58,733 ‐33.3% 

$ 229,466 $ 229,466 ‐35.9% 
$ 88,580 $ 88,580 0.5% 

$ 44,600 $ 51,306 8.7% 

$ 57,007 $ 57,007 7.7% 

$ 145,188 $ 145,188 ‐6.3% 
$ 49,445 $ 49,445 ‐14.9% 
$ 74,776 $ 59,334 ‐21.9% 
$ 55,502 $ 55,502 0.1% 

$ 73,132 $ 73,132 5.3% 

$ 130,880 $ 130,880 ‐26.8% 
$ 62,828 $ 62,352 ‐20.6% 
$ 77,531 $ 77,531 ‐17.2% 
$ 58,730 $ 58,730 ‐8.2% 
$ 79,520 $ 79,520 4.8% 

$ 53,521 $ 53,521 ‐13.0% 
$ 56,011 $ 64,225 ‐18.4% 
$ 88,204 $ 88,204 11.2% 

$ 80,259 $ 80,259 3.4% 

$ 69,519 $ 69,519 1.6% 

$ 52,185 $ 52,657 ‐2.2% 
$ 58,508 $ 58,508 0.3% 

$ 64,046 $ 64,046 9.1% 

$ 48,837 $ 48,837 ‐6.2% 
$ 101,014 $ 101,014 ‐8.3% 
$ 75,909 $ 75,909 ‐0.7% 

$ 135,611 $ 135,611 ‐20.2% 
$ 106,856 $ 106,856 ‐8.6% 
$ 248,970 $ 224,412 ‐21.3% 
$ 62,851 $ 62,851 ‐19.2% 

$ 264,014 $ 264,014 ‐20.1% 
$ 300,016 $ 300,016 ‐30.7% 
$ 74,336 $ 79,660 ‐10.7% 
$ 88,511 $ 88,511 ‐14.2% 
$ 97,286 $ 97,286 ‐14.1% 

Cost 
Difference 
(Median 
Annual) 

$ 10,980 

$ 3,193 

$ 3,986 

$ 5,368 

$ ‐5,251 
$ 1,133 

$ 4,386 

$ 3,655 

$ 394 

$ 10,689 

$ 14,678 

$ 60,632 

$ ‐465 
$ ‐4,875 
$ ‐4,749 
$ 8,553 

$ 6,409 

$ 10,641 

$ ‐55 
$ ‐4,078 
$ 27,650 

$ 10,664 

$ 11,366 

$ 4,442 

$ ‐4,012 
$ 6,139 

$ 9,979 

$ ‐11,157 
$ ‐2,837 
$ ‐1,159 
$ 1,156 

$ ‐148 
$ ‐6,403 
$ 2,869 

$ 7,747 

$ 529 

$ 22,750 

$ 8,472 

$ 39,354 

$ 10,144 

$ 44,220 

$ 70,426 

$ 7,692 

$ 11,010 

$ 11,985 

# of 
Budgeted 
Positions 
per Class 

0 

765 

112 

0 

158 

21 

59 

8 

1 

1 

8 

0 

2 

0 

7 

10 

1 

0 

11 

6 

0 

1 

3 

22 

4 

1 

1 

19 

2 

9 

3 

51 

11 

1 

140 

631 

0 

109 

0 

0 

5 

7 

0 

39 

8 

Cost per 
Budgeted 
Positions 

$0 

$2,442,462 

$446,382 

$0 

$0 

$23,792 

$258,757 

$29,239 

$394 

$10,689 

$117,428 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$85,531 

$6,409 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$10,664 

$34,098 

$97,734 

$0 

$6,139 

$9,979 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$3,469 

$0 

$0 

$2,869 

$1,084,540 

$334,061 

$0 

$923,426 

$0 

$0 

$221,100 

$492,982 

$0 

$429,403 

$95,879 

# of 
Incumbents 

per Class 

1 

788 

97 

21 

131 

13 

49 

8 

1 

1 

2 

0 

2 

1 

6 

10 

0 

0 

10 

5 

0 

1 

2 

19 

4 

1 

1 

15 

4 

5 

15 

38 

11 

1 

129 

557 

0 

104 

0 

0 

2 

5 

8 

19 

8 

Cost per 
Actual 

Incumbents 

$10,980 

$2,515,896 

$386,599 

$112,720 

$0 

$14,728 

$214,900 

$29,239 

$394 

$10,689 

$29,357 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$85,531 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$10,664 

$22,732 

$84,406 

$0 

$6,139 

$9,979 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$17,344 

$0 

$0 

$2,869 

$999,326 

$294,884 

$0 

$881,067 

$0 

$0 

$88,440 

$352,130 

$61,536 

$209,196 

$95,879 

# of 
Alignment Matches 

12 

13 

12 

9 

11 

2 Internal Alignment: 20% above Paralegal II 

8 

5 

6 

4 

4 

5 

4 

2 Internal Alignment: 10% below Pest Management Technician II 

6 

11 

6 

1 Internal Alignment: 20% above Pharmacy Stock Clerk 

10 

7 

9 

3 Internal Alignment: 10% below GIS Technician 

5 

7 

4 

5 

2 Internal Alignment: 20% above Process Server 

10 

11 

8 

3 Internal Alignment: 10% below Property Assessment Specialist II 

8 

5 

6 

9 

11 

7 

12 

3 Internal Alignment: 15% below Psychiatrist 

11 

7 

5 

3 Internal Alignment: 10% below Public Assistance Investigator II 

10 

11 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Public Assistance Investigator Trainee PS $ 64,043 $ 67,719 ‐5.7% $ 67,740 $ 71,694 ‐11.9% $ 7,651 0 $0 3 $22,953 3 Internal Alignment: 10% below Public Assistance Investigator I 

Public Defender Investigator I PS $ 79,602 $ 93,864 ‐17.9% $ 93,207 $ 93,207 ‐17.1% $ 13,606 0 $0 16 $217,693 9 

Public Defender Investigator II PS $ 85,675 $ 113,152 ‐32.1% $ 101,516 $ 101,516 ‐18.5% $ 15,841 35 $554,445 34 $538,603 11 

Public Defender Investigator III PS $ 94,598 $ 122,960 ‐30.0% $ 120,286 $ 120,286 ‐27.2% $ 25,688 35 $899,065 12 $308,251 9 

Public Defender Investigator Tr PS $ 62,504 $ 60,785 2.7% $ 60,631 $ 60,631 3.0% $ ‐1,874 0 $0 5 $0 6 

Public Health Microbiologist PR $ 85,717 $ 92,292 ‐7.7% $ 89,319 $ 89,319 ‐4.2% $ 3,602 13 $46,831 5 $18,012 13 

Public Health Nurse RN $ 94,682 $ 104,749 ‐10.6% $ 104,614 $ 104,614 ‐10.5% $ 9,933 125 $1,241,573 110 $1,092,584 13 

Public Health Nurse Supervisor MM $ 111,675 $ 126,595 ‐13.4% $ 128,463 $ 128,463 ‐15.0% $ 16,788 33 $553,994 33 $553,994 12 

Public Health Nutrition Manager MM $ 85,654 $ 110,695 ‐29.2% $ 97,252 $ 97,252 ‐13.5% $ 11,598 2 $23,195 1 $11,598 7 

Purchasing Clerk AE $ 50,669 $ 59,738 ‐17.9% $ 55,686 $ 55,686 ‐9.9% $ 5,017 3 $15,050 3 $15,050 5 

Quality Assurance Specialist (Registered Nurse) PR $ 102,710 $ 131,309 ‐27.8% $ 118,222 $ 118,222 ‐15.1% $ 15,512 23 $356,769 14 $217,164 4 

Radio Communications System Engineer PR $ 110,365 $ 127,317 ‐15.4% $ 109,770 $ 109,770 0.5% $ ‐594 2 $0 2 $0 7 

Radiologic Technologist HS $ 55,078 $ 84,469 ‐53.4% $ 84,170 $ 84,170 ‐52.8% $ 29,092 2 $58,184 2 $58,184 11 

Radiologist PR $ 170,851 $ 261,253 ‐52.9% $ 237,862 $ 229,466 ‐34.3% $ 58,615 1 $58,615 1 $58,615 2 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Pediatrician 

Recordable Documents Specialist I PS $ 56,410 $ 52,166 7.5% $ 48,765 $ 48,765 13.6% $ ‐7,644 0 $0 38 $0 9 

Recordable Documents Specialist II PS $ 64,854 $ 59,355 8.5% $ 52,545 $ 52,545 19.0% $ ‐12,309 81 $0 45 $0 12 

Recordable Documents Specialist III MM $ 75,109 $ 68,899 8.3% $ 69,067 $ 69,067 8.0% $ ‐6,042 18 $0 18 $0 10 

Records Clerk CL $ 43,202 $ 60,147 ‐39.2% $ 52,943 $ 45,025 ‐4.2% $ 1,823 86 $156,816 77 $140,405 2 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Admissions Clerk 

Records Management Coordinator MM $ 55,515 $ 72,041 ‐29.8% $ 73,143 $ 73,143 ‐31.8% $ 17,628 3 $52,884 3 $52,884 4 

Recreation Program Coordinator PS $ 56,742 $ 52,506 7.5% $ 53,503 $ 53,503 5.7% $ ‐3,239 8 $0 4 $0 4 

Recreation Therapy Aide HS $ 44,803 $ 67,827 ‐51.4% $ 55,958 $ 59,963 ‐33.8% $ 15,160 7 $106,117 6 $90,957 3 Internal Alignment: 20% below Recreation Therapist 

Recreation Therapy Supervisor MM $ 82,805 $ 104,910 ‐26.7% $ 92,295 $ 92,295 ‐11.5% $ 9,490 2 $18,980 2 $18,980 4 

Recreational Therapist PR $ 68,786 $ 80,952 ‐17.7% $ 74,953 $ 74,953 ‐9.0% $ 6,168 11 $67,846 7 $43,175 7 

Recycling Specialist I PR $ 67,018 $ 63,050 5.9% $ 64,248 $ 70,122 ‐4.6% $ 3,105 1 $3,105 0 $0 3 Internal Alignment: 10% below Recycling Specialist II 

Recycling Specialist II PR $ 79,560 $ 76,461 3.9% $ 77,914 $ 77,914 2.1% $ ‐1,646 8 $0 6 $0 5 

Registered Veterinary Technician PS $ 57,387 $ 67,781 ‐18.1% $ 66,863 $ 66,863 ‐16.5% $ 9,476 6 $56,854 5 $47,378 9 

Residential Care Worker I HS $ 43,867 $ 38,342 12.6% $ 38,480 $ 38,480 12.3% $ ‐5,387 0 $0 2 $0 4 

Residential Care Worker II HS $ 47,258 $ 44,627 5.6% $ 44,764 $ 44,764 5.3% $ ‐2,494 77 $0 76 $0 4 

Residential Care Worker Supervisor MM $ 56,555 $ 53,064 6.2% $ 53,701 $ 61,775 ‐9.2% $ 5,220 27 $140,936 20 $104,397 1 Internal Alignment: 20% above Residential Childcare Specialist 

Residential Care Worker Trainee HS $ 39,790 $ 34,632 13.0% $ ‐5,158 0 $0 0 $0 0 Internal Alignment: 10% below Residential Care Worker I 

Residential Childcare Specialist HS $ 51,106 $ 86,091 ‐68.5% $ 71,628 $ 51,479 ‐0.7% $ 373 9 $3,361 9 $3,361 1 Internal Alignment: 15% above Residential Care Worker II 

Revenue & Recovery Officer PS $ 62,878 $ 59,925 4.7% $ 61,063 $ 61,063 2.9% $ ‐1,815 26 $0 23 $0 11 

Revenue & Recovery Officer Trainee PS $ 45,760 $ 53,329 ‐16.5% $ 50,629 $ 50,629 ‐10.6% $ 4,869 1 $4,869 1 $4,869 8 

Road Crew Supervisor MM $ 81,266 $ 94,765 ‐16.6% $ 88,349 $ 88,349 ‐8.7% $ 7,083 20 $141,659 18 $127,493 13 

Sanitation Regional Supervisor MM $ 90,979 $ 78,416 13.8% $ 79,906 $ 79,906 12.2% $ ‐11,073 3 $0 2 $0 5 

Section Chief, Revenue & Recovery MM $ 89,731 $ 105,080 ‐17.1% $ 94,061 $ 94,061 ‐4.8% $ 4,329 5 $21,647 5 $21,647 7 

Senior Account Clerk MM $ 50,024 $ 62,232 ‐24.4% $ 59,126 $ 59,126 ‐18.2% $ 9,102 7 $63,715 4 $36,409 11 

Senior Accountant MM $ 91,354 $ 91,053 0.3% $ 87,171 $ 87,171 4.6% $ ‐4,183 47 $0 42 $0 13 

Senior Admissions Clerk CL $ 52,333 $ 53,082 ‐1.4% $ 54,090 $ 54,030 ‐3.2% $ 1,697 2 $3,394 1 $1,697 3 Internal Alignment: 20% above Admissions Clerk 

Senior Adult Protective Services Specialist PS $ 80,704 $ 89,419 ‐10.8% $ 90,187 $ 90,187 ‐11.8% $ 9,483 13 $123,279 10 $94,830 5 

Senior Agricultural/Standards Inspector PR $ 82,659 $ 79,302 4.1% $ 73,102 $ 73,102 11.6% $ ‐9,557 67 $0 35 $0 11 

Senior Air Pollution Chemist* MM $ 113,464 $ 127,455 ‐12.3% $ 114,886 $ 133,937 ‐18.0% $ 20,473 3 $61,420 3 $61,420 2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Associate Air Pollution Chemist 

Senior Air Pollution Control Engineer* PR $ 118,706 $ 116,793 1.6% $ 116,769 $ 116,769 1.6% $ ‐1,936 5 $0 4 $0 4 

Senior Airport Technician MM $ 79,518 $ 87,597 ‐10.2% $ 80,561 $ 80,561 ‐1.3% $ 1,043 2 $2,086 2 $2,086 6 

Senior Animal Services Representative CL $ 52,874 $ 62,779 ‐18.7% $ 56,428 $ 58,717 ‐11.1% $ 5,843 2 $11,686 2 $11,686 2 Internal Alignment: 15% above Animal Services Representative 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Senior Assessment Clerk CL $ 49,670 $ 67,157 ‐35.2% $ 63,713 $ 63,713 ‐28.3% $ 14,042 7 $98,297 5 $70,212 5 
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Senior Cadastral Technician 

Senior Cashier 

Senior Civil Engineer 

Senior Clinical Psychologist 

Senior Communicable Disease Investigator 

Senior Construction Inspector 

Senior Cook 

Senior Electronic Security & Systems Technician 

Senior Emergency Services Coordinator 

Senior Epidemiologist 

Senior Forensic Evidence Technician 

Senior Geographic Information Systems Analyst 

Senior Health Information Management Technician 

Senior Health Physicist 

Senior HHSA Contract Auditor 

Senior Histology Technician 

Senior Hydrogeologist 

Senior Insect Detection Specialist 

Senior Laboratory Assistant 

Senior Land Surveyor 

Senior Latent Print Examiner 

Senior Laundry Worker 

Senior Litigation Investigator 

Senior Mail Carrier 

Senior Medical Transcriber 

Senior Meteorologist 

Senior Occupational/Physical Therapist 

Senior Office Assistant 

Senior Park Ranger 

Senior Payroll Clerk 

Senior Precinct Planning Technician 

Senior Procurement Contracting Officer 

Senior Protective Services Worker 

Senior Public Health Microbiologist 

Senior Public Health Nurse 

Senior Real Property Agent 

Senior Revenue & Recovery Officer 

Senior Storekeeper 

Senior Structural Engineer 

Senior Tax Payment Enforcement Officer 

Senior Tax Payment Processor 

Senior Treasurer‐Tax Collector Specialist 

Senior Vector Control Technician 

Senior Vector Ecologist 

AE 

MM 

MM 

PR 

PS 

MM 

FS 

MM 

MM 

PR 

PS 

PR 

HS 

MM 

MM 

HS 

PR 

PS 

HS 

MM 

PS 

MM 

PS 

PS 

CL 

PR 

PR 

MM 

MM 

CL 

PS 

PR 

SW 

PR 

RN 

PR 

PS 

MM 

MM 

PS 

CL 

CL 

PS 

PR 

$ 72,946 

$ 49,941 

$ 129,605 

$ 104,998 

$ 75,670 

$ 87,256 

$ 48,298 

$ 83,429 

$ 101,130 

$ 114,504 

$ 86,507 

$ 94,994 

$ 52,978 

$ 118,934 

$ 96,179 

$ 69,326 

$ 114,317 

$ 57,886 

$ 50,710 

$ 129,605 

$ 119,538 

$ 47,632 

$ 107,640 

$ 48,090 

$ 55,869 

$ 114,442 

$ 100,922 

$ 48,651 

$ 62,608 

$ 50,731 

$ 59,405 

$ 115,357 

$ 80,662 

$ 94,349 

$ 99,674 

$ 94,328 

$ 69,368 

$ 56,306 

$ 135,720 

$ 79,165 

$ 53,747 

$ 53,456 

$ 67,954 

$ 100,298 

$ 79,730 

$ 78,969 

$ 144,401 

$ 115,749 

$ 76,274 

$ 99,515 

$ 60,472 

$ 96,871 

$ 107,493 

$ 111,016 

$ 95,711 

$ 119,403 

$ 62,064 

$ 161,700 

$ 100,462 

$ 102,988 

$ 100,859 

$ 92,468 

$ 56,410 

$ 127,448 

$ 120,696 

$ 43,394 

$ 144,352 

$ 51,376 

$ 69,107 

$ 117,060 

$ 112,216 

$ 55,973 

$ 64,501 

$ 83,605 

$ 69,432 

$ 109,293 

$ 89,419 

$ 108,574 

$ 112,042 

$ 108,874 

$ 82,732 

$ 63,039 

$ 138,601 

$ 85,150 

$ 47,784 

$ 67,322 

$ 74,268 

$ 106,386 

‐9.3% 
‐58.1% 
‐11.4% 
‐10.2% 
‐0.8% 
‐14.0% 
‐25.2% 
‐16.1% 
‐6.3% 
3.0% 

‐10.6% 
‐25.7% 
‐17.2% 
‐36.0% 
‐4.5% 
‐48.6% 
11.8% 

‐59.7% 
‐11.2% 
1.7% 

‐1.0% 
8.9% 

‐34.1% 
‐6.8% 

‐23.7% 
‐2.3% 

‐11.2% 
‐15.1% 
‐3.0% 

‐64.8% 
‐16.9% 
5.3% 

‐10.9% 
‐15.1% 
‐12.4% 
‐15.4% 
‐19.3% 
‐12.0% 
‐2.1% 
‐7.6% 
11.1% 

‐25.9% 
‐9.3% 
‐6.1% 

$ 71,160 

$ 65,702 

$ 137,846 

$ 110,549 

$ 73,136 

$ 93,957 

$ 55,887 

$ 91,447 

$ 98,739 

$ 100,230 

$ 95,525 

$ 114,866 

$ 58,068 

$ 155,555 

$ 98,519 

$ 90,679 

$ 103,832 

$ 76,340 

$ 55,281 

$ 121,589 

$ 104,341 

$ 45,434 

$ 119,235 

$ 52,352 

$ 61,526 

$ 113,782 

$ 108,016 

$ 55,995 

$ 65,726 

$ 73,993 

$ 61,725 

$ 104,170 

$ 90,187 

$ 96,522 

$ 112,154 

$ 96,789 

$ 73,549 

$ 61,502 

$ 137,093 

$ 80,551 

$ 48,357 

$ 61,289 

$ 70,091 

$ 91,220 

$ 71,160 

$ 57,852 

$ 137,846 

$ 110,549 

$ 73,136 

$ 93,957 

$ 55,887 

$ 91,447 

$ 98,739 

$ 100,230 

$ 95,525 

$ 114,866 

$ 64,118 

$ 119,180 

$ 98,519 

$ 80,483 

$ 106,673 

$ 70,374 

$ 55,281 

$ 121,589 

$ 101,558 

$ 45,434 

$ 121,399 

$ 51,657 

$ 60,311 

$ 115,613 

$ 108,016 

$ 55,995 

$ 65,726 

$ 70,479 

$ 68,587 

$ 104,170 

$ 90,187 

$ 96,522 

$ 112,154 

$ 96,789 

$ 73,549 

$ 61,502 

$ 137,093 

$ 80,551 

$ 54,217 

$ 61,289 

$ 70,091 

$ 107,636 

2.4% 

‐15.8% 
‐6.4% 
‐5.3% 
3.3% 

‐7.7% 
‐15.7% 
‐9.6% 
2.4% 

12.5% 

‐10.4% 
‐20.9% 
‐21.0% 
‐0.2% 
‐2.4% 

‐16.1% 
6.7% 

‐21.6% 
‐9.0% 
6.2% 

15.0% 

4.6% 

‐12.8% 
‐7.4% 
‐8.0% 
‐1.0% 
‐7.0% 

‐15.1% 
‐5.0% 

‐38.9% 
‐15.5% 
9.7% 

‐11.8% 
‐2.3% 

‐12.5% 
‐2.6% 
‐6.0% 
‐9.2% 
‐1.0% 
‐1.8% 
‐0.9% 

‐14.7% 
‐3.1% 
‐7.3% 

$ ‐1,786 
$ 7,911 

$ 8,241 

$ 5,551 

$ ‐2,535 
$ 6,701 

$ 7,589 

$ 8,018 

$ ‐2,390 
$ ‐14,274 
$ 9,018 

$ 19,872 

$ 11,141 

$ 246 

$ 2,340 

$ 11,157 

$ ‐7,644 
$ 12,488 

$ 4,571 

$ ‐8,016 
$ ‐17,980 
$ ‐2,198 
$ 13,759 

$ 3,567 

$ 4,442 

$ 1,171 

$ 7,094 

$ 7,344 

$ 3,118 

$ 19,748 

$ 9,182 

$ ‐11,187 
$ 9,525 

$ 2,173 

$ 12,480 

$ 2,461 

$ 4,181 

$ 5,196 

$ 1,373 

$ 1,387 

$ 470 

$ 7,833 

$ 2,137 

$ 7,339 

4 

1 

31 

20 

6 

1 

68 

1 

5 

12 

1 

11 

9 

1 

4 

0 

2 

6 

5 

4 

2 

3 

4 

1 

1 

1 

23 

127 

15 

0 

2 

7 

161 

10 

63 

12 

10 

9 

0 

1 

0 

28 

9 

2 

$0 

$7,911 

$255,467 

$111,011 

$0 

$6,701 

$516,058 

$8,018 

$0 

$0 

$9,018 

$218,597 

$100,265 

$246 

$9,361 

$0 

$0 

$74,925 

$22,855 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$55,036 

$3,567 

$4,442 

$1,171 

$163,169 

$932,651 

$46,776 

$0 

$18,364 

$0 

$1,533,447 

$21,735 

$786,268 

$29,530 

$41,806 

$46,767 

$0 

$1,387 

$0 

$219,323 

$19,236 

$14,677 

3 

0 

29 

14 

6 

1 

58 

1 

3 

7 

1 

10 

8 

1 

4 

0 

1 

6 

3 

4 

2 

3 

4 

1 

1 

1 

19 

118 

17 

0 

2 

6 

145 

5 

52 

10 

9 

9 

0 

1 

0 

27 

8 

1 

$0 

$0 

$238,985 

$77,708 

$0 

$6,701 

$440,167 

$8,018 

$0 

$0 

$9,018 

$198,725 

$89,124 

$246 

$9,361 

$0 

$0 

$74,925 

$13,713 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$55,036 

$3,567 

$4,442 

$1,171 

$134,792 

$866,557 

$53,013 

$0 

$18,364 

$0 

$1,381,054 

$10,867 

$648,983 

$24,608 

$37,625 

$46,767 

$0 

$1,387 

$0 

$211,490 

$17,099 

$7,339 

10 

3 

12 

8 

7 

12 

11 

4 

8 

7 

4 

5 

2 

1 

4 

2 

2 

2 

5 

10 

3 

5 

1 

3 

2 

1 

9 

10 

7 

2 

1 

8 

7 

9 

7 

9 

9 

12 

9 

6 

1 

4 

4 

2 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Cashier 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Health Information Management Technician 

Internal Alignment: 20% above Associate Health Physicist 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Histology Technician 

Internal Alignment: Anchor to Groundwater Geologist 

Internal Alignment: 20% above Insect Detection Specialist II 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Latent Print Examiner 

Internal Alignment: 10% above Litigation Investigator 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Mail Carrier 

Internal Alignment: 10% above Medical Transcriber 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Associate Meteorologist 

Internal Alignment: 20% above Payroll Clerk 

Internal Alignment: 10% above Precinct Planning Technician 

Internal Alignment: 10% above Tax Payment Processor 

Internal Alignment: Anchor to Industrial Hygienist III 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Senior Veteran Services Representative MM $ 73,861 $ 73,747 0.2% $ 73,033 $ 73,033 1.1% $ ‐828 2 $0 2 $0 6 
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Sewing Room Supervisor 

Sheriff's Commissary Stores Supervisor 

Sheriff's Communications Dispatcher 

Sheriff's Detentions Licensed Vocational Nurse 

Sheriff's Detentions Nurse 

Sheriff's Detentions Supervising Nurse 

Sheriff's Detentions, Chief Mental Health Clinician 

Sheriff's Detentions, Mental Health Clinician 

Sheriff's Detentions, Processing Assistant Manager 

Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher 

Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher Trainee 

Sheriff's Fingerprint Examiner 

Sheriff's Investigative Specialist 

Sheriff's Licensing Clerk I 

Sheriff's Licensing Clerk II 

Sheriff's Licensing Specialist 

Sheriff's Licensing Supervisor 

Sheriff's Operations Supervisor 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Custodian 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Manager 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist I 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist II 

Sheriff's Property Investigator 

Sheriff's Range Guard 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Clerk I 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Clerk II 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Supervisor 

Sheriff's Senior Fingerprint Examiner 

Sheriff's Supervisor Helicopter/Airplane Mechanic 

Social Services Aide 

Social Work Supervisor 

Social Worker I 

Social Worker II 

Social Worker III 

Solid Waste Site Supervisor 

Staff Accountant 

Staff Nurse 

Statistician 

Stock Clerk 

Storekeeper 

Storekeeper II (T) 

Substance Abuse Assessor 

Supervising Agricultural/Standards Inspector 

Supervising Air Quality Inspector* 

MM 

MM 

PS 

HS 

RN 

MM 

MM 

PR 

MM 

PS 

PS 

PS 

PS 

CL 

CL 

CL 

MM 

MM 

PS 

MM 

CL 

CL 

PS 

PS 

CL 

CL 

MM 

PS 

MM 

SW 

SS 

SW 

SW 

SW 

MM 

AE 

RN 

PR 

AE 

AE 

MM 

PR 

MM 

PS 

$ 38,397 

$ 62,130 

$ 50,232 

$ 60,507 

$ 113,360 

$ 133,786 

$ 105,997 

$ 99,008 

$ 84,698 

$ 76,960 

$ 47,112 

$ 53,539 

$ 61,339 

$ 43,160 

$ 48,714 

$ 52,686 

$ 54,538 

$ 73,445 

$ 59,072 

$ 73,382 

$ 43,014 

$ 49,504 

$ 55,661 

$ 45,947 

$ 43,160 

$ 48,714 

$ 55,411 

$ 63,648 

$ 104,187 

$ 41,850 

$ 78,146 

$ 54,662 

$ 57,491 

$ 66,539 

$ 81,266 

$ 67,350 

$ 89,606 

$ 81,890 

$ 38,834 

$ 44,054 

$ 48,693 

$ 76,378 

$ 96,990 

$ 104,104 

$ 54,382 

$ 55,016 

$ 56,025 

$ 111,949 

$ 129,690 

$ 106,214 

$ 98,758 

$ 87,988 

$ 75,858 

$ 82,763 

$ 65,936 

$ 56,201 

$ 65,453 

$ 87,381 

$ 72,213 

$ 72,213 

$ 87,462 

$ 98,380 

$ 62,100 

$ 69,971 

$ 53,120 

$ 49,166 

$ 55,345 

$ 67,836 

$ 97,977 

$ 93,038 

$ 51,362 

$ 96,342 

$ 66,731 

$ 76,394 

$ 92,088 

$ 71,710 

$ 74,498 

$ 103,076 

$ 88,291 

$ 48,952 

$ 58,543 

$ 61,906 

$ 89,130 

$ 88,038 

$ 126,339 

‐41.6% 

‐9.5% 
7.4% 

1.2% 

3.1% 

‐0.2% 
0.3% 

‐14.3% 
‐61.0% 
‐54.6% 
‐7.5% 

‐30.2% 
‐34.4% 
‐65.9% 
‐32.4% 
1.7% 

‐48.1% 
‐34.1% 
‐44.4% 
‐41.3% 

‐15.6% 
‐13.9% 
‐13.6% 
‐22.4% 
‐53.9% 
10.7% 

‐22.7% 
‐23.3% 
‐22.1% 
‐32.9% 
‐38.4% 
11.8% 

‐10.6% 
‐15.0% 
‐7.8% 
‐26.1% 
‐32.9% 
‐27.1% 
‐16.7% 
9.2% 

‐21.4% 

$ 52,315 

$ 56,061 

$ 57,745 

$ 114,076 

$ 132,140 

$ 108,232 

$ 94,760 

$ 85,633 

$ 70,255 

$ 75,497 

$ 64,617 

$ 54,603 

$ 57,456 

$ 85,633 

$ 69,469 

$ 69,469 

$ 72,156 

$ 87,460 

$ 59,093 

$ 63,286 

$ 54,129 

$ 49,840 

$ 56,420 

$ 67,273 

$ 89,478 

$ 92,905 

$ 50,369 

$ 89,419 

$ 64,195 

$ 72,091 

$ 85,024 

$ 73,072 

$ 67,154 

$ 103,920 

$ 84,730 

$ 46,547 

$ 54,392 

$ 55,254 

$ 79,237 

$ 87,422 

$ 104,356 

$ 45,434 

$ 70,727 

$ 56,061 

$ 57,745 

$ 114,076 

$ 94,760 

$ 79,889 

$ 85,633 

$ 70,255 

$ 75,497 

$ 53,521 

$ 43,999 

$ 48,888 

$ 54,320 

$ 67,900 

$ 79,882 

$ 72,779 

$ 86,588 

$ 59,093 

$ 63,286 

$ 65,498 

$ 67,886 

$ 49,840 

$ 56,420 

$ 67,273 

$ 89,478 

$ 92,905 

$ 50,369 

$ 89,419 

$ 64,195 

$ 72,091 

$ 85,024 

$ 73,072 

$ 67,154 

$ 103,920 

$ 84,730 

$ 46,547 

$ 54,392 

$ 55,254 

$ 72,018 

$ 87,422 

$ 102,677 

‐18.3% 
‐13.8% 
‐11.6% 
4.6% 

‐0.6% 
1.2% 

‐7.3% 
4.3% 

5.7% 

‐11.3% 
‐49.1% 
‐41.0% 
12.7% 

‐1.9% 
‐0.4% 
‐3.1% 

‐24.5% 
‐8.8% 

‐23.2% 
‐18.0% 
‐37.4% 
‐27.8% 
‐17.7% 
‐47.7% 
‐15.5% 
‐15.8% 
‐21.4% 
‐40.6% 
10.8% 

‐20.4% 
‐14.4% 
‐17.4% 
‐25.4% 
‐27.8% 
10.1% 

0.3% 

‐16.0% 
‐3.5% 

‐19.9% 
‐23.5% 
‐13.5% 
5.7% 

9.9% 

1.4% 

$ 7,037 

$ 8,597 

$ 5,829 

$ ‐2,763 
$ 716 

$ ‐1,646 
$ 7,715 

$ ‐4,248 
$ ‐4,809 
$ 8,673 

$ 23,143 

$ 21,958 

$ ‐7,818 
$ 839 

$ 174 

$ 1,634 

$ 13,362 

$ 6,437 

$ 13,707 

$ 13,205 

$ 16,079 

$ 13,782 

$ 9,837 

$ 21,939 

$ 6,680 

$ 7,706 

$ 11,862 

$ 25,830 

$ ‐11,282 
$ 8,519 

$ 11,274 

$ 9,533 

$ 14,599 

$ 18,485 

$ ‐8,193 
$ ‐196 

$ 14,314 

$ 2,840 

$ 7,713 

$ 10,338 

$ 6,561 

$ ‐4,360 
$ ‐9,568 
$ ‐1,427 

1 

1 

2 

97 

239 

26 

5 

75 

1 

127 

0 

9 

0 

0 

10 

4 

3 

7 

3 

1 

6 

14 

4 

5 

0 

67 

11 

2 

1 

20 

25 

38 

17 

225 

1 

24 

46 

0 

56 

19 

1 

4 

14 

7 

$7,037 

$8,597 

$11,659 

$0 

$171,112 

$0 

$38,576 

$0 

$0 

$1,101,495 

$0 

$197,623 

$0 

$0 

$1,744 

$6,535 

$40,087 

$45,060 

$41,121 

$13,205 

$96,472 

$192,952 

$39,349 

$109,694 

$0 

$516,334 

$130,484 

$51,660 

$0 

$170,385 

$281,845 

$362,249 

$248,190 

$4,159,166 

$0 

$0 

$658,427 

$0 

$431,925 

$196,418 

$6,561 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1 

1 

3 

46 

168 

7 

2 

22 

1 

92 

27 

8 

0 

7 

2 

2 

3 

6 

2 

1 

9 

0 

3 

3 

1 

55 

10 

1 

1 

20 

25 

33 

14 

202 

1 

45 

47 

0 

47 

16 

1 

4 

13 

5 

$7,037 

$8,597 

$17,488 

$0 

$120,280 

$0 

$15,430 

$0 

$0 

$797,933 

$624,859 

$175,665 

$0 

$5,874 

$349 

$3,267 

$40,087 

$38,623 

$27,414 

$13,205 

$144,708 

$0 

$29,512 

$65,817 

$6,680 

$423,856 

$118,622 

$25,830 

$0 

$170,385 

$281,845 

$314,584 

$204,391 

$3,734,007 

$0 

$0 

$672,740 

$0 

$362,508 

$165,405 

$6,561 

$0 

$0 

$0 

1 

0 

5 

8 

8 

4 

1 

5 

0 

13 

12 

9 

3 

2 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

4 

7 

0 

1 

9 

9 

7 

8 

4 

9 

12 

11 

12 

11 

3 

13 

13 

6 

13 

12 

8 

1 

9 

3 

Internal Alignment: Anchor to Senior Laundry Worker 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Senior Storekeeper 

Internal Alignment: 20% above Sheriff's Detentions, Mental Health Clinician 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Sheriff's Operations Supervisor 

Internal Alignment: Anchor to Investigative Specialist 

Internal Alignment: 10% below Sheriff's Licensing Clerk II 

Internal Alignment: 10% below Sheriff's Licensing Specialist 

Internal Alignment: 20% below Sheriff's Licensing Supervisor 

Internal Alignment: 15% below Sheriff's Operations Supervisor 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Detentions Processing Supervisor 

Internal Alignment: 15% above Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist II 

Internal Alignment: 20% above Sheriff's Property & Evidence Custodian 

Internal Alignment: 10% below Deputy Public Administrator‐Guardian 
Internal Alignment: Anchor to Deputy Sheriff Cadet‐Detention/Court Services 

Above Market N/A 

Internal Alignment: Anchor to Correctional Counselor 

Internal Alignment: 20% above Air Quality Inspector II 

$ 132,140 

$ 113,712 

Page 9 of 11 Appendix I: San Diego Results 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix I: Results Summary 

August 2021 

Bargaining 
Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 

Difference 
# of 

Budgeted Cost per # of 
Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Supervising Air Resources Specialist* MM $ 120,037 $ 136,655 ‐13.8% $ 127,942 $ 123,072 ‐2.5% $ 3,035 2 $6,070 2 $6,070 3 Internal Alignment: 20% above Associate Air Resources Specialist 

Supervising Animal Care Attendant MM $ 60,653 $ 67,259 ‐10.9% $ 64,020 $ 64,020 ‐5.6% $ 3,367 4 $13,468 4 $13,468 5 

Supervising Animal Control Officer MM $ 71,053 $ 82,599 ‐16.3% $ 79,364 $ 79,364 ‐11.7% $ 8,311 4 $33,244 4 $33,244 8 

Supervising Appraiser I MM $ 109,907 $ 110,417 ‐0.5% $ 104,841 $ 104,841 4.6% $ ‐5,066 10 $0 11 $0 8 

Supervising Appraiser II MM $ 120,952 $ 109,613 9.4% $ 108,266 $ 108,266 10.5% $ ‐12,686 4 $0 4 $0 10 

Supervising Assessment Clerk MM $ 58,490 $ 75,069 ‐28.3% $ 74,085 $ 74,085 ‐26.7% $ 15,595 4 $62,382 4 $62,382 6 

Supervising Audit‐Appraiser MM $ 120,952 $ 114,161 5.6% $ 109,079 $ 109,079 9.8% $ ‐11,873 3 $0 3 $0 12 

Supervising Child Support Officer MM $ 77,522 $ 83,606 ‐7.8% $ 81,947 $ 81,947 ‐5.7% $ 4,425 24 $106,206 17 $75,229 13 

Supervising Communicable Disease Investigator MM $ 84,032 $ 82,805 1.5% $ 73,675 $ 73,675 12.3% $ ‐10,357 4 $0 4 $0 5 

Supervising Community Health Promotion Specialist MM $ 84,219 $ 96,209 ‐14.2% $ 86,979 $ 86,979 ‐3.3% $ 2,760 1 $2,760 1 $2,760 6 

Supervising Correctional Counselor MM $ 91,978 $ 123,124 ‐33.9% $ 111,401 $ 90,022 2.1% $ ‐1,956 6 $0 4 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 5% below Sheriff's Detentions, Mental Health Clinician 

Supervising Criminalist MM $ 141,232 $ 139,249 1.4% $ 132,851 $ 132,851 5.9% $ ‐8,380 6 $0 5 $0 11 

Supervising Deputy Public Administrator‐Guardian MM $ 79,810 $ 87,163 ‐9.2% $ 86,990 $ 86,990 ‐9.0% $ 7,181 2 $14,362 2 $14,362 10 

Supervising Electronic Instrument Technician MM $ 87,506 $ 116,491 ‐33.1% $ 104,007 $ 104,007 ‐18.9% $ 16,501 2 $33,002 2 $33,002 4 

Supervising Environmental Health Specialist MM $ 100,859 $ 110,892 ‐9.9% $ 106,678 $ 106,678 ‐5.8% $ 5,819 25 $145,474 22 $128,017 13 

Supervising Health Information Specialist MM $ 84,219 $ 80,346 4.6% $ 81,873 $ 81,873 2.8% $ ‐2,346 2 $0 1 $0 4 

Supervising Human Services Control Specialist SS $ 70,970 $ 104,148 ‐46.7% $ 89,276 $ 89,276 ‐25.8% $ 18,306 6 $109,837 6 $109,837 4 

Supervising Human Services Specialist SS $ 67,642 $ 88,220 ‐30.4% $ 83,156 $ 83,156 ‐22.9% $ 15,515 226 $3,506,348 220 $3,413,259 10 

Supervising Industrial Hygienist MM $ 106,142 $ 130,853 ‐23.3% $ 115,936 $ 115,936 ‐9.2% $ 9,793 1 $9,793 1 $9,793 5 

Supervising Nurse MM $ 107,806 $ 119,374 ‐10.7% $ 123,340 $ 123,340 ‐14.4% $ 15,534 28 $434,938 20 $310,670 8 

Supervising Occupational/Physical Therapist MM $ 108,805 $ 120,402 ‐10.7% $ 118,153 $ 118,153 ‐8.6% $ 9,348 11 $102,825 11 $102,825 10 

Supervising Office Assistant MM $ 55,515 $ 73,827 ‐33.0% $ 69,290 $ 69,290 ‐24.8% $ 13,775 47 $647,434 43 $592,333 6 

Supervising Park Ranger MM $ 68,411 $ 79,465 ‐16.2% $ 79,073 $ 79,073 ‐15.6% $ 10,662 23 $245,226 19 $202,578 8 

Supervising Pest Management Technician MM $ 74,901 $ 83,162 ‐11.0% $ 76,287 $ 76,287 ‐1.9% $ 1,387 1 $1,387 1 $1,387 4 

Supervising Public Health Microbiologist MM $ 104,083 $ 107,276 ‐3.1% $ 103,504 $ 103,504 0.6% $ ‐579 7 $0 6 $0 12 

Supervising Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher MM $ 96,699 $ 108,256 ‐12.0% $ 97,214 $ 97,214 ‐0.5% $ 515 15 $7,719 15 $7,719 12 

Supervising Stores & Mail System Specialist, Auditor & Controller MM $ 60,944 $ 46,989 22.9% $ 47,030 $ 55,178 9.5% $ ‐5,766 1 $0 1 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 20% above Mail Processor 

Supervising Treasurer‐Tax Collector Specialist MM $ 60,320 $ 87,612 ‐45.2% $ 75,520 $ 75,520 ‐25.2% $ 15,200 6 $91,198 6 $91,198 5 

Supervising Vector Ecologist MM $ 107,390 $ 112,389 ‐4.7% $ 96,324 $ 108,382 ‐0.9% $ 992 1 $992 1 $992 2 Internal Alignment: 15% above the Senior Vector Ecologist 

Supervising, Trial Support Unit MM $ 96,138 $ 96,069 0.1% $ 96,165 $ 91,349 5.0% $ ‐4,789 1 $0 0 $0 1 Internal Alignment: 20% above Trial Support Specialist 

Supervising, Vector Control Technician MM $ 74,901 $ 86,982 ‐16.1% $ 88,635 $ 80,316 ‐7.2% $ 5,415 5 $27,076 5 $27,076 2 Internal Alignment: 20% above Vector Control Technician 

Tax Payment Enforcement Officer PS $ 64,834 $ 76,358 ‐17.8% $ 66,986 $ 66,986 ‐3.3% $ 2,152 1 $2,152 1 $2,152 8 

Tax Payment Processor CL $ 48,693 $ 49,747 ‐2.2% $ 49,288 $ 49,288 ‐1.2% $ 595 0 $0 0 $0 4 

Technical Writer PR $ 89,918 $ 116,102 ‐29.1% $ 104,076 $ 104,076 ‐15.7% $ 14,157 1 $14,157 1 $14,157 2 Internal Alignment: No alignment found 

Telecommunications Technician III MM $ 90,126 $ 101,826 ‐13.0% $ 91,262 $ 91,262 ‐1.3% $ 1,135 8 $9,083 8 $9,083 7 

Telecommunications Technician IV MM $ 99,050 $ 102,375 ‐3.4% $ 102,477 $ 102,477 ‐3.5% $ 3,428 2 $6,856 3 $10,283 7 

Toxicologist I PR $ 82,014 $ 98,271 ‐19.8% $ 83,889 $ 87,322 ‐6.5% $ 5,308 0 $0 0 $0 2 Internal Alignment: 15% below Toxicologist II 

Toxicologist II PR $ 100,152 $ 120,426 ‐20.2% $ 102,732 $ 102,732 ‐2.6% $ 2,580 4 $10,320 4 $10,320 4 

Toxicologist III MM $ 114,234 $ 122,328 ‐7.1% $ 108,750 $ 118,142 ‐3.4% $ 3,908 1 $3,908 1 $3,908 3 Internal Alignment: 15% above Toxicologist II 

Treasurer‐Tax Collector Specialist CL $ 46,571 $ 64,908 ‐39.4% $ 54,004 $ 54,004 ‐16.0% $ 7,433 33 $245,279 30 $222,981 5 

Trial Support Specialist PS $ 91,562 $ 83,394 8.9% $ 76,124 $ 76,124 16.9% $ ‐15,438 11 $0 8 $0 4 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Specialist PR $ 99,466 $ 140,588 ‐41.3% $ 119,662 $ 119,662 ‐20.3% $ 20,196 24 $484,705 20 $403,921 6 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Supervisor MM $ 104,437 $ 147,346 ‐41.1% $ 125,672 $ 125,672 ‐20.3% $ 21,235 5 $106,174 4 $84,940 4 

Vector Control Technician PS $ 61,755 $ 67,402 ‐9.1% $ 66,930 $ 66,930 ‐8.4% $ 5,175 17 $87,967 16 $82,793 5 

Vector Control Technician Aide PS $ 43,118 $ 57,710 ‐33.8% $ 57,559 $ 57,559 ‐33.5% $ 14,440 0 $0 0 $0 5 

Page 10 of 11 Appendix I: San Diego Results 
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Bargaining 

Top Annual Salary Adjusted Top Annual Salary Cost 
Difference 

# of 
Budgeted Cost per # of 

Cost per 
Actual # of 

Classification Unit Top Annual 
Salary 

Median of 
Comparators 

% above or 
below 

Median of 
Comparators 

Recommended 
Salary 

% above or 
below 

(Median 
Annual) 

Positions 
per Class 

Budgeted 
Positions 

Incumbents 
per Class Incumbents Matches Alignment 

Vector Ecologist PR $ 95,493 $ 96,262 ‐0.8% $ 93,618 $ 97,851 ‐2.5% $ 2,358 1 $2,358 2 $4,716 3 Internal Alignment: Anchor to Industrial Hygienist II 

Veterans Services Representative PS $ 65,957 $ 66,566 ‐0.9% $ 64,256 $ 64,256 2.6% $ ‐1,700 11 $0 10 $0 13 

Veterinarian PR $ 124,051 $ 138,300 ‐11.5% $ 136,253 $ 136,253 ‐9.8% $ 12,201 2 $24,403 1 $12,201 9 

Victim Advocate PR $ 71,635 $ 59,025 17.6% $ 56,680 $ 56,680 20.9% $ ‐14,956 13 $0 17 $0 10 

Victim/Witness Assist Program Manager MM $ 87,901 $ 115,850 ‐31.8% $ 105,254 $ 105,254 ‐19.7% $ 17,353 2 $34,706 1 $17,353 7 

Victim/Witness Assistance Program Supervisor MM $ 80,413 $ 80,309 0.1% $ 77,390 $ 77,390 3.8% $ ‐3,023 7 $0 3 $0 9 

Wastewater Facilities Supervisor MM $ 95,451 $ 103,111 ‐8.0% $ 103,694 $ 103,694 ‐8.6% $ 8,242 2 $16,485 1 $8,242 6 

Wastewater Plant Operator III MM $ 82,618 $ 85,722 ‐3.8% $ 89,128 $ 89,128 ‐7.9% $ 6,510 5 $32,550 4 $26,040 5 

Watershed Manager MM $ 95,805 $ 98,841 ‐3.2% $ 3,036 0 $0 0 $0 0 Internal Alignment: 25% above Supervising Park Ranger 

AVERAGE: ‐13.9% AVERAGE: ‐7.3% TOTAL: $54,826,506 TOTAL: $50,361,190 

MEDIAN: ‐11.5% MEDIAN: ‐6.3% 
Key: 
County salary is above the market median. 
Recommended salary based on internal alignment. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Accident Reconstruction Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Diego Accident Reconstruction Specialist $ 92,976 $ 114,317 $ 114,317 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Bernardino Incident Reconstruction Specialist $ 72,758 $ 100,131 1.9% $ 102,034 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Claims Investigator II $ 53,184 $ 71,676 -3.8% $ 68,952 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange N/C 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Santa Clara N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 85,904 $ 85,493 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 24.9% 25.2% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 1 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                 

                  

                  

                 

                   

                 

                 

                 

                 

                    
                 
                 

                 
 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Account Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Account Clerk $ 59,514 $ 72,332 -17.4% $ 59,746 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Riverside Accounting Assistant II $ 34,740 $ 54,204 1.9% $ 55,234 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Account Clerk II $ 53,604 $ 64,678 -16.8% $ 53,812 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Account Clerk II $ 39,090 $ 53,983 -3.8% $ 51,931 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda Account Clerk I $ 48,200 $ 57,140 -11.4% $ 50,626 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of San Mateo Fiscal Office Assistant I $ 48,297 $ 60,381 -17.5% $ 49,815 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Fiscal Assistant $ 33,779 $ 46,363 1.9% $ 47,244 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Ventura Accounting Assistant I $ 33,587 $ 47,022 -0.7% $ 46,692 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Sacramento Account Clerk I $ 36,937 $ 44,892 0.1% $ 44,937 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Accounting Assistant I $ 35,235 $ 45,698 -2.0% $ 44,784 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 County of Contra Costa Account Clerk - Beginning Level $ 40,113 $ 48,758 -11.1% $ 43,346 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
12 County of San Diego Account Clerk $ 35,173 $ 43,243 $ 43,243 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of Fresno Account Clerk I $ 30,186 $ 38,610 4.7% $ 40,425 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Fiscal Support Assistant $ 29,748 $ 36,324 1.2% $ 36,760 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 48,758 $ 47,244 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.8% -9.3% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Account Clerk Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Account Clerk $ 68,952 $ 83,746 -17.4% $ 69,174 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Lead Fiscal Office Assistant $ 55,535 $ 69,367 -17.5% $ 57,228 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Account Clerk II $ 51,583 $ 61,005 -11.4% $ 54,051 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Ventura Accounting Assistant II $ 37,319 $ 52,246 -0.7% $ 51,881 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of San Bernardino Fiscal Specialist $ 36,754 $ 50,482 1.9% $ 51,441 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Sacramento Account Clerk II $ 41,969 $ 51,010 0.1% $ 51,061 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
7 County of San Diego Account Clerk Specialist $ 40,539 $ 49,816 $ 49,816 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Fresno Account Clerk III $ 37,154 $ 47,554 4.7% $ 49,789 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Orange Accounting Assistant II $ 37,856 $ 49,691 -2.0% $ 48,697 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Contra Costa Account Clerk - Experienced Level $ 44,848 $ 48,758 -11.1% $ 43,346 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Fiscal Support Technician $ 32,868 $ 40,128 1.2% $ 40,610 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 50,746 $ 51,251 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -1.9% -2.9% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 3 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                 

                

                

                

                 

                  

                 

                

                 

                 

                 

                 
                 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
 

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Accounting Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Principal Account Clerk $ 77,868 $ 94,644 -17.4% $ 78,176 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Riverside Accounting Technician II $ 45,468 $ 69,096 1.9% $ 70,409 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Alameda Accounting Technician $ 60,736 $ 73,819 -11.4% $ 65,404 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Accounting Technician $ 53,495 $ 65,020 0.1% $ 65,085 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Accounting Technician $ 45,156 $ 63,218 -0.7% $ 62,776 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Accounting Technician $ 55,143 $ 70,420 -11.1% $ 62,603 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Accounting Technician II $ 47,266 $ 63,684 -3.8% $ 61,264 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Mateo Fiscal Office Specialist $ 58,301 $ 72,861 -17.5% $ 60,110 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Orange Accounting Technician $ 45,698 $ 61,298 -2.0% $ 60,072 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Santa Clara Accountant Assistant $ 59,475 $ 71,791 -16.8% $ 59,730 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Fresno Supervising Account Clerk $ 44,148 $ 56,472 4.7% $ 59,126 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Accounting Technician $ 41,454 $ 57,075 1.9% $ 58,160 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Kern Fiscal Support Supervisor $ 43,896 $ 53,592 1.2% $ 54,235 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 
14 County of San Diego Accounting Technician $ 43,222 $ 53,144 $ 53,144 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 65,020 $ 61,264 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -22.3% -15.3% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Administrative Secretary I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Senior Secretary I $ 49,765 $ 67,060 -3.8% $ 64,512 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Secretary I $ 60,300 $ 73,272 -17.4% $ 60,523 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of San Mateo Administrative Secretary I $ 57,948 $ 72,383 -17.5% $ 59,716 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Administrative Secretary I $ 40,080 $ 55,980 1.9% $ 57,044 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Alameda Secretary I $ 52,509 $ 62,515 -11.4% $ 55,389 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Orange Secretary I $ 40,040 $ 52,998 -2.0% $ 51,938 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of San Bernardino Secretary I $ 36,754 $ 50,482 1.9% $ 51,441 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
8 County of San Diego Administrative Secretary I $ 36,338 $ 44,616 $ 44,616 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Fresno Administrative Assistant I $ 31,590 $ 40,404 4.7% $ 42,303 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Ventura N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 59,248 $ 56,216 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.8% -26.0% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Administrative Secretary II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda Secretary II $ 68,474 $ 81,182 -11.4% $ 71,928 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Secretary II $ 69,780 $ 84,816 -17.4% $ 70,058 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Senior Secretary II $ 52,535 $ 70,803 -3.8% $ 68,113 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Administrative Secretary II $ 62,544 $ 78,165 -17.5% $ 64,486 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Administrative Secretary II $ 43,308 $ 58,956 1.9% $ 60,076 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Santa Clara Administrative Assistant $ 58,671 $ 70,816 -16.8% $ 58,919 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Secretary - Journey Level $ 45,900 $ 63,274 -11.1% $ 56,250 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

8 County of Orange Secretary II $ 43,014 $ 57,346 -2.0% $ 56,199 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of San Bernardino Secretary II $ 39,541 $ 54,350 1.9% $ 55,383 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
10 County of San Diego Administrative Secretary II $ 41,974 $ 51,542 $ 51,542 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Fresno Administrative Assistant II $ 35,178 $ 44,980 4.7% $ 47,094 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Ventura N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,039 $ 59,497 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -30.1% -15.4% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Admissions Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Admissions and Collections Clerk $ 35,676 $ 55,668 1.9% $ 56,726 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of San Bernardino Office Assistant III $ 33,779 $ 46,363 1.9% $ 47,244 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Fresno Admitting Interviewer II $ 33,618 $ 43,004 4.7% $ 45,025 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Medical Office Assistant II 
Admissions Clerk 
Patient Access Services Representative II 

$ 31,955 
$ 35,984 

$ 32,220 

$ 44,687 
$ 44,179 

$ 39,336 

-0.7% 

1.2% 

$ 44,374 
$ 44,179 

$ 39,808 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Orange N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Santa Clara N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 44,687 $ 45,025 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -1.1% -1.9% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Adult Protective Services Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Protective Services Worker $ 95,676 $ 122,040 -17.4% $ 100,805 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Deputy Public Guardian - Conservator $ 86,501 $ 104,664 -16.8% $ 87,080 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Adult Protective Services Worker II $ 85,246 $ 97,790 -11.4% $ 86,642 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Orange Senior Social Worker $ 63,440 $ 85,613 -2.0% $ 83,901 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Social Service Practitioner II $ 57,554 $ 81,078 1.9% $ 82,619 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

6 
7 
8 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Social Worker II 
Adult Protective Services Specialist 
HS Adult Protective Services Social Worker II 

$ 78,259 
$ 61,277 

$ 56,079 

$ 86,280 
$ 75,317 

$ 74,772 

-11.1% 

-0.7% 

$ 76,703 
$ 75,317 

$ 74,249 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

9 County of Kern Social Service Worker IV $ 52,536 $ 64,128 1.2% $ 64,898 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno Social Worker II $ 44,980 $ 57,538 4.7% $ 60,242 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 85,613 $ 82,619 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.7% -9.7% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Adult Protective Services Supervisor 

Comparator Agency 

City and County of San Francisco 

County of Santa Clara 

County of Alameda 

County of Contra Costa 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

County of Fresno 

County of Orange 

County of Sacramento 

County of Los Angeles 

Classification Title 

Protective Services Supervisor 

Supervising Deputy Public Guardian 

Adult Protection Supervisor 

Social Work Supervisor II 

Supervising Social Service Practitioner 
Adult Protective Services Supervisor 
HS Adult Protective Services Supervisor 

Social Work Supervisor 

Social Services Supervisor I 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 107,460 

$ 108,948 

$ 96,554 

$ 94,644 

$ 69,243 
$ 75,317 
$ 90,918 

$ 64,350 

$ 63,440 

Top Annual 

$ 137,232 

$ 132,434 

$ 116,771 

$ 115,041 

$ 95,326 
$ 92,602 
$ 93,042 

$ 82,290 

$ 85,613 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.4% 

-16.8% 

-11.4% 

-11.1% 

1.9% 

-0.7% 

4.7% 

-2.0% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 113,354 

$ 110,185 

$ 103,459 

$ 102,272 

$ 97,138 
$ 92,602 
$ 92,390 

$ 86,158 

$ 83,901 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
7/1/2021 

6/28/2021 

12/27/2020 

7/1/2021 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

11/2/2020 

7/2/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

1/8/2022 

6/27/2022 

12/26/2021 

unknown 

7/30/2022 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

unknown 

7/1/2022 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
.50% 

3.00% 

3.00% 

Unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 

2.00% 

unknown 

3.50% 

County of Riverside 

13 County of San Mateo 

14 County of Kern 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Top Annual 

$ 105,184 

-13.6% 

8 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 99,705 

-7.7% 

8 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Aging Program Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo Community Program Analyst I $ 73,776 $ 92,246 -17.5% $ 76,103 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Office on Aging Program Specialist I 
Aging Program Specialist I 
N/C 

$ 46,213 
$ 46,696 

$ 68,379 
$ 57,450 

1.9% $ 69,678 
$ 57,450 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Sacramento N/C 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Santa Clara N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 80,313 $ 72,891 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -39.8% -26.9% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Aging Program Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Community Program Analyst II $ 86,630 $ 108,241 -17.5% $ 89,299 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Program Specialist $ 87,540 $ 106,416 -17.4% $ 87,900 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Riverside Office on Aging Program Specialist II $ 52,466 $ 77,642 1.9% $ 79,118 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa Social Worker $ 69,561 $ 84,551 -11.1% $ 75,166 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 
5 County of San Diego Aging Program Specialist II $ 56,846 $ 69,909 $ 69,909 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Orange N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of San Bernardino N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 95,484 $ 83,509 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -36.6% -19.5% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Aging Program Specialist III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa1 [Social Worker/Aging and Adult Services Senior Staff Assistant] $ 82,641 $ 100,451 -11.1% $ 89,301 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Social Services Supervisor I 
Aging Program Specialist III 
N/C 

$ 63,440 
$ 64,896 

$ 85,613 
$ 79,789 

-2.0% $ 83,901 
$ 79,789 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 County of Los Angeles N/C 

7 County of San Mateo N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

   
 

                
   

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 93,032 

-16.6% 

$ 86,601 

-8.5% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one c lass at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Agricultural Civil Actions Investigator 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Classification Title 

Agricultural Civil Actions Investigator 
N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 81,827 

Top Annual 

$ 100,610 

Geographic 
Differential 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 100,610 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 
unknown 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

      

 
   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

    

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below N/A N/A 

Number of Matches 0 0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Agricultural Scientist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Agricultural Scientist $ 89,398 $ 109,907 $ 109,907 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Los Angeles Senior Biologist $ 77,748 $ 104,772 -3.8% $ 100,791 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Agricultural Biologist II $ 69,561 $ 84,080 -16.8% $ 69,954 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Orange N/C 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 94,426 $ 85,373 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 14.1% 22.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Agricultural Standards Inspector 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Agricultural/Standards Inspector $ 59,384 $ 79,997 -2.0% $ 78,397 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Biologist/Standards Specialist $ 76,465 $ 92,537 -16.8% $ 76,991 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Agricultural/Weights & Measures Inspector II 
Agricultural Standards Inspector 
Agricultural and Standards Investigator II 

$ 58,848 
$ 60,819 

$ 70,083 

$ 79,302 
$ 74,693 

$ 84,123 

-3.8% 

-11.4% 

$ 76,288 
$ 74,693 

$ 74,533 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/27/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
6/26/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.25% 

6 County of San Mateo1 [Biologist / Standards Specialist I/ Biologist/Standards Specialist II] $ 77,770 $ 86,287 -17.5% $ 71,187 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco Agricultural Inspector $ 69,108 $ 83,976 -17.4% $ 69,364 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

8 County of Contra Costa Agricultural Biologist I $ 62,558 $ 76,040 -11.1% $ 67,599 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Fresno Agricultural/Standards Specialist II $ 50,206 $ 61,022 4.7% $ 63,890 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Agricultural and Standards Inspector I $ 50,759 $ 61,721 0.1% $ 61,783 6/30/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Riverside Agricultural & Standards Investigator II $ 44,064 $ 60,228 1.9% $ 61,372 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

12 County of Ventura Agricultural Inspector/Biologist Associate $ 42,044 $ 59,598 -0.7% $ 59,181 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

13 County of San Bernardino Agricultural/Standards Officer Trainee $ 40,872 $ 54,829 1.9% $ 55,871 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

14 County of Kern Agricultural Biologist/Weights and Measures Inspector II $ 42,816 $ 52,272 1.2% $ 52,899 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                               
                     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 76,040 

-1.8% 

$ 67,599 

9.5% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. Bottom of range is for II level only; I level has only 1 step. 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

               

                   
                  
                   

                       

                   

                  

                 

                   

                   

                 

                  

                    

 

Page 15 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Pollution Control Aide* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 South Coast Air Quality Management District Staff Assistant $ 43,572 $ 59,004 -2.8% $ 57,352 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
County of San Diego 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

APCD Administrative Assistant II 
Air Pollution Control Aide* 
Office Assistant II 

$ 45,490 
$ 44,866 
$ 52,496 

$ 55,307 
$ 55,203 
$ 63,810 

2.9% 

-17.4% 

$ 56,911 
$ 55,203 
$ 52,707 

7/1/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/8/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
Unknown 

5 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 59,004 $ 56,911 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -6.9% -3.1% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Pollution Control Civil Actions Investigator* 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Classification Title 

Air Pollution Control Civil Actions Investigator* 
Investigator 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 81,994 
$ 75,696 

Top Annual 

$ 100,797 
$ 102,444 

Geographic 
Differential 

-2.8% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 100,797 
$ 99,576 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2020 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Air Quality Case Settlement Specialist II $ 89,786 $ 109,136 -17.4% $ 90,146 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

4 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Orange N/C 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 105,790 $ 94,861 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.0% 5.9% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Pollution Control Small Business Assistant Program Specialist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 1 

2 

County of San Diego 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Air Pollution Control Small Business Assistant Program Specialist* 
N/C 

$ 79,851 $ 98,197 $ 98,197 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District N/C 

4 County of Orange N/C 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

7 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

8 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

      

 
   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
    

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below N/A N/A 

Number of Matches 0 0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Pollution Test Technician (T)* 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Classification Title 

Air Pollution Test Technician (T)* 
Laboratory Technician 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 59,405 
$ 51,648 

Top Annual 

$ 72,966 
$ 69,948 

Geographic 
Differential 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 

-2.8% 

$ 72,966 
$ 67,989 

6/18/2021 
1/1/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Air Quality Technical Assistant $ 67,000 $ 81,439 -17.4% $ 67,269 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

4 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Orange N/C 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 75,693 $ 67,629 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -3.7% 7.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Quality Inspector I* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Specialist (Assistant) $ 84,056 $ 102,171 0.1% $ 102,273 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District Air Quality Specialist I $ 67,496 $ 82,035 2.9% $ 84,414 7/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Air Quality Inspector I 
Air Quality Inspector I* 
Air Quality Specialist I 

$ 77,561 
$ 63,024 

$ 58,620 

$ 94,276 
$ 77,397 

$ 71,568 

-17.4% 

1.2% 

$ 77,872 
$ 77,397 

$ 72,427 

11/8/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

Unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Inspector I $ 51,420 $ 69,600 -2.8% $ 67,651 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

7 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District Air Pollution Control Inspector I $ 35,172 $ 44,964 5.6% $ 47,482 7/3/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 76,802 $ 75,149 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.8% 2.9% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Quality Inspector II* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Specialist (Associate) $ 97,627 $ 118,666 0.1% $ 118,785 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
County of San Diego 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

Air Quality Specialist II 
Air Quality Inspector II* 
Air Quality Inspector II 

$ 76,086 
$ 73,008 

$ 85,511 

$ 92,498 
$ 89,731 

$ 103,939 

2.9% 

-17.4% 

$ 95,180 
$ 89,731 

$ 85,854 

7/1/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/8/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
Unknown 

5 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Inspector II $ 64,812 $ 87,732 -2.8% $ 85,276 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Kern Air Quality Specialist II $ 64,776 $ 79,080 1.2% $ 80,029 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District Air Pollution Control Inspector II $ 40,668 $ 51,960 5.6% $ 54,870 7/3/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 90,115 $ 85,565 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -0.4% 4.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Air Quality Specialist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Planner-Analyst (Associate) $ 97,627 $ 118,666 0.1% $ 118,785 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Specialist $ 80,952 $ 108,780 -2.8% $ 105,734 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Environmental Planner II 
Air Quality Specialist* 
Air Quality Specialist II 

$ 98,990 
$ 80,621 

$ 76,086 

$ 120,322 
$ 99,050 

$ 92,498 

-17.4% 

2.9% 

$ 99,386 
$ 99,050 

$ 95,180 

11/8/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2020 

unknown unknown 
4 
5 

County of San Diego 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

6 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District Air Pollution Control Environmental Coordinator II $ 57,396 $ 73,308 5.6% $ 77,413 7/3/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
   

Median of Comparators $ 108,780 $ 99,386 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.8% -0.3% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Alcohol & Drug Program Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Behavioral Health And Recovery Services Analyst II $ 89,043 $ 111,257 -17.5% $ 91,787 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Quality Improvement Coordinator I - Alcohol & Drug Services $ 89,037 $ 107,723 -16.8% $ 89,626 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Program Specialist 
Alcohol & Drug Program Specialist 
Mental Health Planning Analyst 

$ 87,540 
$ 66,685 

$ 65,354 

$ 106,416 
$ 81,890 

$ 79,428 

-17.4% 

0.1% 

$ 87,900 
$ 81,890 

$ 79,507 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

1/8/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Fresno Substance Abuse Specialist II $ 42,146 $ 53,924 4.7% $ 56,458 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Substance Abuse Counselor $ 37,232 $ 50,010 -3.8% $ 48,109 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 92,922 $ 83,704 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.5% -2.2% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Animal Care Attendant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Animal Care Attendant $ 57,828 $ 73,764 -17.4% $ 60,929 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Animal Care Attendant II $ 41,736 $ 56,148 -3.8% $ 54,014 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Sacramento Animal Care Attendant $ 43,034 $ 52,304 0.1% $ 52,356 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Animal Care Attendant $ 37,710 $ 50,835 -2.0% $ 49,819 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Contra Costa1 [Animal Services Utility Worker/Animal Center Technician] $ 45,570 $ 55,391 -11.1% $ 49,242 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

6 County of Ventura Animal Control Officer I $ 34,958 $ 48,956 -0.7% $ 48,613 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

7 County of Alameda Animal Control Aide $ 45,059 $ 54,804 -11.4% $ 48,556 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

8 
9 

10 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Kennel Attendant 
Animal Care Attendant 
Animal Care Technician 

$ 48,441 
$ 39,270 

$ 29,976 

$ 58,305 
$ 48,318 

$ 46,764 

-16.8% 

1.9% 

$ 48,509 
$ 48,318 

$ 47,653 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

6/13/2022 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

2.00% 

11 County of Kern Animal Care Worker $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                              
   

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 53,554 

-10.8% 

$ 48,928 

-1.3% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Animal Control Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Animal Control Officer $ 57,949 $ 78,104 -2.0% $ 76,542 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Riverside Animal Control & License Officer II $ 42,408 $ 66,264 1.9% $ 67,523 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Animal Control Officer $ 64,068 $ 81,744 -17.4% $ 67,521 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Contra Costa Animal Services Officer $ 57,903 $ 75,747 -11.1% $ 67,339 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda Sheriff's Technician $ 59,854 $ 71,429 -11.4% $ 63,286 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Los Angeles Animal Control Officer II $ 48,556 $ 65,431 -3.8% $ 62,944 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of San Diego Animal Control Officer $ 46,384 $ 59,925 $ 59,925 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Ventura Animal Control Officer III $ 41,933 $ 59,078 -0.7% $ 58,664 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Sacramento Animal Control Officer $ 48,170 $ 58,548 0.1% $ 58,607 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Santa Clara Animal Control Officer $ 58,165 $ 70,217 -16.8% $ 58,420 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

11 County of San Bernardino Animal Control Officer $ 38,174 $ 52,458 1.9% $ 53,454 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

12 County of Kern Animal Control Officer $ 32,220 $ 39,336 1.2% $ 39,808 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 66,264 $ 62,944 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.6% -5.0% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Animal Medical Operations Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Contra Costa1 

County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

[Animal Center Operations Manager/Chief of Shelter Medicine] 
Animal Medical Operations Manager 
N/C 

$ 98,752 
$ 82,618 

$ 120,034 
$ 101,587 

-11.1% $ 106,710 
$ 101,587 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

4 County of Ventura N/C 

5 County of Santa Clara N/C 

6 County of Los Angeles N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Sacramento N/C 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of San Mateo N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

   

              
     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 120,034 

-18.2% 

$ 106,710 

-5.0% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   
                
            

            

             

             

            

            

            

            

             

             

            

               

 

 

 

Page 26 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
              

              
               
              

            

             

            

               

             

             

            

            

             

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Animal Services Dispatcher 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Animal Control Assistant $ 39,790 $ 53,622 -2.0% $ 52,550 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Riverside Animal Services Dispatcher $ 37,015 $ 50,082 1.9% $ 51,034 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
3 County of San Diego Animal Services Dispatcher $ 38,813 $ 47,715 $ 47,715 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Kern Animal Control Dispatcher $ 30,348 $ 37,056 1.2% $ 37,501 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Santa Clara N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 50,082 $ 51,034 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.0% -7.0% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Animal Services Representative 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Sheriff's Technician $ 59,854 $ 71,429 -11.4% $ 63,286 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Clerk Typist $ 57,696 $ 70,152 -17.4% $ 57,946 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Orange Animal Control Services Representative $ 39,250 $ 52,125 -2.0% $ 51,082 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Riverside Animal Services Representative $ 37,015 $ 50,082 1.9% $ 51,034 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Office Specialist II 
Animal Services Representative 
Animal Services Clerk 

$ 48,587 
$ 37,398 
$ 45,016 

$ 58,483 
$ 46,010 
$ 50,643 

-16.8% 

-11.1% 

$ 48,658 
$ 46,010 
$ 45,022 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

6/13/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
Unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Sacramento N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 55,304 $ 51,058 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -20.2% -11.0% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Appraiser I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Appraiser I $ 60,258 $ 81,182 -2.0% $ 79,559 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Ventura Appraiser I $ 53,560 $ 74,907 -0.7% $ 74,383 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Sacramento Real Property Appraiser II $ 61,095 $ 74,249 0.1% $ 74,323 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda1 [Appraiser I/ Appraiser II] $ 72,043 $ 82,534 -11.4% $ 73,125 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Riverside Appraiser I $ 46,800 $ 69,252 1.9% $ 70,568 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
6 County of San Diego Appraiser I $ 57,283 $ 70,450 $ 70,450 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Santa Clara Appraiser I $ 69,518 $ 83,963 -16.8% $ 69,858 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Junior Appraiser $ 70,833 $ 78,093 -11.1% $ 69,425 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Mateo2 Appraiser I $ 71,343 $ 79,725 -17.5% $ 65,773 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno Appraiser I $ 43,342 $ 52,702 4.7% $ 55,179 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Appraiser I $ 43,248 $ 52,800 1.2% $ 53,434 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 76,500 $ 70,213 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.6% 0.3% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower 
level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Appraiser II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Appraiser $ 51,631 $ 93,779 -3.8% $ 90,215 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Real Property Appraiser $ 89,028 $ 108,216 -17.4% $ 89,386 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Orange Appraiser II $ 67,246 $ 90,522 -2.0% $ 88,711 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Sacramento Associate Real Property Appraiser $ 71,723 $ 87,174 0.1% $ 87,261 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Appraiser II $ 61,761 $ 86,582 -0.7% $ 85,976 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Riverside Appraiser II $ 55,092 $ 81,552 1.9% $ 83,101 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of San Mateo Appraiser II $ 78,851 $ 98,590 -17.5% $ 81,337 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Appraiser II $ 58,074 $ 79,789 1.9% $ 81,305 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Santa Clara Appraiser II $ 80,361 $ 97,221 -16.8% $ 80,888 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
10 County of San Diego Appraiser II $ 65,520 $ 80,454 $ 80,454 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Alameda Appraiser II $ 74,112 $ 88,709 -11.4% $ 78,596 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

12 County of Contra Costa Assistant Appraiser $ 70,973 $ 86,268 -11.1% $ 76,693 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Appraiser II $ 50,024 $ 60,788 4.7% $ 63,645 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Appraiser II $ 48,744 $ 59,508 1.2% $ 60,222 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 87,174 $ 81,337 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.4% -1.1% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Appraiser III 

Rank 

1 City and County of San Francisco 

2 County of Orange 
3 County of San Diego 
4 County of Ventura3 

5 County of Alameda 

6 County of San Bernardino 

7 County of Santa Clara 

8 County of San Mateo2 

9 County of Contra Costa1 

10 County of Fresno 

11 County of Kern 

Comparator Agency Classification Title 

Senior Real Property Appraiser 

Appraiser III 
Appraiser III 
[Appraiser II/ Appraiser III] 

Appraiser III 

Appraiser III 

Appraiser III 

[Appraiser II/Senior Appraiser] 

[Assistant Appraiser/Associate Appraiser] 

Appraiser III 

Appraiser III 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 103,092 

$ 74,589 
$ 73,840 

$ 65,150 

$ 84,099 

$ 63,918 

$ 88,159 

$ 84,197 

$ 77,813 

$ 58,968 

$ 58,620 

Top Annual 

$ 125,292 

$ 100,485 
$ 90,792 

$ 91,334 

$ 101,273 

$ 87,942 

$ 106,669 

$ 105,267 

$ 94,582 

$ 71,656 

$ 71,568 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.4% 

-2.0% 

-0.7% 

-11.4% 

1.9% 

-16.8% 

-17.5% 

-11.1% 

4.7% 

1.2% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 103,491 

$ 98,475 
$ 90,792 

$ 90,695 

$ 89,728 

$ 89,613 

$ 88,748 

$ 86,845 

$ 84,083 

$ 75,024 

$ 72,427 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
7/1/2021 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/10/2021 

6/27/2021 

7/31/2021 

6/14/2021 

10/4/2020 

7/1/2021 

10/17/2019 

4/21/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

1/8/2022 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
1/9/2022 

6/26/2022 

7/30/2022 

6/13/2022 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
.50% 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

3.25% 

3.00% 

3.00% 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

Top Annual 

$ 97,533 

-7.4% 

10 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 89,181 

1.8% 

10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification 
at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
3 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at 
the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Appraiser IV 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Principal Appraiser $ 83,408 $ 112,091 -2.0% $ 109,849 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Appraiser Specialist I $ 77,559 $ 104,517 -3.8% $ 100,545 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Appraiser IV $ 81,328 $ 99,882 $ 99,882 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Sacramento Senior Real Property Appraiser $ 78,947 $ 95,964 0.1% $ 96,060 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Appraiser III $ 68,539 $ 96,088 -0.7% $ 95,416 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

6 County of San Mateo Senior Appraiser $ 89,542 $ 111,943 -17.5% $ 92,353 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa Associate Appraiser $ 84,652 $ 102,895 -11.1% $ 91,474 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Senior Appraiser $ 59,301 $ 87,758 1.9% $ 89,425 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Fresno Special Properties Appraiser $ 67,860 $ 82,498 4.7% $ 86,375 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 99,492 $ 93,885 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.4% 6.0% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Appraiser Trainee 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Appraiser Trainee $ 51,274 $ 69,322 -0.7% $ 68,837 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Alameda Appraiser I $ 69,965 $ 76,367 -11.4% $ 67,661 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Real Property Appraiser Trainee $ 67,164 $ 81,564 -17.4% $ 67,372 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Appraiser Trainee $ 48,942 $ 65,354 -2.0% $ 64,046 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Santa Clara Appraisal Aide $ 62,483 $ 75,492 -16.8% $ 62,809 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Sacramento Real Property Appraiser I $ 50,634 $ 61,533 0.1% $ 61,595 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Riverside Appraiser Trainee $ 40,280 $ 59,560 1.9% $ 60,692 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
8 County of San Diego Appraiser Trainee $ 47,195 $ 57,949 $ 57,949 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of San Bernardino Appraiser Trainee $ 41,454 $ 55,640 1.9% $ 56,697 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of San Mateo N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,338 $ 63,428 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.2% -9.5% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assessment Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Clerk $ 55,488 $ 67,416 -17.4% $ 55,686 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Assessment Clerk $ 52,915 $ 63,792 -16.8% $ 53,075 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda1 [Clerk II/ Assessor's Technician] $ 51,675 $ 59,699 -11.4% $ 52,894 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of San Bernardino Records Technician Trainee/Records Technician $ 35,454 $ 48,204 1.9% $ 49,120 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Orange Assessment Technician Trainee $ 36,920 $ 48,942 -2.0% $ 47,964 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 
7 
8 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Office Specialist I 
Assessment Clerk 
Records Technician I 

$ 38,190 
$ 35,901 

$ 31,271 

$ 46,416 
$ 44,054 

$ 43,689 

0.1% 

-0.7% 

$ 46,462 
$ 44,054 

$ 43,383 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 

12/27/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

12/26/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

9 County of Kern Assessment Technician $ 32,064 $ 39,144 1.2% $ 39,614 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 48,573 

-10.3% 

$ 48,542 

-10.2% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
  

 
                 

                

               

                  

              

               
              
               

               

             

            

             

            

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    
 

                           
           

Page 34 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Air Pollution Chemist* 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

Classification Title 

Assistant Air Pollution Chemist* 
Air Quality Chemist I 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 68,432 
$ 83,450 

Top Annual 

$ 84,053 
$ 101,434 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.4% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 84,053 
$ 83,785 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
11/8/2020 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

3 South Coast Air Quality Management District Assistant Air Quality Chemist $ 63,624 $ 85,488 -2.8% $ 83,094 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

4 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 93,461 $ 83,439 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -11.2% 0.7% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Air Resources Specialist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Specialist (Assistant) $ 84,056 $ 102,171 0.1% $ 102,273 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer I $ 76,440 $ 102,684 -2.8% $ 99,809 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Staff Specialist I $ 89,786 $ 109,136 -17.4% $ 90,146 11/8/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

4 
5 

County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Assistant Air Resources Specialist* 
Air Quality Specialist I 

$ 63,544 

$ 58,620 

$ 78,042 

$ 71,568 1.2% 

$ 78,042 

$ 72,427 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 102,427 $ 94,978 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -31.2% -21.7% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Airport Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Airport Maintenance Superintendent $ 85,030 $ 114,587 -2.0% $ 112,295 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Ventura1 [Airport Operations Supervisor/ Deputy Director Airports] $ 80,511 $ 112,784 -0.7% $ 111,995 unknown unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Assistant Director of County Airports $ 108,418 $ 131,785 -16.8% $ 109,645 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Airport Operations Officer $ 87,487 $ 96,466 0.1% $ 96,562 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa Airport Operations Manager $ 85,471 $ 103,890 -11.1% $ 92,359 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Airport Supervisor 
Assistant Airport Manager 
Airport Operations Supervisor 

$ 59,372 
$ 70,554 

$ 84,072 

$ 87,913 
$ 86,736 

$ 105,059 

1.9% 

-17.5% 

$ 89,584 
$ 86,736 

$ 86,674 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Airport Operations Supervisor $ 61,381 $ 84,365 1.9% $ 85,968 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Los Angeles Assistant Airport Manager $ 48,913 $ 65,912 -3.8% $ 63,407 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 103,890 

-19.8% 

$ 92,359 

-6.5% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant APC Engineer* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer (Assistant) $ 84,056 $ 102,171 0.1% $ 102,273 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer I $ 76,440 $ 102,684 -2.8% $ 99,809 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District Air Pollution Control Engineer I $ 76,960 $ 93,538 2.9% $ 96,250 7/1/2020 unknown unknown 

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer I $ 94,276 $ 114,593 -17.4% $ 94,654 11/8/2020 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 

Air Quality Engineer I 
Assistant APC Engineer* 
Air Pollution Control Engineer I 

$ 72,648 
$ 71,989 

$ 54,492 

$ 88,692 
$ 88,421 

$ 69,612 

1.2% 

5.6% 

$ 89,756 
$ 88,421 

$ 73,510 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/3/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 97,854 $ 95,452 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.7% -8.0% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Child Support Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Child Support Officer I $ 69,108 $ 83,976 -17.4% $ 69,364 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Child Support Specialist $ 61,412 $ 74,187 -16.8% $ 61,724 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Child Support Specialist I $ 58,301 $ 72,861 -17.5% $ 60,110 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Child Support Specialist I $ 54,864 $ 66,683 -11.4% $ 59,081 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Sacramento Child Support Officer I $ 48,316 $ 58,756 0.1% $ 58,815 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Child Support Interviewer $ 36,610 $ 57,168 1.9% $ 58,254 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Ventura Child Support Services Specialist I $ 42,936 $ 54,769 -0.7% $ 54,386 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Child Support Specialist I $ 49,083 $ 59,661 -11.1% $ 53,038 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Child Support Officer Trainee $ 38,584 $ 51,813 1.9% $ 52,797 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Los Angeles Child Support Specialist I $ 39,760 $ 53,450 -3.8% $ 51,419 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of San Diego Assistant Child Support Officer $ 38,397 $ 47,216 $ 47,216 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
12 County of Kern Child Support Specialist I $ 37,608 $ 45,912 1.2% $ 46,463 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Child Support Specialist I $ 34,450 $ 41,886 4.7% $ 43,855 10/19/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 57,962 $ 56,320 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -22.8% -19.3% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Division Chief, Assessor/Recorder/County Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Principal Deputy Assessor-Clerk-Recorder $ 83,014 $ 125,969 1.9% $ 128,363 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Assistant Division Manager, Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk $ 97,794 $ 131,790 -3.8% $ 126,782 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Managing Appraiser 
Assistant Division Chief, Assessor/Recorder/County Clerk 
Assistant Deputy Clerk/Recorder 

$ 92,893 
$ 67,662 

$ 65,939 

$ 125,070 -2.0% $ 122,569 
$ 83,200 

$ 80,238 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

$ 83,200 

$ 80,158 0.1% 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Santa Clara N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 125,520 $ 124,675 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -50.9% -49.9% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Engineer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Assistant Civil Engineer $ 71,712 $ 106,212 1.9% $ 108,230 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Assistant Engineer $ 105,120 $ 127,764 -17.4% $ 105,533 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Sacramento Assistant Engineer - Civil II $ 81,996 $ 104,630 0.1% $ 104,735 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda1 [Junior Engineer/ Assistant Engineer] $ 92,175 $ 106,662 -11.4% $ 94,503 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 3.50% 
5 County of San Diego Assistant Engineer $ 71,947 $ 92,893 $ 92,893 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Bernardino Engineer I $ 63,502 $ 89,482 1.9% $ 91,182 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Orange Junior Engineer/Architect $ 67,912 $ 91,541 -2.0% $ 89,710 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of San Mateo Assistant Engineer $ 86,568 $ 108,179 -17.5% $ 89,247 2/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Los Angeles Civil Engineering Assistant $ 76,238 $ 92,175 -3.8% $ 88,673 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Santa Clara Junior Civil Engineer $ 87,464 $ 106,142 -16.8% $ 88,310 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

11 County of Ventura Engineer I $ 56,570 $ 85,221 -0.7% $ 84,624 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

12 County of Contra Costa Engineer - Entry Level $ 79,463 $ 94,456 -11.1% $ 83,972 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Engineer I $ 62,556 $ 76,024 4.7% $ 79,597 1/11/2021 11/15/2021 3.00% 

14 County of Kern Engineer I $ 59,508 $ 72,648 1.2% $ 73,520 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 94,456 $ 89,247 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -1.7% 3.9% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification 
at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Health Physicist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Diego Assistant Health Physicist $ 76,482 $ 94,037 $ 94,037 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Orange N/C 

3 County of Ventura N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Sacramento N/C 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Santa Clara N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Manager, Sheriff's Food Services 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Sheriff's Food Services Administrator $ 83,589 $ 126,845 1.9% $ 129,255 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Assistant Manager, Food Services, Sheriff $ 91,043 $ 122,688 -3.8% $ 118,026 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Assistant Director, Food Services 
Assistant Manager, Sheriff s Food Services 
Food Service Program Manager 

$ 104,753 
$ 78,104 

$ 84,021 

$ 127,363 
$ 96,013 

$ 92,624 

-16.8% 

0.1% 

$ 105,966 
$ 96,013 

$ 92,717 

6/28/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

6/27/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Food Services Manager $ 65,998 $ 90,750 1.9% $ 92,475 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa1 [Head Detention Cook/Sheriff's Director of Food Services] $ 83,106 $ 96,999 -11.1% $ 86,232 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

8 County of Alameda Food and Support Services Manager $ 77,189 $ 93,746 -11.4% $ 83,059 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

9 County of San Mateo Food Service Unit Manager $ 70,843 $ 88,585 -17.5% $ 73,083 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Ventura Supervisor - Sheriff Food Services $ 57,981 $ 73,133 -0.7% $ 72,621 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 93,746 

2.4% 

$ 92,475 

3.7% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Meteorologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 South Coast Air Quality Management District Meteorologist $ 79,752 $ 107,167 -2.8% $ 104,167 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

Air Quality Meteorologist I 
Assistant Meteorologist 
N/C 

$ 92,004 
$ 69,410 

$ 111,831 
$ 85,259 

-17.4% $ 92,372 
$ 85,259 

11/8/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

Unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 109,499 $ 98,270 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -28.4% -15.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Procurement Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Assistant Purchaser $ 70,440 $ 85,692 -17.4% $ 70,782 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Procurement and Contracts Assistant/ Procurement and Contracts Specialist I] $ 67,217 $ 78,702 -11.4% $ 69,730 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of San Mateo Buyer I $ 66,205 $ 82,762 -17.5% $ 68,278 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Senior Buyer Assistant $ 42,683 $ 66,649 1.9% $ 67,915 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Ventura Buyer $ 48,126 $ 67,345 -0.7% $ 66,873 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 County of San Bernardino Buyer I $ 45,739 $ 61,381 1.9% $ 62,547 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 
8 
9 

County of Fresno 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Purchasing Analyst I 
Assistant Procurement Specialist 
Procurement Buyer Trainee 

$ 48,776 
$ 48,984 

$ 44,366 

$ 59,306 
$ 60,237 

$ 59,738 

4.7% 

-2.0% 

$ 62,093 
$ 60,237 

$ 58,543 

4/19/2021 unknown unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 

6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

unknown 
7/1/2022 

10 County of Santa Clara Buyer Assistant $ 55,517 $ 67,009 -16.8% $ 55,752 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Sacramento Contract Services Specialist I $ 43,117 $ 52,388 0.1% $ 52,440 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Buyer I $ 35,784 $ 43,680 1.2% $ 44,204 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 66,649 

-10.6% 

$ 62,547 

-3.8% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Real Property Agent 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Real Property Agent II $ 63,586 $ 85,717 -2.0% $ 84,003 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Ventura1 [Real Property Agent I/ Real Property Agent II] $ 57,603 $ 81,199 -0.7% $ 80,630 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

3 County of Sacramento Real Estate Officer I $ 65,814 $ 79,991 0.1% $ 80,071 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Real Property Agent I $ 62,134 $ 79,302 -3.8% $ 76,288 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Assistant Real Estate Agent $ 72,933 $ 88,207 -16.8% $ 73,388 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 
7 
8 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Assistant Real Property Agent 
Assistant Real Property Agent 
Real Property Agent I 

$ 65,550 
$ 54,725 

$ 39,882 

$ 79,677 
$ 67,226 

$ 58,957 

-11.1% 

1.9% 

$ 70,833 
$ 67,226 

$ 60,078 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

Unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

9 County of Kern Real Property Agent I $ 41,976 $ 51,240 1.2% $ 51,855 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 79,834 

-18.8% 

$ 74,838 

-11.3% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Surveyor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Survey Party Chief II $ 91,717 $ 117,064 -3.8% $ 112,616 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda1 [Survey Technician III/ Land Surveyor] $ 109,179 $ 120,983 -11.4% $ 107,191 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 3.25% 

3 County of Sacramento Assistant Land Surveyor $ 81,996 $ 104,630 0.1% $ 104,735 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Survey Associate 
Assistant Surveyor 
Surveyor I 

$ 101,112 
$ 71,947 
$ 59,738 

$ 122,928 
$ 92,893 
$ 80,538 

-17.4% $ 101,539 
$ 92,893 
$ 78,927 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

1/8/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

.50% 
unknown 

3.50% -2.0% 

7 County of Kern Engineer I $ 59,508 $ 72,648 1.2% $ 73,520 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 110,847 

-19.3% 

$ 103,137 

-11.0% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification 
at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Transportation Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Assistant Transportation Specialist $ 74,672 $ 91,832 $ 91,832 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Mateo Associate Management Analyst $ 86,152 $ 107,679 -17.5% $ 88,836 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Transportation Analyst I $ 59,883 $ 82,326 1.9% $ 83,891 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Santa Clara Assistant Planner $ 78,684 $ 95,260 -16.8% $ 79,256 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Alameda Junior Transportation Planner $ 67,267 $ 81,640 -11.4% $ 72,333 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Kern Planner I $ 50,988 $ 62,244 1.2% $ 62,991 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 82,326 $ 79,256 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 10.4% 13.7% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Assistant Weapons Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Armorer $ 45,491 $ 71,070 1.9% $ 72,420 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Orange Weapons Instructor, Sheriff $ 54,808 $ 73,403 -2.0% $ 71,935 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
3 County of San Diego Assistant Weapons Coordinator $ 58,282 $ 71,573 $ 71,573 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Santa Clara Rangemaster I - U $ 64,686 $ 78,127 -16.8% $ 65,002 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 73,403 $ 71,935 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -2.6% -0.5% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 49 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
               

               

             

             

              

                  

              

              
              
               

             

               

             

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Accountant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Accountant/Auditor II $ 64,418 $ 86,840 -2.0% $ 85,103 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Accountant II $ 83,232 $ 101,064 -17.4% $ 83,479 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Ventura Accountant II $ 59,125 $ 82,775 -0.7% $ 82,196 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Accountant $ 65,960 $ 80,179 0.1% $ 80,259 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo Accountant II $ 75,918 $ 94,888 -17.5% $ 78,282 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Accountant II - U $ 75,119 $ 90,852 -16.8% $ 75,589 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Riverside Accountant II $ 49,234 $ 72,884 1.9% $ 74,269 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Accountant II $ 52,978 $ 72,800 1.9% $ 74,183 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
9 County of San Diego Associate Accountant $ 60,278 $ 74,110 $ 74,110 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa Accountant II $ 67,929 $ 82,568 -11.1% $ 73,403 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

11 County of Alameda Accountant $ 75,179 $ 82,085 -11.4% $ 72,728 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

12 County of Los Angeles Accountant II $ 54,648 $ 73,644 -3.8% $ 70,846 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Accountant II $ 53,170 $ 64,610 4.7% $ 67,647 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Accountant II $ 48,744 $ 59,508 1.2% $ 60,222 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 82,085 $ 74,269 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.8% -0.2% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Air Pollution Chemist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

Air Quality Chemist 
Associate Air Pollution Chemist* 
Air Quality Chemist II 

$ 76,440 
$ 79,248 

$ 92,004 

$ 102,684 
$ 97,344 

$ 111,831 

-2.8% 

-17.4% 

$ 99,809 
$ 97,344 

$ 92,372 

1/1/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/8/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
Unknown 

4 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Orange N/C 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 107,258 $ 96,091 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.2% 1.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Air Pollution Control Engineer* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer (Associate) $ 97,627 $ 118,666 0.1% $ 118,785 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District Air Pollution Control Engineer II $ 86,278 $ 104,874 2.9% $ 107,915 7/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer II $ 80,952 $ 108,780 -2.8% $ 105,734 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer II $ 103,939 $ 126,339 -17.4% $ 104,356 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 

Air Quality Engineer II 
Associate Air Pollution Control Engineer* 
Air Pollution Control Engineer II 

$ 84,372 
$ 83,470 

$ 57,396 

$ 102,996 
$ 102,627 

$ 73,308 

1.2% 

5.6% 

$ 104,232 
$ 102,627 

$ 77,413 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/3/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Ventura N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 106,827 $ 105,045 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.1% -2.4% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Air Resources Specialist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Specialist (Associate) $ 97,627 $ 118,666 0.1% $ 118,785 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Engineer II $ 80,952 $ 108,780 -2.8% $ 105,734 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Staff Specialist II 
Associate Air Resources Specialist* 
Air Quality Specialist II 

$ 98,990 
$ 72,010 

$ 64,776 

$ 120,322 
$ 88,462 

$ 79,080 

-17.4% 

1.2% 

$ 99,386 
$ 88,462 

$ 80,029 

11/8/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

Unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 113,723 $ 102,560 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -28.6% -15.9% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Health Physicist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Diego Associate Health Physicist $ 89,690 $ 110,157 $ 110,157 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Los Angeles Health Physicist $ 76,616 $ 103,240 -3.8% $ 99,317 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange N/C 

4 County of Ventura N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Santa Clara N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 103,240 $ 99,317 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 6.3% 9.8% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Meteorologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 South Coast Air Quality Management District Meteorologist $ 79,752 $ 107,167 -2.8% $ 104,167 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

Air Quality Meteorologist II 
Associate Meteorologist 
N/C 

$ 101,434 
$ 80,350 

$ 123,294 
$ 98,779 

-17.4% $ 101,841 
$ 98,779 

11/8/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

Unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 115,231 $ 103,004 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.7% -4.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Real Property Agent 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Real Property Officer $ 107,928 $ 131,124 -17.4% $ 108,308 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Real Property Agent III $ 74,589 $ 100,485 -2.0% $ 98,475 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Mateo Real Property Agent II $ 95,137 $ 118,911 -17.5% $ 98,102 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Real Estate Officer II $ 78,947 $ 95,964 0.1% $ 96,060 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Los Angeles Real Property Agent II $ 75,119 $ 95,884 -3.8% $ 92,241 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Real Estate Agent $ 91,272 $ 110,448 -16.8% $ 91,893 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Associate Real Property Agent $ 77,952 $ 99,489 -11.1% $ 88,445 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Real Property Agent II $ 61,381 $ 84,365 1.9% $ 85,968 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Ventura Real Property Agent II $ 61,266 $ 85,046 -0.7% $ 84,450 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 
10 County of San Diego Associate Real Property Agent $ 67,704 $ 83,242 $ 83,242 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Riverside Real Property Agent II $ 48,439 $ 71,710 1.9% $ 73,072 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

12 County of Kern Real Property Agent II $ 47,304 $ 57,756 1.2% $ 58,449 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Alameda N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 95,964 $ 91,893 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -15.3% -10.4% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Associate Transportation Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Associate Transportation Planner $ 75,476 $ 111,781 1.9% $ 113,905 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Senior Management Analyst 
Associate Transportation Specialist 
Transportation Planner 

$ 109,926 
$ 88,234 

$ 99,156 

$ 137,444 
$ 108,472 

$ 120,525 

-17.5% 

-11.1% 

$ 113,391 
$ 108,472 

$ 107,147 

12/13/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
Unknown 

5 County of San Bernardino Transportation Analyst II $ 65,998 $ 90,750 1.9% $ 92,475 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 City and County of San Francisco Transportation Planner II $ 91,704 $ 111,492 -17.4% $ 92,092 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

7 County of Santa Clara Associate Planner $ 88,647 $ 107,305 -16.8% $ 89,278 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Ventura Transportation Analyst $ 62,153 $ 87,193 -0.7% $ 86,582 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Alameda Assistant Transportation Planner $ 80,080 $ 97,386 -11.4% $ 86,284 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Kern Planner II $ 53,592 $ 65,424 1.2% $ 66,209 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 107,305 $ 92,092 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.1% 15.1% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Audit-Appraiser I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Ventura Auditor-Appraiser I $ 53,556 $ 74,907 -0.7% $ 74,382 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Contra Costa Auditor - Appraiser I $ 73,914 $ 81,490 -11.1% $ 72,444 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Audit Appraiser I $ 64,709 $ 72,093 $ 72,093 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Bernardino Auditor-Appraiser I $ 51,771 $ 69,306 1.9% $ 70,622 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Riverside Auditor/Appraiser I $ 46,800 $ 69,252 1.9% $ 70,568 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Santa Clara Auditor Appraiser I $ 69,499 $ 83,938 -16.8% $ 69,837 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Orange Auditor-Appraiser Trainee $ 51,459 $ 68,890 -2.0% $ 67,512 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Alameda Auditor-Appraiser I $ 68,032 $ 74,253 -11.4% $ 65,788 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of San Mateo1 Auditor-Appraiser I $ 71,343 $ 79,725 -17.5% $ 65,773 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Auditor Appraiser I $ 53,160 $ 61,533 0.1% $ 61,595 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno Auditor-Appraiser I $ 43,342 $ 52,702 4.7% $ 55,179 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Auditor-Appraiser I $ 43,248 $ 52,800 1.2% $ 53,434 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 69,306 $ 67,512 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.9% 6.4% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Audit-Appraiser II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Tax Auditor-Appraiser $ 89,028 $ 108,216 -17.4% $ 89,386 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Bernardino Auditor-Appraiser II $ 62,421 $ 85,842 1.9% $ 87,473 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Ventura Auditor-Appraiser II $ 61,761 $ 86,580 -0.7% $ 85,974 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Riverside Auditor/Appraiser II $ 55,092 $ 81,552 1.9% $ 83,101 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
5 County of San Diego Audit Appraiser II $ 66,997 $ 82,368 $ 82,368 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Mateo Auditor-Appraiser II $ 78,851 $ 98,590 -17.5% $ 81,337 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Santa Clara Auditor Appraiser II $ 80,361 $ 97,221 -16.8% $ 80,888 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Alameda Auditor-Appraiser II $ 75,924 $ 90,884 -11.4% $ 80,523 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of Contra Costa Auditor - Appraiser II $ 74,428 $ 90,468 -11.1% $ 80,426 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Auditor-Appraiser I $ 60,258 $ 81,182 -2.0% $ 79,559 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 County of Sacramento Auditor Appraiser II $ 61,095 $ 74,249 0.1% $ 74,323 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Auditor-Appraiser II $ 50,024 $ 60,788 4.7% $ 63,645 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Auditor-Appraiser II $ 48,744 $ 59,508 1.2% $ 60,222 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 86,211 $ 80,706 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.7% 2.0% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Audit-Appraiser III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Tax Auditor-Appraiser $ 103,092 $ 125,292 -17.4% $ 103,491 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Auditor-Appraiser III 
Audit Appraiser III 
Auditor-Appraiser III 

$ 67,142 
$ 75,795 

$ 86,152 

$ 92,373 
$ 93,080 

$ 103,729 

1.9% 

-11.4% 

$ 94,128 
$ 93,080 

$ 91,904 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/27/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
6/26/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

3.25% 

5 County of Ventura3 [Auditor-Appraiser II/ Auditor-Appraiser III] $ 64,314 $ 91,334 -0.7% $ 90,695 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Santa Clara Auditor Appraiser III $ 88,155 $ 106,667 -16.8% $ 88,747 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Orange Auditor-Appraiser II $ 67,246 $ 90,522 -2.0% $ 88,711 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Contra Costa1 [Auditor - Appraiser II/Senior Auditor - Appraiser] $ 81,163 $ 98,654 -11.1% $ 87,703 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Sacramento Associate Auditor Appraiser $ 71,723 $ 87,174 0.1% $ 87,261 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of San Mateo2 [Auditor-Appraiser II/Senior Auditor-Appraiser] $ 84,197 $ 105,267 -17.5% $ 86,845 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno Auditor-Appraiser III $ 58,968 $ 71,656 4.7% $ 75,024 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Auditor-Appraiser III $ 58,620 $ 71,568 1.2% $ 72,427 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 92,373 

0.8% 

$ 88,711 

4.7% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
3 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Audit-Appraiser IV 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Diego Audit Appraiser IV $ 83,283 $ 102,378 $ 102,378 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Santa Clara Senior Auditor Appraiser $ 98,883 $ 119,658 -16.8% $ 99,556 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Auditor-Appraiser III $ 74,589 $ 100,485 -2.0% $ 98,475 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Sacramento Senior Auditor Appraiser $ 78,947 $ 95,964 0.1% $ 96,060 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Auditor-Appraiser III $ 66,868 $ 96,088 -0.7% $ 95,416 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Senior Auditor-Appraiser $ 87,898 $ 106,840 -11.1% $ 94,981 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

7 County of San Mateo1 Senior Auditor-Appraiser $ 89,542 $ 111,943 -17.5% $ 92,353 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Senior Auditor/Appraiser $ 59,883 $ 88,618 1.9% $ 90,302 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 100,485 

1.8% 

$ 95,416 

6.8% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower 
level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Biostatistician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Data Scientist $ 100,478 $ 135,409 -3.8% $ 130,264 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Biostatistician $ 71,594 $ 87,942 $ 87,942 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco Statistician $ 82,810 $ 100,646 -17.4% $ 83,134 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Research Analyst II $ 54,330 $ 72,717 -2.0% $ 71,262 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Riverside Statistician $ 40,730 $ 60,226 1.9% $ 61,370 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 86,681 $ 77,198 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.4% 12.2% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Broadcast Engineer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Telecommunications Systems Engineer $ 117,357 $ 127,317 -3.8% $ 122,479 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Multimedia Technician $ 101,236 $ 123,055 -16.8% $ 102,382 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Riverside RCIT Voice Engineer II $ 64,813 $ 97,915 1.9% $ 99,776 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Telecommunications Engineer II 
Broadcast Engineer 
Digital Systems Electronics Technician II 

$ 73,528 
$ 77,418 

$ 66,898 

$ 99,050 
$ 95,160 

$ 84,316 

-2.0% 

-0.7% 

$ 97,069 
$ 95,160 

$ 83,726 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/10/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
1/9/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

7 County of Kern Broadcast Engineer $ 56,052 $ 68,424 1.2% $ 69,245 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 98,482 $ 98,422 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -3.5% -3.4% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                 

                  

                 
                 
                   

                

             

            

             

            

            

             

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Page 63 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Building Maintenance Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Buildings And Grounds Maintenance Supervisor $ 136,764 $ 136,764 -17.4% $ 112,967 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Supervisor, Building and Plant Maintenance $ 125,694 $ 125,694 -11.4% $ 111,365 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Maintenance Project Manager $ 107,879 $ 131,188 -16.8% $ 109,148 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Senior Stationary Engineer $ 89,366 $ 108,639 0.1% $ 108,748 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa Facilities Maintenance Supervisor $ 96,064 $ 116,766 -11.1% $ 103,805 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Mateo Crafts Supervisor $ 99,069 $ 123,882 -17.5% $ 102,203 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 2-4% 

7 County of Orange Senior Maintenance Inspector $ 74,235 $ 100,027 -2.0% $ 98,027 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Ventura1 [Maintenance Engineer/ Manager - Facilities Maintenance] $ 75,262 $ 94,946 -0.7% $ 94,281 unknown unknown unknown 

9 County of Fresno Facilities Services Supervisor $ 69,082 $ 84,006 4.7% $ 87,954 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Riverside Building Maintenance Supervisor $ 57,101 $ 84,526 1.9% $ 86,132 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

11 
12 
13 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Maintenance Supervisor 
Building Maintenance Supervisor 
Head, Building Maintenance, Public Works 

$ 60,923 
$ 69,410 

$ 60,615 

$ 83,741 
$ 85,259 

$ 81,681 

1.9% 

-3.8% 

$ 85,332 
$ 85,259 

$ 78,577 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

14 County of Kern Maintenance Supervisor $ 50,232 $ 61,320 1.2% $ 62,056 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 100,027 

-17.3% 

$ 98,027 

-15.0% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Building/Enforcement Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Building Inspector $ 127,428 $ 154,860 -17.4% $ 127,914 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Supervising Plans Checker/ Senior Code Enforcement Investigator] $ 115,253 $ 139,942 -11.4% $ 123,989 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Riverside Supervising Code Enforcement Officer $ 74,963 $ 120,277 1.9% $ 122,562 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Santa Clara Code Enforcement Program Manager $ 119,529 $ 145,298 -16.8% $ 120,888 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Supervising Building Inspector $ 88,844 $ 107,991 0.1% $ 108,099 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Mateo3 [Senior Code Compliance Officer/Assistant Building Inspector Manager] $ 104,747 $ 130,923 -17.5% $ 108,011 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

7 
8 
9 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Senior Building Inspector 
Building/Enforcement Supervisor 
Regional Building Inspector Supervisor 

$ 77,958 
$ 79,290 

$ 69,243 

$ 104,749 
$ 97,490 

$ 95,326 

-2.0% 

1.9% 

$ 102,654 
$ 97,490 

$ 97,138 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

10 County of Fresno Supervising Building Inspector $ 70,330 $ 85,488 4.7% $ 89,506 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern2 [Supervising Building Inspector / Code Compliance Supervisor] $ 58,920 $ 71,928 1.2% $ 72,791 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 114,134 

-17.1% 

$ 108,055 

-10.8% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the 
same for both matches. 
3 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                     

                  

                   

                 

                      

                 
                 
                   

                 

                     

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                         
   

                       
  

                      
     

Page 65 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 
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Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Cadastral Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Engineering Associate II $ 98,724 $ 119,988 -17.4% $ 99,110 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo GIS Supervisor $ 93,141 $ 116,415 -17.5% $ 96,043 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Supervising Survey-Mapping Technician $ 77,559 $ 98,999 -3.8% $ 95,237 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Cadastral Supervisor $ 75,858 $ 93,163 $ 93,163 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Santa Clara Mapping & I.D. Supervisor $ 88,219 $ 107,220 -16.8% $ 89,207 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Orange Supervising Cadastral Technician $ 66,248 $ 89,211 -2.0% $ 87,427 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Ventura Cadastral Technician IV $ 61,410 $ 86,056 -0.7% $ 85,453 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Cadastral Services Supervisor $ 59,883 $ 82,326 1.9% $ 83,891 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Sacramento Supervising Cadastral Drafting Technician $ 68,716 $ 83,541 0.1% $ 83,625 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda Mapping Supervisor $ 78,582 $ 93,912 -11.4% $ 83,206 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

11 County of Contra Costa Drafting Services Coordinator $ 76,575 $ 93,077 -11.1% $ 82,746 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Supervising Cadastral Technician $ 57,694 $ 73,788 4.7% $ 77,256 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 93,077 $ 85,453 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.1% 8.3% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Cadastral Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Survey-Mapping Technician $ 65,912 $ 84,131 -3.8% $ 80,934 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Engineering Assistant $ 76,884 $ 93,468 -17.4% $ 77,205 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Riverside Civil Engineering Drafting Technician II $ 46,695 $ 72,960 1.9% $ 74,346 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Orange Cadastral Technician II $ 53,539 $ 71,698 -2.0% $ 70,264 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Contra Costa Computer Aided Drafting Operator $ 64,201 $ 78,037 -11.1% $ 69,375 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

6 County of Ventura Cadastral Technician II $ 48,739 $ 68,040 -0.7% $ 67,564 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

7 County of San Mateo GIS Technician I $ 64,437 $ 80,557 -17.5% $ 66,459 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
8 County of San Diego Cadastral Technician $ 52,520 $ 64,563 $ 64,563 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Santa Clara Cadastral Mapping Technician II $ 62,602 $ 75,600 -16.8% $ 62,899 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Alameda Mapping Technician II $ 57,421 $ 68,435 -11.4% $ 60,633 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

11 County of Fresno Cadastral Technician II $ 44,798 $ 57,330 4.7% $ 60,025 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Cadastral Drafting Technician I $ 42,536 $ 58,490 1.9% $ 59,601 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Kern Drafting Technician II $ 48,024 $ 58,620 1.2% $ 59,323 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 72,329 $ 67,012 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.0% -3.8% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Cashier 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Cashier II $ 61,776 $ 75,084 -17.4% $ 62,019 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Cashiering Services Representative I, Sheriff $ 38,805 $ 53,583 -3.8% $ 51,547 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Cashier $ 48,949 $ 58,972 -16.8% $ 49,065 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 
5 
7 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Cashier 
Cashier 
N/C 

$ 37,856 
$ 36,712 

$ 49,691 
$ 45,032 

-2.0% $ 48,697 
$ 45,032 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

15 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 56,278 $ 50,306 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -25.0% -11.7% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Certified Nurse Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Nursing Assistant $ 72,048 $ 87,540 -17.4% $ 72,308 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Certified Nurse Assistant $ 42,151 $ 56,711 -3.8% $ 54,556 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Riverside Certified Medical Assistants $ 29,120 $ 47,545 1.9% $ 48,448 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
4 County of San Diego Certified Nurse Assistant $ 35,318 $ 43,430 $ 43,430 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Contra Costa Certified Nursing Assistant $ 39,876 $ 48,469 -11.1% $ 43,089 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Orange Nursing Assistant $ 33,176 $ 43,160 -2.0% $ 42,297 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of San Bernardino Patient Care Assistant $ 30,243 $ 41,205 1.9% $ 41,988 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Kern Nursing Attendant $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 47,545 $ 43,089 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.5% 0.8% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Certified Nurse Practitioner 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Nurse Practitioner $ 175,296 $ 248,148 -17.4% $ 204,970 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Nurse Practitioner $ 181,143 $ 243,483 -16.8% $ 202,578 10/19/2020 11/1/2021 3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Nurse Practitioner $ 118,224 $ 176,967 -3.8% $ 170,242 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Family Nurse Practitioner $ 143,368 $ 179,047 -11.1% $ 159,173 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo1 Nurse Practitioner $ 161,051 $ 190,358 -17.5% $ 157,045 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Nurse Practitioner - Desert $ 123,084 $ 143,472 1.9% $ 146,198 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Orange Nurse Practitioner II $ 114,587 $ 138,611 -2.0% $ 135,839 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Kern Nurse Practitioner $ 106,128 $ 129,612 1.2% $ 131,167 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Sacramento Nurse Practitioner $ 104,149 $ 126,595 0.1% $ 126,722 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Ventura Nurse Practitioner $ 118,862 $ 127,606 -0.7% $ 126,713 3/21/2021 4/3/2022 2.50% 

11 County of Fresno Nurse Practitioner $ 96,590 $ 117,416 4.7% $ 122,935 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Nurse Practitioner II $ 90,085 $ 119,829 1.9% $ 122,106 8/15/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Alameda Mid-Level Practitioner $ 105,447 $ 137,124 -11.4% $ 121,492 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 
14 County of San Diego Certified Nurse Practitioner $ 93,808 $ 115,253 $ 115,253 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 138,611 

-20.3% 

$ 135,839 

-17.9% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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Chaplain-Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Spiritual Services Coordinator $ 87,949 $ 106,431 -16.8% $ 88,551 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Chaplain $ 80,520 $ 97,896 -17.4% $ 80,862 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Riverside Chaplain $ 52,466 $ 77,642 1.9% $ 79,118 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Alameda Chaplain $ 70,512 $ 86,486 -11.4% $ 76,627 11/1/2020 10/31/2021 2.00% 
5 County of San Diego Chaplain Coordinator $ 56,493 $ 63,003 $ 63,003 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 92,191 $ 79,990 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -46.3% -27.0% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Child Support Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Child Support Officer II $ 80,208 $ 97,500 -17.4% $ 80,535 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Child Support Officer II $ 73,950 $ 89,463 -16.8% $ 74,433 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda1 [Child Support Specialist II/ Child Support Specialist III] $ 66,743 $ 81,159 -11.4% $ 71,907 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Child Support Specialist 
Child Support Officer 
Child Support Specialist II 

$ 45,760 
$ 44,304 

$ 62,524 

$ 68,112 
$ 66,227 

$ 78,144 

1.9% 

-17.5% 

$ 69,406 
$ 66,227 

$ 64,469 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Child Support Specialist II $ 49,032 $ 66,072 -3.8% $ 63,561 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Orange Child Support Specialist $ 48,090 $ 64,813 -2.0% $ 63,517 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Sacramento Child Support Officer II $ 51,469 $ 62,556 0.1% $ 62,619 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of San Bernardino Child Support Officer I $ 44,158 $ 60,674 1.9% $ 61,826 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Contra Costa Child Support Specialist II $ 56,269 $ 68,396 -11.1% $ 60,804 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Ventura Child Support Services Specialist II $ 47,133 $ 60,115 -0.7% $ 59,695 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

13 County of Fresno Child Support Specialist II $ 41,808 $ 50,804 4.7% $ 53,192 10/19/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Child Support Specialist II $ 42,396 $ 51,756 1.2% $ 52,377 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 66,072 

0.2% 

$ 63,517 

4.1% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Civil Engineer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Sacramento Associate Civil Engineer $ 102,500 $ 124,591 0.1% $ 124,716 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Orange Civil Engineer $ 93,995 $ 126,589 -2.0% $ 124,057 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Associate Civil Engineer $ 100,974 $ 128,899 -3.8% $ 124,001 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco Associate Engineer $ 122,328 $ 148,692 -17.4% $ 122,820 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Engineer III $ 85,155 $ 120,203 1.9% $ 122,487 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Ventura Engineer IV $ 81,564 $ 122,219 -0.7% $ 121,364 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Riverside Associate Civil Engineer $ 79,718 $ 118,083 1.9% $ 120,327 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of San Mateo Associate Civil Engineer $ 114,668 $ 143,309 -17.5% $ 118,230 2/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Santa Clara Associate Civil Engineer $ 114,887 $ 139,645 -16.8% $ 116,185 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

10 County of Alameda1 [Assistant Engineer/ Associate Civil Engineer] $ 107,471 $ 127,702 -11.4% $ 113,144 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 3.50% 

11 
12 
13 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Engineer - Project 
Civil Engineer 
Engineer III 

$ 109,302 
$ 90,917 

$ 82,342 

$ 126,757 
$ 111,675 

$ 100,074 

-11.1% 

4.7% 

$ 112,687 
$ 111,675 

$ 104,777 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/11/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

11/15/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

14 County of Kern Engineer II $ 69,108 $ 84,372 1.2% $ 85,384 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 126,589 

-13.4% 

$ 120,327 

-7.7% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Clinical Psychologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Psychologist $ 125,842 $ 152,961 -16.8% $ 127,264 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Clinical Psychologist II $ 99,735 $ 127,317 -3.8% $ 122,479 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Senior Psychologist $ 89,172 $ 116,247 -0.7% $ 115,433 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Clinical Psychologist $ 110,736 $ 134,556 -17.4% $ 111,143 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of Kern Clinical Psychologist II $ 88,248 $ 107,724 1.2% $ 109,017 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Mateo Psychologist II $ 105,412 $ 131,807 -17.5% $ 108,741 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Fresno Licensed Psychologist $ 82,550 $ 99,294 4.7% $ 103,961 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Clinical Therapist I - Psychologist $ 69,930 $ 101,171 1.9% $ 103,093 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Orange Clinical Psychologist I $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Alameda Clinical Psychologist $ 103,024 $ 113,091 -11.4% $ 100,199 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

11 County of Riverside Senior Clinical Psychologist $ 61,154 $ 90,585 1.9% $ 92,306 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

12 County of Contra Costa Clinical Psychologist $ 72,739 $ 102,778 -11.1% $ 91,370 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of San Diego Clinical Psychologist $ 78,437 $ 86,486 $ 86,486 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 110,408 $ 106,351 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -27.7% -23.0% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Code Enforcement Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Code Enforcement Officer II $ 68,398 $ 106,935 1.9% $ 108,966 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Alameda Zoning Investigator II $ 86,591 $ 103,428 -11.4% $ 91,638 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Santa Clara Code Enforcement Officer II $ 89,328 $ 108,120 -16.8% $ 89,956 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Ventura Code Compliance Officer II $ 62,820 $ 88,100 -0.7% $ 87,484 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of San Mateo Code Compliance Officer II $ 78,664 $ 98,361 -17.5% $ 81,148 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Bernardino Code Enforcement Officer II $ 57,096 $ 78,416 1.9% $ 79,906 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Orange Code Enforcement Officer $ 59,384 $ 79,997 -2.0% $ 78,397 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
8 County of San Diego Code Enforcement Officer $ 54,413 $ 73,694 $ 73,694 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Sacramento Code Enforcement Officer II $ 60,114 $ 73,080 0.1% $ 73,153 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Code Compliance Officer $ 50,724 $ 61,932 1.2% $ 62,675 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Los Angeles Code Enforcement Officer $ 47,380 $ 63,840 -3.8% $ 61,414 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 84,049 $ 80,527 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -14.1% -9.3% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Communicable Disease Investigator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Public Health Investigator $ 62,904 $ 80,283 -3.8% $ 77,233 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Disease Control Investigator $ 75,216 $ 91,440 -17.4% $ 75,529 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of San Mateo Communicable Disease Investigator $ 71,239 $ 89,022 -17.5% $ 73,443 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Communicable Disease Investigator $ 72,072 $ 87,056 -16.8% $ 72,431 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Orange Public Health Investigator 
Communicable Disease Investigator 
Communicable Disease Specialist 

$ 53,622 
$ 57,221 

$ 44,047 

$ 72,280 
$ 70,283 

$ 68,789 

-2.0% 

1.9% 

$ 70,834 
$ 70,283 

$ 70,096 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

6 
7 

County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

8 County of Contra Costa1 [Disease Intervention Technician/Senior Disease Intervention Technician] $ 64,185 $ 78,018 -11.1% $ 69,358 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

9 County of Alameda Public Health Investigator $ 59,274 $ 70,891 -11.4% $ 62,809 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

10 County of San Bernardino Communicable Disease Investigator I $ 44,387 $ 60,986 1.9% $ 62,144 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Sacramento Communicable Disease Investigator II $ 50,258 $ 61,074 0.1% $ 61,135 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Communicable Disease Specialist II $ 44,538 $ 56,966 4.7% $ 59,643 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Communicable Disease Investigator $ 39,144 $ 47,784 1.2% $ 48,357 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 71,585 

-1.9% 

$ 69,727 

0.8% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Community Health Program Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Fresno Public Health Program Manager $ 73,320 $ 127,536 4.7% $ 133,530 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Health Program Specialist $ 114,390 $ 139,052 -16.8% $ 115,691 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Sacramento Human Services Program Specialist $ 82,998 $ 100,892 0.1% $ 100,993 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Health Education Coordinator $ 77,748 $ 104,772 -3.8% $ 100,791 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 

6 
7 

County of Alameda1 

County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

[Program Specialist/ Program Services Coordinator] 

Community Health Program Specialist 
Program Specialist 

$ 90,314 
$ 72,634 

$ 87,540 

$ 109,782 
$ 89,315 

$ 106,416 

-11.4% 

-17.4% 

$ 97,267 
$ 89,315 

$ 87,900 

12/27/2020 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

12/26/2021 

unknown 
1/8/2022 

3.00% 

unknown 
.50% 

8 County of Ventura Public Health Program Coordinator $ 63,302 $ 88,337 -0.7% $ 87,719 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Contra Costa Public Health Program Specialist I $ 79,432 $ 96,550 -11.1% $ 85,833 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

10 County of Kern Public Health Program Specialist $ 62,868 $ 76,740 1.2% $ 77,661 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Orange Health Educator $ 57,762 $ 77,605 -2.0% $ 76,053 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 102,832 

-15.1% 

$ 92,583 

-3.7% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Community Health Promotion Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Assistant Health Educator $ 83,232 $ 101,064 -17.4% $ 83,479 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Health Education Associate $ 72,933 $ 88,207 -16.8% $ 73,388 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Health Education Associate $ 65,415 $ 81,805 -17.5% $ 67,489 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Bernardino Health Education Assistant $ 44,658 $ 61,464 1.9% $ 62,632 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Health Education Assistant $ 47,151 $ 63,528 -3.8% $ 61,114 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura Health Education Assistant II $ 41,279 $ 57,972 -0.7% $ 57,566 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

7 
8 
9 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Health Education Assistant 
Community Health Promotion Assistant 
Health Education Assistant 

$ 46,876 
$ 45,510 
$ 40,186 

$ 56,982 
$ 55,952 
$ 53,414 

0.1% $ 57,039 
$ 55,952 
$ 52,346 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.50% -2.0% 

10 County of Fresno Health Education Assistant $ 36,504 $ 46,696 4.7% $ 48,891 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Health Education Assistant II $ 36,144 $ 44,112 1.2% $ 44,641 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 59,718 $ 59,340 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -6.7% -6.1% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Community Health Promotion Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Health Educator $ 52,756 $ 78,075 1.9% $ 79,558 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Health Educator $ 67,060 $ 81,082 -3.8% $ 78,001 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Sacramento Health Educator, Range A $ 61,847 $ 75,168 0.1% $ 75,243 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Health Educator 
Community Health Promotion Specialist I 
Health Education Specialist I 

$ 53,206 
$ 55,390 

$ 48,090 

$ 72,687 
$ 68,037 

$ 66,123 

-0.7% 

1.9% 

$ 72,178 
$ 68,037 

$ 67,380 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.00% 

7 County of Orange Health Education Associate $ 49,358 $ 65,936 -2.0% $ 64,617 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Fresno Health Education Specialist $ 44,902 $ 57,434 4.7% $ 60,133 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Contra Costa Health Education Specialist $ 53,721 $ 65,298 -11.1% $ 58,050 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 69,405 $ 69,779 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -2.0% -2.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Community Health Promotion Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Health Educator $ 96,252 $ 117,084 -17.4% $ 96,711 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Public Health Educator $ 87,795 $ 109,780 -17.5% $ 90,569 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Health Education Specialist $ 89,037 $ 107,723 -16.8% $ 89,626 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Senior Health Educator $ 65,110 $ 87,738 -3.8% $ 84,403 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Health Educator, Range B $ 68,967 $ 83,812 0.1% $ 83,896 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Senior Health Educator $ 55,591 $ 82,276 1.9% $ 83,840 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Senior Health Education Specialist $ 74,925 $ 91,072 -11.1% $ 80,963 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda Health Educator II $ 79,716 $ 87,692 -11.4% $ 77,695 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Senior Health Educator 
Community Health Promotion Specialist II 
Health Program Specialist 

$ 55,681 
$ 62,067 

$ 55,078 

$ 78,040 
$ 76,253 

$ 74,235 

-0.7% $ 77,493 
$ 76,253 

$ 72,751 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.50% -2.0% 

12 County of San Bernardino Health Education Specialist II $ 51,771 $ 71,032 1.9% $ 72,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Kern Health Educator $ 45,912 $ 56,052 1.2% $ 56,725 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 85,752 $ 82,401 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.5% -8.1% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Community Services Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Community Services Officer II $ 45,945 $ 71,783 1.9% $ 73,147 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Community Police Services Aide $ 69,552 $ 84,552 -17.4% $ 69,840 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Sacramento Sheriff's Community Services Officer II $ 56,376 $ 68,528 0.1% $ 68,597 6/20/2021 1/2/2022 1.00% 

4 County of Alameda Sheriff's Technician $ 59,854 $ 71,429 -11.4% $ 63,286 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Santa Clara Protective Services Officer $ 57,666 $ 69,624 -16.8% $ 57,927 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Orange Sheriff's Community Services Officer $ 43,160 $ 57,949 -2.0% $ 56,790 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Contra Costa Sheriff's Ranger $ 49,950 $ 62,232 -11.1% $ 55,324 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

8 County of San Mateo Community Services Officer I $ 53,143 $ 66,455 -17.5% $ 54,825 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Community Services Officer $ 35,048 $ 48,110 1.9% $ 49,025 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
10 County of San Diego Community Services Officer $ 38,501 $ 47,382 $ 47,382 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Fresno Community Service Officer $ 35,074 $ 44,850 4.7% $ 46,958 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

12 County of Ventura Sheriff's Cadet II $ 29,411 $ 39,701 -0.7% $ 39,423 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 66,455 $ 56,790 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -40.3% -19.9% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Construction Technician (T) 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo2 

Principal Construction Inspector 
Construction Technician (T) 
[Construction Inspection II/ Capital Projects Manager I] 

$ 74,085 
$ 89,232 

$ 91,862 

$ 115,863 
$ 109,678 

$ 114,815 

1.9% 

-17.5% 

$ 118,064 
$ 109,678 

$ 94,722 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Engineering Technician Supervisor - Construction $ 87,267 $ 106,073 -11.1% $ 94,299 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange1 [Supervising Construction Inspector/ Project Manager] $ 70,335 $ 94,609 -2.0% $ 92,717 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Ventura Senior Public Works Inspector $ 65,098 $ 91,522 -0.7% $ 90,882 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 106,073 

3.3% 

$ 94,299 

14.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Orange: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Cook 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Cook $ 67,284 $ 81,744 -17.4% $ 67,521 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Head Cook $ 49,358 $ 65,936 -2.0% $ 64,617 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Mateo2 Cook II $ 63,085 $ 70,552 -17.5% $ 58,206 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Ventura3 [Cook/ Jail Cook] $ 37,523 $ 55,254 -0.7% $ 54,867 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Alameda Cook $ 50,817 $ 57,683 -11.4% $ 51,107 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Santa Clara Cook I $ 50,465 $ 60,805 -16.8% $ 50,589 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Cook $ 46,398 $ 56,397 -11.1% $ 50,137 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern1 [Cook II/ Juvenile Corrections Cook] $ 39,924 $ 48,744 1.2% $ 49,329 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Riverside Cook $ 29,977 $ 46,759 1.9% $ 47,647 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

10 County of Sacramento Food Service Cook $ 38,565 $ 46,876 0.1% $ 46,923 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Los Angeles Cook $ 35,721 $ 47,962 -3.8% $ 46,139 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Cook II $ 31,741 $ 43,659 1.9% $ 44,489 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
13 County of San Diego Cook $ 34,674 $ 42,578 $ 42,578 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 55,826 $ 50,363 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -31.1% -18.3% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 

3 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Coordinator, Volunteer & Public Services 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
Next Salary 

Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Sacramento Volunteer Program Coordinator $ 99,953 $ 110,184 0.1% $ 110,294 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo Program Coordinator II $ 86,152 $ 107,679 -17.5% $ 88,836 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 
unknown 
Unknown 

3 
4 

County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Coordinator, Volunteer & Public Services 
Volunteer Program Coordinator 

$ 68,578 

$ 77,875 

$ 84,240 

$ 94,657 -11.1% 

$ 84,240 

$ 84,150 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Los Angeles Volunteer Programs Coordinator II $ 51,254 $ 69,075 -3.8% $ 66,450 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Orange Volunteer Services Coordinator II $ 47,861 $ 64,168 -2.0% $ 62,885 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Kern1 [Hospital Volunteer Services Coordinator/ Animal Control Volunteer Coordinator] $ 41,148 $ 50,232 1.2% $ 50,835 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 81,866 

2.8% 

$ 75,300 

10.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the 
matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Coordinator, Volunteer Services 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Sacramento Volunteer Program Specialist $ 78,154 $ 94,983 0.1% $ 95,078 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Volunteer/Outreach Coordinator $ 78,828 $ 95,832 -17.4% $ 79,157 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
3 County of San Diego Coordinator, Volunteer Services $ 50,190 $ 61,714 $ 61,714 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Fresno Volunteer Services Coordinator $ 46,774 $ 56,836 4.7% $ 59,507 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Bernardino Volunteer Services Coordinator $ 41,454 $ 58,275 1.9% $ 59,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Riverside Volunteer Services Coordinators $ 38,425 $ 56,831 1.9% $ 57,911 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Los Angeles Volunteer Programs Coordinator I $ 42,462 $ 57,133 -3.8% $ 54,962 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 57,704 $ 59,445 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 6.5% 3.7% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Correctional Counselor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Probation Counselor II $ 101,768 $ 123,754 -16.8% $ 102,963 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Riverside Correctional Counselor $ 63,506 $ 84,294 1.9% $ 85,895 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 3-4% 
3 County of San Diego Correctional Counselor $ 67,725 $ 83,200 $ 83,200 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Mateo Mental Health Counselor II $ 71,384 $ 89,230 -17.5% $ 73,615 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 89,230 $ 85,895 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.2% -3.2% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Crime Prevention Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Crime Analyst $ 97,856 $ 118,986 -16.8% $ 98,997 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Alameda Sheriff's Technician $ 59,854 $ 71,429 -11.4% $ 63,286 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Orange Crime Prevention Specialist $ 44,262 $ 59,384 -2.0% $ 58,196 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of San Mateo Community Services Officer I $ 53,143 $ 66,455 -17.5% $ 54,825 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Diego Crime Prevention Specialist $ 42,307 $ 51,979 $ 51,979 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Kern Crime Prevention Specialist $ 40,536 $ 49,476 1.2% $ 50,070 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 66,455 $ 58,196 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -27.8% -12.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Criminal Legal Secretary I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Legal Office Support Assistant I $ 44,469 $ 64,950 -3.8% $ 62,481 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo Legal Secretary I $ 59,300 $ 74,171 -17.5% $ 61,191 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Criminal Legal Secretary I $ 49,358 $ 60,694 $ 60,694 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Ventura Management Assistant I - Legal $ 42,891 $ 60,047 -0.7% $ 59,627 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Legal Secretary Trainee $ 42,016 $ 56,597 -2.0% $ 55,465 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside Legal Support Assistant I $ 33,923 $ 52,918 1.9% $ 53,923 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Santa Clara Legal Secretary Trainee $ 52,680 $ 63,488 -16.8% $ 52,822 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Legal Secretary I $ 43,242 $ 52,576 0.1% $ 52,629 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Fresno Legal Assistant I $ 29,224 $ 36,244 4.7% $ 37,947 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 58,322 $ 54,694 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.9% 9.9% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Criminal Legal Secretary II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Legal Secretary I $ 80,988 $ 98,436 -17.4% $ 81,308 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Legal Secretary II $ 66,039 $ 82,574 -17.5% $ 68,124 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Executive Secretary II $ 48,984 $ 66,269 1.9% $ 67,528 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Ventura Management Assistant II - Legal $ 48,057 $ 67,279 -0.7% $ 66,808 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Legal Office Support Assistant II $ 49,521 $ 68,565 -3.8% $ 65,959 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda Legal Secretary $ 60,844 $ 73,951 -11.4% $ 65,521 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 
7 County of San Diego Criminal Legal Secretary II $ 52,811 $ 64,854 $ 64,854 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Santa Clara Legal Secretary I $ 63,467 $ 76,658 -16.8% $ 63,780 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Orange Legal Secretary $ 48,090 $ 64,813 -2.0% $ 63,517 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Riverside Legal Support Assistant II $ 37,868 $ 59,128 1.9% $ 60,251 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

11 County of Sacramento Legal Secretary II $ 45,727 $ 55,583 0.1% $ 55,639 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Legal Secretary $ 36,864 $ 45,012 1.2% $ 45,552 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Legal Assistant II $ 31,590 $ 40,404 4.7% $ 42,303 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Contra Costa N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 66,774 $ 64,650 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -3.0% 0.3% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Criminal Legal Secretary III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Legal Secretary II $ 87,096 $ 105,876 -17.4% $ 87,454 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Supervising Legal Secretary $ 81,680 $ 102,064 -17.5% $ 84,202 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Legal Secretary II $ 69,410 $ 83,882 -16.8% $ 69,790 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Senior Legal Office Support Assistant 
Criminal Legal Secretary III 
Senior Legal Secretary 

$ 49,521 
$ 56,410 

$ 52,166 

$ 72,392 
$ 69,306 

$ 70,325 

-3.8% 

-2.0% 

$ 69,641 
$ 69,306 

$ 68,918 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 

7 County of Sacramento Supervising Legal Secretary $ 56,376 $ 68,528 0.1% $ 68,597 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Senior Legal Support Assistant $ 42,068 $ 65,723 1.9% $ 66,972 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Fresno Supervising Legal Assistant $ 42,822 $ 54,756 4.7% $ 57,330 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Senior Legal Secretary $ 43,464 $ 53,064 1.2% $ 53,701 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 70,325 $ 68,918 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -1.5% 0.6% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Criminalist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Criminalist I $ 83,200 $ 102,274 $ 102,274 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Orange Forensic Scientist I $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Contra Costa Criminalist I $ 97,067 $ 107,016 -11.1% $ 95,137 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

4 County of Alameda Criminalist I $ 88,116 $ 105,963 -11.4% $ 93,883 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of San Bernardino Criminalist I $ 66,810 $ 91,894 1.9% $ 93,640 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of San Mateo Criminalist I $ 86,859 $ 108,532 -17.5% $ 89,539 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

7 County of Ventura Forensic Scientist I $ 63,276 $ 88,524 -0.7% $ 87,904 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 City and County of San Francisco Criminalist I $ 86,508 $ 105,120 -17.4% $ 86,829 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

9 County of Santa Clara Criminalist I $ 82,175 $ 99,403 -16.8% $ 82,703 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Fresno Criminalist I $ 57,304 $ 73,294 4.7% $ 76,739 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

11 County of Sacramento Criminalist I $ 59,675 $ 72,537 0.1% $ 72,610 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Criminalist I $ 58,620 $ 71,568 1.2% $ 72,427 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 99,403 $ 87,904 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 2.8% 14.0% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Criminalist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Criminalist II $ 98,322 $ 120,765 $ 120,765 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Contra Costa Criminalist II $ 105,694 $ 131,684 -11.1% $ 117,067 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Criminalist II $ 116,484 $ 141,576 -17.4% $ 116,942 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Forensic Scientist II $ 87,381 $ 117,728 -2.0% $ 115,373 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Criminalist II $ 81,245 $ 111,862 1.9% $ 113,988 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of San Mateo Criminalist II $ 108,158 $ 135,197 -17.5% $ 111,538 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

7 County of Ventura Forensic Scientist II $ 78,051 $ 109,391 -0.7% $ 108,625 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Alameda Criminalist II $ 96,658 $ 116,064 -11.4% $ 102,833 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of Fresno Criminalist II $ 76,570 $ 97,942 4.7% $ 102,545 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Criminalist II $ 79,678 $ 96,841 0.1% $ 96,938 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Santa Clara Criminalist II $ 94,769 $ 114,675 -16.8% $ 95,409 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

12 County of Los Angeles Criminalist $ 74,935 $ 95,650 -3.8% $ 92,015 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Criminalist II $ 70,860 $ 86,508 1.2% $ 87,546 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 113,268 $ 105,729 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 6.2% 12.5% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Criminalist III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Criminalist III $ 122,375 $ 152,466 -11.1% $ 135,543 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 
2 County of San Diego Criminalist III $ 103,979 $ 127,837 $ 127,837 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Orange Forensic Scientist III $ 94,765 $ 127,712 -2.0% $ 125,158 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Los Angeles Senior Criminalist $ 100,974 $ 128,899 -3.8% $ 124,001 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Criminalist III $ 99,222 $ 120,624 0.1% $ 120,745 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Bernardino Criminalist III $ 85,363 $ 117,541 1.9% $ 119,774 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of San Mateo1 [Criminalist II/Supervising Criminalist] $ 114,117 $ 142,633 -17.5% $ 117,672 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

8 County of Ventura Forensic Scientist III $ 84,433 $ 118,450 -0.7% $ 117,621 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Alameda Criminalist III $ 108,089 $ 130,338 -11.4% $ 115,479 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

10 County of Fresno Criminalist Specialist $ 82,368 $ 105,352 4.7% $ 110,304 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

11 County of Santa Clara Criminalist III $ 109,327 $ 132,380 -16.8% $ 110,140 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

12 County of Kern Criminalist III $ 82,296 $ 100,464 1.2% $ 101,670 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 127,712 $ 117,672 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.1% 8.0% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Departmental Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Clerk $ 55,488 $ 67,416 -17.4% $ 55,686 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Office Specialist I $ 45,500 $ 54,704 -16.8% $ 45,514 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Clerk I $ 44,576 $ 50,697 -11.4% $ 44,917 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Sacramento Office Assistant I $ 35,517 $ 43,159 0.1% $ 43,202 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Office Assistant I $ 30,673 $ 41,439 -0.7% $ 41,148 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Orange Office Trainee $ 32,282 $ 41,621 -2.0% $ 40,788 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of San Bernardino Office Assistant I $ 30,077 $ 36,816 1.9% $ 37,516 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Riverside Departmental Aide $ 29,120 $ 36,629 1.9% $ 37,325 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Contra Costa1 [Clerk - Beginning Level (non-typing)/Clerk - Beginning Level (Typing) $ 33,933 $ 41,245 -11.1% $ 36,667 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

10 
11 
12 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Office Services Assistant 
Departmental Clerk 
Office Assistant I 

$ 29,304 
$ 30,410 

$ 29,354 

$ 35,784 
$ 35,589 

$ 32,188 

1.2% 

4.7% 

$ 36,213 
$ 35,589 

$ 33,701 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 41,439 

-16.4% 

$ 40,788 

-14.6% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed 
is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Departmental Payroll Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Payroll and Personnel Clerk $ 70,980 $ 86,268 -17.4% $ 71,257 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Health Services Timekeeping Technician $ 57,549 $ 69,951 -11.1% $ 62,187 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Payroll Clerk II $ 45,908 $ 63,528 -3.8% $ 61,114 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Payroll-Personnel Coordinator II $ 58,281 $ 72,861 -17.5% $ 60,110 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Accounting Technician $ 45,698 $ 61,298 -2.0% $ 60,072 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Alameda Payroll Records Clerk $ 53,898 $ 63,603 -11.4% $ 56,352 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 
8 
9 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Payroll Specialist 
Departmental Payroll Technician 
N/C 

$ 35,048 
$ 38,272 

$ 48,110 
$ 46,987 

1.9% $ 49,025 
$ 46,987 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                   

                  

                 

                

                 

                 
                  
            

            

            

            

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 63,603 $ 60,110 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -35.4% -27.9% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Deputy Medical Examiner I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda Forensic Pathologist $ 274,685 $ 333,736 -11.4% $ 295,690 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Sacramento Forensic Pathologist I $ 225,086 $ 225,086 0.1% $ 225,311 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Deputy Medical Examiner I $ 185,661 $ 185,661 $ 185,661 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                 
                   
               

             

            

            

             

            

            

             

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 279,411 $ 260,501 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -50.5% -40.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Deputy Medical Examiner II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Assistant Medical Examiner-Coroner $ 301,579 $ 366,600 -16.8% $ 305,011 10/19/2020 11/1/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Assistant Medical Examiner $ 247,416 $ 348,192 -17.4% $ 287,607 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Riverside Forensic Pathologist III $ 204,766 $ 280,171 1.9% $ 285,494 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Forensic Pathologist II $ 228,636 $ 252,084 0.1% $ 252,336 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Diego Deputy Medical Examiner II $ 213,907 $ 238,514 $ 238,514 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
               

                 

              

              
                
            

             

            

            

             

            

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 314,181 $ 286,550 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -31.7% -20.1% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Deputy Public Admin-Guardian 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Protective Services Worker $ 95,676 $ 122,040 -17.4% $ 100,805 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Assistant Public Guardian-Conservator/ Estate Investigator] $ 81,802 $ 99,455 -11.4% $ 88,117 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Santa Clara Deputy Public Guardian - Conservator $ 86,501 $ 104,664 -16.8% $ 87,080 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Riverside4 [Deputy Public Administrator/ Deputy Public Guardian] $ 49,776 $ 77,736 1.9% $ 79,213 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Deputy Public Guardian/Deputy Public Conservator-Administrator II $ 60,319 $ 81,282 -3.8% $ 78,193 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Mateo5 [Deputy Public Guardian Conservator II/Deputy Public Administrator II] $ 71,384 $ 89,230 -17.5% $ 73,615 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Orange3 [Deputy Public Guardian I/ Deputy Public Administrator] $ 54,808 $ 73,403 -2.0% $ 71,935 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of San Bernardino Deputy Public Guardian $ 49,317 $ 67,638 1.9% $ 68,923 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern2 

Deputy Public Guardian/Conservator II 
Deputy Public Admin Guardian 
[Deputy Public Administrator/ Deputy Conservator] 

$ 56,564 
$ 54,912 

$ 53,064 

$ 68,737 
$ 67,538 

$ 64,776 

0.1% 

1.2% 

$ 68,806 
$ 67,538 

$ 65,553 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Fresno Deputy Public Guardian II $ 48,438 $ 61,958 4.7% $ 64,870 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Ventura Deputy Public Administrator-Guardian-Conservator $ 46,010 $ 64,356 -0.7% $ 63,906 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

14 County of Contra Costa N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 
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Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 75,570 

-11.9% 

$ 72,775 

-7.8% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the 
same for both matches. 
3 - County of Orange: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the 
higher of the matches. 
4 - County of Riverside: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
the same for both matches. 
5 - County of San Mateo: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Deputy Sheriff Cadet-Detentions/Court Services 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Deputy Sheriff Trainee $ 70,886 $ 81,984 -0.7% $ 81,410 5/3/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Deputy Sheriff Cadet - U $ 94,931 $ 94,931 -16.8% $ 78,983 10/7/2020 10/21/2021 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Sheriff's Correctional Services Asst Trainee $ 43,160 $ 57,949 -2.0% $ 56,790 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Sheriff's Detentions Deputy Trainee 
Deputy Sheriff Cadet Detentions/Court Services 
N/C 

$ 40,932 
$ 45,074 

$ 52,536 
$ 45,074 

1.2% $ 53,166 
$ 45,074 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 69,966 $ 67,886 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -55.2% -50.6% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Deputy Sheriff's Cadet 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Deputy Sheriff Trainee $ 63,977 $ 86,773 1.9% $ 88,422 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Ventura Deputy Sheriff Trainee $ 70,886 $ 81,984 -0.7% $ 81,410 5/3/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Deputy Sheriff Cadet - U $ 94,931 $ 94,931 -16.8% $ 78,983 10/7/2020 10/21/2021 3.00% 

4 County of Orange Deputy Sheriff Trainee $ 74,838 $ 74,838 -2.0% $ 73,342 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Alameda Deputy Sheriff's Recruit $ 80,891 $ 80,891 -11.4% $ 71,670 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 2.00% 

6 County of San Mateo1 Deputy Sheriff Trainee N/A $ 86,672 -17.5% $ 71,504 unknown unknown unknown 

7 County of Sacramento Deputy Sheriff Recruit $ 71,180 $ 71,180 0.1% $ 71,251 6/20/2021 1/2/2022 1.00% 

8 County of Fresno Deputy Sheriff I - Recruit $ 51,272 $ 65,650 4.7% $ 68,736 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Trainee $ 54,850 $ 60,174 1.9% $ 61,318 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
10 County of San Diego Deputy Sheriff s Cadet $ 56,867 $ 56,867 $ 56,867 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Contra Costa Deputy Sheriff Recruit $ 60,648 $ 60,648 -11.1% $ 53,916 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

12 City and County of San Francisco Sheriffs Cadet $ 53,304 $ 64,668 -17.4% $ 53,416 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

13 County of Kern Deputy Sheriff Trainee $ 40,932 $ 49,980 1.2% $ 50,580 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 73,009 $ 71,378 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -28.4% -25.5% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: No range - only 1 step. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Detentions Information Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Sheriff's Correctional Services Assistant $ 52,250 $ 69,971 -2.0% $ 68,572 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Sheriff's Aide $ 55,258 $ 68,846 -11.1% $ 61,204 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Specialist Clerk I 
Detentions Information Assistant 
Sheriff's Support Technician 

$ 52,388 
$ 38,563 
$ 36,324 

$ 59,374 
$ 47,403 
$ 44,340 

-11.4% 

1.2% 

$ 52,606 
$ 47,403 
$ 44,872 

6/27/2021 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

6/26/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.25% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 64,110 $ 56,905 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -35.2% -20.0% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Detentions Processing Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Supervising Sheriff's Aide $ 63,600 $ 79,239 -11.1% $ 70,443 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

2 County of Ventura Sheriff's Records Supervisor I $ 46,900 $ 65,660 -0.7% $ 65,200 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
3 County of San Diego Detentions Processing Supervisor $ 49,941 $ 61,381 $ 61,381 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 72,449 $ 67,822 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -18.0% -10.5% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Detentions Processing Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Sheriff's Service Technician I $ 44,416 $ 65,201 -0.7% $ 64,744 8/9/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Sheriff's Technician $ 59,854 $ 71,429 -11.4% $ 63,286 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Los Angeles Investigator Aid, Probation $ 51,505 $ 65,751 -3.8% $ 63,253 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Criminal Records Technician II $ 55,785 $ 69,762 -17.5% $ 57,554 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Pretrial Services Technician $ 54,991 $ 66,425 -16.8% $ 55,265 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
6 County of San Diego Detentions Processing Technician $ 42,890 $ 52,728 $ 52,728 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Orange Information Processing Technician $ 38,771 $ 51,064 -2.0% $ 50,043 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 66,088 $ 60,403 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -25.3% -14.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Dietitian 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Clinical Dietitian II $ 97,481 $ 117,963 -16.8% $ 98,145 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Riverside Dietitian $ 61,037 $ 90,381 1.9% $ 92,098 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Dietitian II $ 84,843 $ 106,080 -17.5% $ 87,516 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco Dietitian $ 87,096 $ 105,876 -17.4% $ 87,454 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Dietician $ 53,498 $ 75,296 1.9% $ 76,727 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Orange Public Health Nutritionist I $ 57,886 $ 77,958 -2.0% $ 76,399 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Ventura Registered Dietitian II $ 50,663 $ 74,570 -0.7% $ 74,048 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Dietitian $ 63,506 $ 77,192 -11.1% $ 68,624 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

9 County of Los Angeles Dietitian $ 50,502 $ 68,054 -3.8% $ 65,468 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
10 County of San Diego Dietitian $ 48,048 $ 59,010 $ 59,010 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 77,958 $ 76,727 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.1% -30.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 104 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
               

                

              

               
               
               

            

             

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Disease Research Scientist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Public Health Microbiologist $ 106,332 $ 149,754 -16.8% $ 124,595 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Clinical Laboratory Scientist I $ 82,080 $ 104,772 -3.8% $ 100,791 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Forensic Scientist I $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Riverside Clinical Laboratory Scientist I $ 60,406 $ 89,483 1.9% $ 91,183 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
5 County of San Diego Disease Research Scientist $ 63,336 $ 77,792 $ 77,792 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 103,793 $ 100,774 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -33.4% -29.5% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Drafting Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Survey-Mapping Technician $ 65,912 $ 84,131 -3.8% $ 80,934 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo Drafting Technician II $ 75,565 $ 94,451 -17.5% $ 77,922 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco Engineering Assistant $ 76,884 $ 93,468 -17.4% $ 77,205 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Riverside Civil Engineering Drafting Technician II $ 46,695 $ 72,960 1.9% $ 74,346 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Santa Clara Engineering Technician II $ 71,920 $ 86,952 -16.8% $ 72,344 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Orange Cadastral Technician II $ 53,539 $ 71,698 -2.0% $ 70,264 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Sacramento Engineering Technician II $ 54,037 $ 65,688 0.1% $ 65,754 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
8 County of San Diego Drafting Technician $ 50,128 $ 61,568 $ 61,568 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Alameda Mapping Technician II $ 57,421 $ 68,435 -11.4% $ 60,633 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

10 County of Kern Drafting Technician II $ 48,024 $ 58,620 1.2% $ 59,323 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa1 [Junior Drafter/Senior Drafter] $ 49,615 $ 60,307 -11.1% $ 53,613 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 72,329 $ 71,304 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.5% -15.8% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Election Processing Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Elections Specialist Supervisor $ 92,787 $ 115,958 -17.5% $ 95,665 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Elections Process Supervisor II $ 84,005 $ 102,074 -16.8% $ 84,926 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Election Section Supervisor $ 61,194 $ 82,181 -2.0% $ 80,537 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Supervising Elections Technician 
Election Processing Supervisor 
Election Processing Supervisor 

$ 72,675 
$ 59,238 
$ 65,421 

$ 88,338 
$ 72,821 
$ 79,519 

-11.4% 

-11.1% 

$ 78,267 
$ 72,821 
$ 70,693 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Sacramento Election Supervisor $ 57,253 $ 69,593 0.1% $ 69,663 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Elections Coordinator - Services $ 44,643 $ 66,031 1.9% $ 67,286 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Los Angeles Election/Recorder Services Supervisor $ 48,556 $ 67,225 -3.8% $ 64,671 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco Elections Clerk $ 61,464 $ 74,724 -17.4% $ 61,722 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

11 County of Kern Elections Process Supervisor $ 43,896 $ 53,592 1.2% $ 54,235 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 77,122 $ 70,178 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.9% 3.6% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Electronic Instrument Technician I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Instrument Specialist I $ 69,612 $ 84,614 0.1% $ 84,699 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Instrument Specialist I $ 59,532 $ 80,604 -2.8% $ 78,347 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Air Quality Instrument Specialist I $ 77,561 $ 94,276 -17.4% $ 77,872 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Assistant Instrument Technician 
Electronic Instrument Technician I 
N/C 

$ 59,136 
$ 57,242 

$ 79,690 
$ 70,304 

-3.8% $ 76,662 
$ 70,304 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 82,609 $ 78,109 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.5% -11.1% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                   

                   

               
                
            

            

             

                 

               

            

               

             

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

   

Page 108 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Electronic 

Rank 

1 

Instrument Technician II 

Comparator Agency 

City and County of San Francisco 

Classification Title 

Electronic Instrumentation Technician, Water Pollution Control 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 112,560 

Top Annual 

$ 136,788 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.4% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 112,987 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
7/1/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

1/8/2022 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

.50% 

2 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Air Quality Instrument Specialist II $ 80,057 $ 97,310 0.1% $ 97,407 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Instrument Technician $ 69,586 $ 93,779 -3.8% $ 90,215 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Air Quality Instrument Specialist II $ 85,511 $ 103,939 -17.4% $ 85,854 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

5 South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Instrument Specialist II $ 64,812 $ 87,732 -2.8% $ 85,276 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 

Electronic Repair Technician 
Electronic Instrument Technician II 
Air Pollution Control Monitoring Technician 

$ 79,934 
$ 63,190 

$ 43,908 

$ 96,643 
$ 77,584 

$ 56,136 

-16.8% 

5.6% 

$ 80,407 
$ 77,584 

$ 59,280 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/3/2020 

6/13/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Ventura N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

15 County of San Mateo N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of Sacramento N/C 

18 County of Kern N/C 

19 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 96,643 $ 85,854 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -24.6% -10.7% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Emergency Medical Services Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Specialist $ 130,745 $ 158,933 -16.8% $ 132,232 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Emergency Medical Services Agency Specialist $ 115,548 $ 140,448 -17.4% $ 116,010 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Program Specialist 
Emergency Medical Services Specialist 
Community Program Analyst II 

$ 72,238 
$ 73,008 

$ 86,630 

$ 106,600 
$ 89,752 

$ 108,241 

-11.4% 

-17.5% 

$ 94,448 
$ 89,752 

$ 89,299 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Riverside Emergency Medical Services Specialist $ 58,320 $ 86,334 1.9% $ 87,974 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of San Bernardino Emergency Medical Services Specialist $ 57,554 $ 83,096 1.9% $ 84,675 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Emergency Medical Services Specialist II $ 68,716 $ 83,520 0.1% $ 83,604 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Orange Emergency Medical Services Specialist $ 57,886 $ 77,958 -2.0% $ 76,399 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Fresno Emergency Medical Services Specialist $ 57,018 $ 69,316 4.7% $ 72,574 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     

Median of Comparators $ 86,334 $ 87,974 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.8% 2.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 
 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Emergency Services Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Sacramento Assistant Emergency Operations Coordinator $ 99,827 $ 110,058 0.1% $ 110,168 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Emergency Planning Coordinator $ 97,866 $ 119,009 -16.8% $ 99,016 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Riverside Emergency Management Program Supervisor $ 65,107 $ 96,399 1.9% $ 98,230 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Emergency Management Coordinator I, CEO $ 73,644 $ 99,240 -3.8% $ 95,469 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco Emergency Services Coordinator II $ 91,704 $ 111,492 -17.4% $ 92,092 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

6 
7 
8 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa1 

Emergency Management Prog Coordinator 
Emergency Services Coordinator 
[Emergency Planning Coordinator/Senior Emergency Planning Coordinator] 

$ 68,432 
$ 65,125 

$ 77,710 

$ 92,248 
$ 88,192 

$ 94,457 

-2.0% 

-11.1% 

$ 90,403 
$ 88,192 

$ 83,972 

7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Alameda Emergency Services Coordinator II $ 69,562 $ 83,213 -11.4% $ 73,727 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

10 County of Kern Emergency Medical Services Coordinator $ 58,620 $ 71,568 1.2% $ 72,427 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 96,399 

-9.3% 

$ 92,092 

-4.4% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
               

               

               

                 

                  

               
               
                  

               

               

            

             

             

            

 

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Contra  Costa:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  
displayed is  an average of  the  matches.  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Engineering Technician I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Engineering Assistant $ 76,884 $ 93,468 -17.4% $ 77,205 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Riverside Engineering Technician I $ 44,742 $ 73,747 1.9% $ 75,148 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Alameda1 [Public Works Technical Assistant I/ Survey Technician I] $ 73,320 $ 80,933 -11.4% $ 71,706 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 3.25% 

4 County of Ventura Engineering Technician II $ 48,757 $ 68,059 -0.7% $ 67,582 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Contra Costa2 [Engineering Technician - Entry/Engineering Technician - Journey] $ 63,182 $ 75,103 -11.1% $ 66,767 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Public Works Technician I 
Engineering Technician I 
Engineering Technician I 

$ 64,437 
$ 53,560 

$ 62,774 

$ 80,557 -17.5% $ 66,459 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
$ 65,790 

$ 75,826 -16.8% 

$ 65,790 

$ 63,088 

6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

unknown 
6/13/2022 

unknown 
3.00% 

9 County of Fresno Engineering Technician I $ 44,694 $ 57,200 4.7% $ 59,888 12/17/2018 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Engineering Technician I $ 48,024 $ 58,620 1.2% $ 59,323 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Sacramento Engineering Technician I $ 46,437 $ 56,460 0.1% $ 56,516 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Engineering Technician I $ 36,421 $ 50,149 1.9% $ 51,102 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 73,747 

-12.1% 

$ 66,459 

-1.0% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                 

                      

                 

                      

                   
                  
                

                 

                 

                 

                  

            

            

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Alameda:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  of  the  class  are  performed  by  more  than  one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  displayed  
is  the higher of  the matches.  
2  - County  of  Contra  Costa:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level  classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  
The salary  displayed is  an average of  the matches.  
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July 2021 

Engineering Technician II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Engineering Technician II $ 49,771 $ 81,983 1.9% $ 83,540 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Civil Engineering Technician $ 65,912 $ 84,131 -3.8% $ 80,934 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Contra Costa2 [Engineering Technician - Journey/Engineering Technician - Senior] $ 75,061 $ 90,435 -11.1% $ 80,397 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda1 [Public Works Technical Assistant II/ Survey Technician II] $ 81,682 $ 90,730 -11.4% $ 80,386 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 3.25% 

5 County of San Mateo Public Works Technician II $ 75,565 $ 94,451 -17.5% $ 77,922 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Engineering Technician 
Engineering Technician II 
Engineering Technician II 

$ 56,597 
$ 60,528 

$ 71,920 

$ 76,274 
$ 74,318 

$ 86,952 

-2.0% 

-16.8% 

$ 74,748 
$ 74,318 

$ 72,344 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
6/13/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

9 County of Ventura Engineering Technician III $ 51,581 $ 72,540 -0.7% $ 72,033 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 County of San Bernardino Engineering Technician III $ 50,170 $ 68,890 1.9% $ 70,199 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Fresno Engineering Technician II $ 49,972 $ 63,934 4.7% $ 66,939 12/17/2018 unknown unknown 

12 County of Sacramento Engineering Technician II $ 54,037 $ 65,688 0.1% $ 65,754 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Engineering Technician II $ 53,064 $ 64,776 1.2% $ 65,553 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 79,128 

-6.5% 

$ 73,546 

1.0% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                 

                      

                      

                   

                
                  
                

                 

                  

                 

                 

                 

               

 

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Alameda:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  of  the  class  are  performed  by  more  than  one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  displayed  
is  the higher of  the matches.  
2  - County  of  Contra  Costa:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level  classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  
The salary  displayed is  an average of  the matches.  
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July 2021 

Engineering Technician III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda1 [Public Works Technical Assistant III/ Survey Technician III] $ 105,518 $ 116,868 -11.4% $ 103,545 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 3.25% 

2 County of Riverside Senior Engineering Technician $ 57,628 $ 95,004 1.9% $ 96,809 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of San Bernardino Engineering Technician V $ 63,669 $ 87,506 1.9% $ 89,168 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa Engineering Technician - Senior $ 81,511 $ 99,313 -11.1% $ 88,289 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Senior Engineering Technician $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 City and County of San Francisco Engineering Associate I $ 85,224 $ 103,632 -17.4% $ 85,600 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

7 County of Los Angeles Senior Civil Engineering Technician $ 69,586 $ 88,823 -3.8% $ 85,448 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 
9 

10 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Engineering Technician III 
Engineering Technician III 
Engineering Technician IV 

$ 84,879 
$ 68,869 

$ 56,215 

$ 102,698 
$ 84,614 

$ 78,817 

-16.8% $ 85,445 
$ 84,614 

$ 78,265 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

6/13/2022 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

3.00% 
unknown 

2.00% -0.7% 

11 County of Fresno Senior Engineering Technician $ 57,304 $ 73,294 4.7% $ 76,739 12/17/2018 unknown unknown 

12 County of Sacramento Senior Engineering Technician $ 61,053 $ 74,208 0.1% $ 74,282 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Engineering Technician III $ 58,620 $ 71,568 1.2% $ 72,427 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 88,164 

-4.2% 

$ 85,524 

-1.1% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                  

             

              

              

             

                 

               

               
               
             

             

             

             

            

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Alameda:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  of  the  class  are  performed  by  more  than  one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  
displayed  is the higher  of the  matches.  
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Environmental Health Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Environmental Health Specialist II $ 54,794 $ 81,043 1.9% $ 82,583 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Orange Environmental Health Specialist I $ 61,402 $ 82,763 -2.0% $ 81,108 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Bernardino Environmental Health Specialist I 
Environmental Health Specialist I 
[Environmental Health Specialist I/Hazardous Materials Specialist I] 

$ 57,554 
$ 61,506 

$ 78,519 

$ 77,189 
$ 75,546 

$ 87,795 

1.9% $ 78,655 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 
4 
5 

County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo1 -17.5% 

$ 75,546 

$ 72,431 

6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Ventura Environmental Health Specialist I $ 50,355 $ 70,468 -0.7% $ 69,975 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

7 County of Kern Environmental Health Specialist I $ 51,492 $ 62,868 1.2% $ 63,622 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist I $ 49,062 $ 59,618 4.7% $ 62,420 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

9 County of Los Angeles Environmental Health Specialist I $ 50,878 $ 58,272 -3.8% $ 56,058 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 73,829 

2.3% 

$ 71,203 

5.7% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                  

                   
                   
                      

                  

                  

                  

                   

               

            

             

            

             

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  San  Mateo:  Functional Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  of  the  class  are  performed  by  more  than  one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  displayed  
is  the  higher of  the  matches.  Bottom  of  range is  step 3  for  both classes.  
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Environmental Health Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Environmental Health Inspector $ 110,736 $ 134,556 -17.4% $ 111,143 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Registered Environmental Health Specialist/ Hazardous Materials Specialist] $ 94,557 $ 113,235 -11.4% $ 100,326 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Santa Clara Environmental Health Specialist $ 96,583 $ 116,892 -16.8% $ 97,254 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of San Mateo3 [Environmental Health Specialist II/Hazardous Materials Specialist II] $ 91,997 $ 114,959 -17.5% $ 94,842 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Environmental Health Specialist III $ 59,640 $ 88,235 1.9% $ 89,911 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Sacramento Environmental Specialist II $ 73,017 $ 88,761 0.1% $ 88,850 6/30/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa2 [Hazardous Materials Specialist I/Environmental Health Specialist I] $ 81,827 $ 99,461 -11.1% $ 88,421 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Environmental Health Specialist II $ 59,717 $ 86,258 1.9% $ 87,896 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Environmental Health Specialist II 
Environmental Health Specialist II 
Environmental Health Specialist II 

$ 64,813 
$ 67,434 

$ 65,751 

$ 87,381 
$ 82,909 

$ 83,926 

-2.0% 

-3.8% 

$ 85,633 
$ 82,909 

$ 80,737 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Ventura Environmental Health Specialist II $ 55,629 $ 77,666 -0.7% $ 77,122 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

13 County of Kern Environmental Health Specialist II $ 56,892 $ 69,456 1.2% $ 70,289 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist II $ 55,120 $ 67,002 4.7% $ 70,151 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 88,235 $ 88,421 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -6.4% -6.6% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                     

                  

                      

                  

                 

                      

                   

                  
                   
                   

                  

                  

                  

 
N/C - Non  Comparator  

 
1  - County  of Alameda: Functional  Match: This hybrid  match  represents that the  duties of the  class  are  performed  by  more  than  one  class at  the  comparator  agency. The  salary  displayed  is the  higher  of  
the  matches.  
2  - County  of Contra  Costa: Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents that the  duties  of the  class are  performed  by  more  than  one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  displayed  is the  
higher  of the  matches.  
3  - County  of San  Mateo:  Functional  Match: This  hybrid  match  represents  that the  duties of the  class are  performed  by  more  than  one  class at  the  comparator  agency. The  salary  displayed  is the  higher  
of the  matches.  
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Environm

Rank 

ental Health Specialist III 

Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Environmental Health Inspector $ 118,488 $ 144,012 -17.4% $ 118,954 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Senior Registered Environmental Health Specialist/ Senior Hazardous Materials Specialist] $ 102,913 $ 123,294 -11.4% $ 109,238 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of San Mateo3 [Environmental Health Specialist IV/Hazardous Materials Specialist IV] $ 105,371 $ 131,703 -17.5% $ 108,655 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Senior Environmental Health Specialist $ 106,228 $ 128,656 -16.8% $ 107,042 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Environmental Specialist III $ 87,132 $ 105,924 0.1% $ 106,030 6/30/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa2 [Environmental Health Specialist II/Supervising Environmental Health Specialist] $ 96,220 $ 116,956 -11.1% $ 103,974 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura Environmental Health Specialist IV $ 66,528 $ 98,026 -0.7% $ 97,340 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Riverside Environmental Health Specialist IV $ 63,179 $ 93,551 1.9% $ 95,328 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of San Bernardino Environmental Health Specialist III 
Environmental Health Specialist III 
Environmental Health Specialist III 

$ 63,502 
$ 74,256 

$ 68,432 

$ 91,707 
$ 91,208 

$ 92,248 

1.9% 

-2.0% 

$ 93,450 
$ 91,208 

$ 90,403 

3/13/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

3/26/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

3.50% 

10 
11 

County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

12 County of Los Angeles Environmental Health Specialist III $ 68,565 $ 92,404 -3.8% $ 88,893 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Environmental Health Specialist III $ 62,868 $ 76,740 1.2% $ 77,661 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist III $ 60,736 $ 73,840 4.7% $ 77,310 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 98,026 

-7.5% 

$ 97,340 

-6.7% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                     

                       

                      

                   

                 

                      

                  

                  

                   
                   
                  

                   

                  

                  

 
N/C  - Non  Comparator  

 
1  - County of  Alameda:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  of the class  are  performed by  more  than one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  displayed is  the  same  for  both  matches.  

 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Span  of Responsibility Match: This hybrid  match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level  classification at the comparator agency.  The salary displayed is an  
average of the matches.  
3  - County of  San Mateo:  Functional Match: This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties of the class  are  performed by  more  than one class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  displayed is  the  higher  of the  matches.  
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Environmental Health Specialist Tr 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Environmental Health Specialist I $ 55,955 $ 82,842 1.9% $ 84,416 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Santa Clara Environmental Health Specialist Trainee $ 75,743 $ 91,659 -16.8% $ 76,261 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Environmental Health Specialist Trainee $ 65,356 $ 79,440 -11.1% $ 70,623 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Environmental Health Specialist Trainee $ 67,821 $ 77,314 -11.4% $ 68,500 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Environmental Specialist I 
Environmental Health Specialist Tr 
Environmental Health Specialist Trainee 

$ 67,839 
$ 53,789 

$ 45,053 

$ 67,839 
$ 66,144 

$ 60,445 

0.1% $ 67,907 
$ 66,144 

$ 61,593 

6/30/2021 
6/18/2021 
3/13/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
3/26/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 1.9% 

8 County of Kern Environmental Health Specialist-in-Training $ 46,608 $ 56,892 1.2% $ 57,575 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Orange Environmental Health Aide $ 36,483 $ 48,235 -2.0% $ 47,270 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist Trainee $ 40,716 $ 40,716 4.7% $ 42,630 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 67,839 $ 67,907 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -2.6% -2.7% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                   

                   

                  

                 
                   
                   

                 

                

                  

               

             

             

            

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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Environmental Health Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Environmental Resources Technician $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Environmental Health Technician I $ 74,496 $ 90,528 -17.4% $ 74,776 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Sacramento Environmental Compliance Technician II $ 55,812 $ 67,839 0.1% $ 67,907 6/30/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Environmental Health Technician II $ 65,810 $ 82,304 -17.5% $ 67,901 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Resource Management Agency Technician II - Environmental Health $ 48,265 $ 67,402 -0.7% $ 66,930 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Riverside Environmental Health Technician II $ 38,982 $ 60,876 1.9% $ 62,032 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Environmental Health Technician $ 56,840 $ 69,089 -11.1% $ 61,420 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern Environmental Health Technician II $ 48,024 $ 58,620 1.2% $ 59,323 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Los Angeles Environmental Health Technician $ 41,637 $ 56,012 -3.8% $ 53,883 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 
11 
12 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Environmental Technician I 
Environmental Health Technician 
Environmental Health Aide 

$ 37,710 
$ 39,208 

$ 36,322 

$ 51,792 
$ 48,152 

$ 44,148 

1.9% 

4.7% 

$ 52,776 
$ 48,152 

$ 46,223 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

10/17/2019 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 67,402 $ 62,032 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -40.0% -28.8% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                     

                  

                   

                      

                  

                  

                  

                  

                  
                  
                 

            

             

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Epidemiologist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification 
Title 

Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Epidemiologist I $ 76,918 $ 94,557 $ 94,557 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Orange Epidemiologist $ 70,325 $ 94,765 -2.0% $ 92,870 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Alameda Epidemiologist I $ 79,539 $ 96,741 -11.4% $ 85,712 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Epidemiologist I $ 82,812 $ 100,644 -17.4% $ 83,132 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of San Mateo Epidemiologist I $ 80,037 $ 100,025 -17.5% $ 82,521 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Epidemiologist I $ 81,607 $ 98,773 -16.8% $ 82,179 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 98,773 $ 83,132 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.5% 12.1% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Epidemiologist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Epidemiologist $ 85,178 $ 114,787 -3.8% $ 110,425 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Epidemiologist II $ 105,660 $ 128,436 -17.4% $ 106,088 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
3 County of San Diego Epidemiologist II $ 84,656 $ 104,062 $ 104,062 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Sacramento Epidemiologist $ 85,190 $ 103,544 0.1% $ 103,648 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Epidemiologist II $ 98,347 $ 118,986 -16.8% $ 98,997 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Alameda Epidemiologist II $ 88,816 $ 109,054 -11.4% $ 96,622 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

7 County of San Mateo Epidemiologist II $ 89,459 $ 111,839 -17.5% $ 92,268 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Fresno Epidemiologist $ 70,460 $ 85,644 4.7% $ 89,669 10/19/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Public Health Epidemiologist $ 60,445 $ 85,176 1.9% $ 86,794 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Kern Public Health Epidemiologist $ 66,084 $ 75,324 1.2% $ 76,228 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 109,054 $ 96,622 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.8% 7.1% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Estate Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Deputy Public Guardian Assistant $ 68,906 $ 83,294 -16.8% $ 69,300 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Orange Estate Inventory Clerk $ 42,224 $ 56,597 -2.0% $ 55,465 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Ventura HS Case Aide II $ 38,517 $ 51,362 -0.7% $ 51,002 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 
4 County of San Diego Estate Assistant $ 41,205 $ 50,648 $ 50,648 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 56,597 $ 55,465 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -11.7% -9.5% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Estate Property Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Estate Manager/Investigator $ 79,602 $ 96,845 -11.4% $ 85,804 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Orange1 [Senior Deputy Public Administrator/ Senior Deputy Public Guardian] $ 64,168 $ 86,507 -2.0% $ 84,777 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Estate Property Officer 
Estate Property Manager 
Estate Property Specialist 

$ 65,208 
$ 61,818 

$ 63,864 

$ 79,260 
$ 76,003 

$ 77,176 

0.1% 

-16.8% 

$ 79,339 
$ 76,003 

$ 64,211 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
6/13/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

6 County of Riverside2 [Estate Property Technician/ Estate Investigator] $ 38,817 $ 62,316 1.9% $ 63,500 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 79,260 

-4.3% 

$ 79,339 

-4.4% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                      

                 
                  
                  

                   

               

             

            

            

             

             

             

            

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1 - County  of  Orange:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid match  represents  that  the duties  of  the  class  are performed by  more  than one  class  at  the comparator  agency.  The salary  displayed is  the  
higher of  the matches.  
2 - County  of  Riverside:  Span of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid match represents  that  the  duties  are bridged by  a  higher and lower level  classification  at  the comparator agency.  The salary  
displayed is  an average of  the  matches.  
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July 2021 

Executive Housekeeper 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 
2 
3 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Hospital Environmental Services Supervisor 
Executive Housekeeper 
Lead Housekeeper 

$ 40,539 
$ 45,885 

$ 33,613 

$ 55,702 
$ 56,472 

$ 43,413 

1.9% $ 56,761 
$ 56,472 

$ 44,238 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

2.00% 1.9% 

4 County of Kern Housekeeper $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 43,413 $ 44,238 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 23.1% 21.7% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   
                 
                

               

               

            

             

            

             

            

            

             

             

            

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Facility Services Contract Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Maintenance Contract Manager - U $ 84,074 $ 102,190 -16.8% $ 85,022 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 
2 County of San Diego Facility Services Contract Specialist $ 54,101 $ 66,456 $ 66,456 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Ventura Contract Support Specialist II $ 42,249 $ 59,139 -0.7% $ 58,725 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Orange Facilities Contract Services Inspector $ 42,640 $ 57,158 -2.0% $ 56,015 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 59,139 $ 58,725 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 11.0% 11.6% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Fleet Parts Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Parts Storekeeper $ 68,220 $ 82,944 -17.4% $ 68,512 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Materials Technician $ 56,953 $ 69,226 -11.1% $ 61,542 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Equipment Parts Specialist I $ 43,285 $ 59,488 1.9% $ 60,618 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Procurement Assistant I $ 46,464 $ 62,592 -3.8% $ 60,214 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Fleet Parts Coordinator $ 58,165 $ 70,217 -16.8% $ 58,420 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Riverside Equipment Parks Storekeeper $ 36,610 $ 57,168 1.9% $ 58,254 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Sacramento Storekeeper - Fleet Service $ 46,980 $ 57,086 0.1% $ 57,143 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda Auto Parts Technician $ 62,538 $ 62,538 -11.4% $ 55,409 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of San Mateo Storekeeper II $ 52,727 $ 65,914 -17.5% $ 54,379 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
10 County of San Diego Fleet Parts Specialist $ 43,763 $ 53,810 $ 53,810 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Ventura Parts Specialist $ 38,588 $ 53,997 -0.7% $ 53,619 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

12 County of Fresno Fleet Services Parts Specialist $ 34,372 $ 41,782 4.7% $ 43,746 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Automotive Parts Storekeeper II $ 34,212 $ 41,760 1.2% $ 42,261 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 61,013 $ 57,698 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.4% -7.2% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Fleet Standards Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Assistant Automotive Equipment Coordinator $ 60,615 $ 81,681 -3.8% $ 78,577 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Sheriff's Fleet Services Coordinator 
Fleet Standards Technician 
Fleet Equipment Specialist 

$ 63,315 
$ 52,291 

$ 64,201 

$ 76,939 
$ 64,251 

$ 70,782 

-11.4% 

-11.1% 

$ 68,168 
$ 64,251 

$ 62,925 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 76,939 $ 68,168 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -19.7% -6.1% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
  

 
                

                 
               
                

               

            

            

            

            

            

             

             

             

            

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Fleet Support Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Fleet Logistics Supervisor $ 97,964 $ 119,103 -16.8% $ 99,094 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 
2 County of San Diego Fleet Support Specialist $ 66,352 $ 81,474 $ 81,474 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 119,103 $ 99,094 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -46.2% -21.6% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  
                  
               

            

             

            

            

             

            

            

            

             

             

            

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Food Services Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Head Detention Cook $ 68,870 $ 78,382 -11.1% $ 69,681 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda1 [Senior Food Service Worker/ Food and Support Services Manager] $ 63,028 $ 75,596 -11.4% $ 66,978 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Food Service Supervisor $ 65,004 $ 78,960 -17.4% $ 65,221 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Kern Juvenile Corrections Food Services Supervisor $ 52,536 $ 64,128 1.2% $ 64,898 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo2 Supervising Cook $ 67,162 $ 75,045 -17.5% $ 61,912 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura Assistant Food Services Supervisor $ 41,587 $ 58,120 -0.7% $ 57,713 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

7 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Food Services Supervisor/Food Services Supervisor $ 41,080 $ 56,514 1.9% $ 57,587 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Food Service Supervisor $ 46,813 $ 56,919 0.1% $ 56,976 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 
10 
11 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Food and Nutrition Services Supervisor 
Food Services Supervisor 
Senior Institutional Cook 

$ 37,631 
$ 45,282 

$ 42,016 

$ 55,626 
$ 55,723 

$ 56,410 

1.9% 

-2.0% 

$ 56,683 
$ 55,723 

$ 55,281 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.50% 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 61,124 

-9.7% 

$ 59,813 

-7.3% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                       

                    

                   

                 

                  

                     

                 

                   
                  
                 

            

            

           

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Alameda:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level  classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  
salary  displayed is  an average of  the matches.  
2  - County  of  San  Mateo:  Bottom  of  range  is  step  3.  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Food Services Worker 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo1 Cook I $ 58,322 $ 65,186 -17.5% $ 53,778 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Food Service Worker $ 50,232 $ 64,092 -17.4% $ 52,940 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Alameda Food Service Worker $ 48,381 $ 54,864 -11.4% $ 48,610 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Santa Clara Food Service Worker - Correction - U $ 48,306 $ 58,132 -16.8% $ 48,366 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Food Service Worker $ 33,408 $ 40,612 0.1% $ 40,653 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Institutional Services Aide $ 36,912 $ 44,867 -11.1% $ 39,887 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Riverside Food Service Worker $ 31,200 $ 37,640 1.9% $ 38,355 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Los Angeles Food Services Worker $ 31,320 $ 38,056 -3.8% $ 36,610 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Food Services Assistant II $ 29,628 $ 36,764 -0.7% $ 36,507 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Kern Food Service Worker (II) $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Orange Food Service Worker $ 28,434 $ 36,483 -2.0% $ 35,754 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

12 County of San Bernardino Food Service Worker I $ 30,077 $ 34,882 1.9% $ 35,544 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
13 County of San Diego Food Services Worker $ 30,534 $ 34,050 $ 34,050 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 39,334 $ 39,121 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -15.5% -14.9% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Forensic Autopsy Room Supervisor 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Classification Title 

Forensic Autopsy Room Supervisor 
Supervisor, Forensics Operations 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 74,568 
$ 67,912 

Top Annual 

$ 91,582 
$ 91,541 

Geographic 
Differential 

-2.0% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 91,582 
$ 89,710 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
7/1/2022 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

3.50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Head, Forensic Autopsy Support Services $ 63,372 $ 83,106 -3.8% $ 79,948 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Forensic Supervisor $ 50,293 $ 74,438 1.9% $ 75,852 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Supervising Coroner Technician $ 55,833 $ 67,860 0.1% $ 67,928 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 78,772 $ 77,900 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 14.0% 14.9% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Forensic Autopsy Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Forensic Autopsy Technician $ 77,868 $ 94,644 -17.4% $ 78,176 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Forensic Pathology Technician $ 75,028 $ 90,619 -16.8% $ 75,395 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Riverside Forensic Services Specialist II $ 45,680 $ 71,328 1.9% $ 72,683 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Orange Forensic Assistant II $ 53,539 $ 71,698 -2.0% $ 70,264 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
5 County of San Diego Forensic Autopsy Specialist $ 53,893 $ 66,269 $ 66,269 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Bernardino Autopsy Assistant $ 44,387 $ 60,986 1.9% $ 62,144 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Ventura Forensic Pathology Technician $ 45,804 $ 58,465 -0.7% $ 58,056 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Coroner Technician II $ 46,187 $ 56,146 0.1% $ 56,202 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Mateo Forensic Autopsy Technician $ 52,893 $ 66,122 -17.5% $ 54,551 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno Forensic Autopsy Technician $ 38,402 $ 49,140 4.7% $ 51,450 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa Pathology Technician $ 45,309 $ 55,073 -11.1% $ 48,960 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 63,554 $ 60,100 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.1% 9.3% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Forensic Documents Examiner 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Forensic Documents Examiner $ 103,751 $ 132,440 -3.8% $ 127,407 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Forensic Documents Examiner $ 97,157 $ 119,330 $ 119,330 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco Forensic Document Examiner $ 113,076 $ 137,460 -17.4% $ 113,542 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Computer Forensic Examiner $ 84,469 $ 113,547 -2.0% $ 111,276 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Riverside Forensic Technician II $ 58,320 $ 91,158 1.9% $ 92,890 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 122,993 $ 112,409 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -3.1% 5.8% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Forensic Evidence Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Forensic Technician II $ 58,320 $ 91,158 1.9% $ 92,890 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 

3 
4 

County of San Bernardino 

County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa1 

Sheriff's Crime Scene Specialist III 

Forensic Evidence Technician 
[Forensic Technologist/Crime Scene Investigator II] 

$ 59,883 
$ 63,981 

$ 68,503 

$ 82,326 
$ 78,686 

$ 85,347 

1.9% 

-11.1% 

$ 83,891 
$ 78,686 

$ 75,873 

7/31/2021 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

7/30/2022 

unknown 
7/1/2022 

3.00% 

unknown 
5.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Forensic Technician II $ 61,218 $ 74,013 -3.8% $ 71,200 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Orange Forensics Technician $ 44,262 $ 59,384 -2.0% $ 58,196 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Kern Evidence Technician II $ 46,608 $ 56,892 1.2% $ 57,575 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 78,170 

0.7% 

$ 73,537 

6.5% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                    

                  
                    

                  

                

                 

               

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Contra  Costa:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents that the  duties  of  the class  are  performed  by  more  than  one class  at  the  comparator  
agency. The salary  displayed  is the  higher  of the  matches.  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Geographic Information Systems Analyst 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Analyst $ 118,192 $ 143,668 -16.8% $ 119,532 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Sacramento Geographic Information Systems Analyst II $ 81,223 $ 103,627 0.1% $ 103,731 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Geographic Information Sys Analyst $ 77,958 $ 104,749 -2.0% $ 102,654 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Los Angeles Geographic Information Systems Analyst $ 81,880 $ 104,517 -3.8% $ 100,545 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda Geographic Information Systems Analyst $ 87,194 $ 111,634 -11.4% $ 98,907 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura1 [Geographic Information Systems Specialist II/ GIS Analyst] $ 73,778 $ 97,987 -0.7% $ 97,301 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Riverside GIS Analyst $ 54,717 $ 81,004 1.9% $ 82,543 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 
9 

10 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

GIS Technician II 
Geographic Information Systems Analyst 
Geographic Information Systems Programmer/Analyst 

$ 75,565 
$ 56,971 

$ 55,776 

$ 94,451 
$ 77,230 

$ 68,088 

-17.5% 

1.2% 

$ 77,922 
$ 77,230 

$ 68,905 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 103,627 

-34.2% 

$ 98,907 

-28.1% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                 

               

              

               

              

                 

            

              
                
              

               

           

           

            

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Ventura:  Functional  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  of  the  class  are  performed  by  more  than  one  class  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  salary  
displayed  is the higher  of the  matches.  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Geographic Information Systems Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Geographic Information Systems Technician II $ 72,034 $ 91,946 -3.8% $ 88,452 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Geographical Information Systems Technician $ 82,446 $ 98,575 -11.4% $ 87,337 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Orange Geographic Information Sys Technician $ 62,712 $ 84,469 -2.0% $ 82,779 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Riverside GIS Specialist II $ 44,742 $ 69,929 1.9% $ 71,257 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Ventura Geographic Information Systems Technician II $ 49,830 $ 69,769 -0.7% $ 69,280 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Sacramento Geographic Information Systems Technician II $ 54,079 $ 65,730 0.1% $ 65,796 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa Geographic Information Systems Technician $ 59,698 $ 72,563 -11.1% $ 64,509 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 
9 

10 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Geographic Information Systems Technician I 
Geographic Information Systems Technician 
Geographic Information Systems Technician II 

$ 44,158 
$ 51,792 

$ 41,352 

$ 60,674 
$ 57,096 

$ 50,472 

1.9% 

1.2% 

$ 61,826 
$ 57,096 

$ 51,078 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     

Median of Comparators $ 69,929 $ 69,280 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -22.5% -21.3% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
  

 
                  

                 

               

               

                 

                  

                  

                  
                
                  

               

            

             

             

 

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Graphic Artist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Graphic Artist $ 52,146 $ 70,280 -3.8% $ 67,609 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo2 [Graphics Associate/Graphics Specialist] $ 64,728 $ 80,910 -17.5% $ 66,751 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Riverside Graphic Arts Illustrator $ 41,345 $ 64,582 1.9% $ 65,809 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Alameda1 [Photographic and Printing Services Technician/ Graphic Designer] $ 61,200 $ 73,453 -11.4% $ 65,080 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of Orange Computer Graphics Specialist $ 49,358 $ 65,936 -2.0% $ 64,617 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

6 
7 

County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Graphic Artist 
Graphic Designer I 

$ 52,166 

$ 60,416 

$ 64,064 

$ 72,956 -16.8% 

$ 64,064 

$ 60,699 

6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

unknown 
6/13/2022 

8 County of San Bernardino Graphic Designer I $ 42,536 $ 58,490 1.9% $ 59,601 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Fresno Graphic Arts Specialist $ 43,316 $ 52,624 4.7% $ 55,097 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Graphic Artist $ 35,244 $ 43,032 1.2% $ 43,548 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 65,936 

-2.9% 

$ 64,617 

-0.9% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                  

                 

                     

                 
                 
                

                  

                 

                

               

             

            

            

 

 

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - County  of  Alameda:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level  classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  
salary  displayed is  an average of  the matches.  
2  - County  of  San  Mateo:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level  classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  The  
salary  displayed is  an average of  the matches.  
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Graphic Design Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Diego Graphic Design Specialist $ 66,685 $ 81,973 $ 81,973 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Alameda Graphic Designer $ 72,051 $ 86,944 -11.4% $ 77,032 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Graphics Specialist $ 69,263 $ 86,568 -17.5% $ 71,419 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Graphic Arts Specialist $ 55,057 $ 74,197 -3.8% $ 71,378 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Senior Computer Graphics Specialist $ 53,539 $ 71,698 -2.0% $ 70,264 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Santa Clara Graphic Designer II $ 68,906 $ 83,294 -16.8% $ 69,300 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco Graphic Artist $ 65,604 $ 83,748 -17.4% $ 69,176 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

8 County of Riverside Graphic Arts Illustrator $ 41,345 $ 64,582 1.9% $ 65,809 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Sacramento Graphic Designer $ 51,636 $ 62,765 0.1% $ 62,828 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa Graphic Designer $ 52,824 $ 64,208 -11.1% $ 57,081 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 74,197 $ 69,300 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 9.5% 15.5% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Groundwater Geologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Environmental Health Geologist/Engineer $ 134,549 $ 163,966 -16.8% $ 136,420 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Engineering Geologist $ 112,272 $ 128,582 -3.8% $ 123,696 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Groundwater Geologist $ 97,718 $ 120,037 $ 120,037 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Ventura Staff Geologist $ 75,523 $ 107,778 -0.7% $ 107,024 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Senior Environmental Resources Specialist $ 80,538 $ 108,493 -2.0% $ 106,323 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside Associate Geologist $ 68,016 $ 100,705 1.9% $ 102,618 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Kern Engineer II $ 69,108 $ 84,372 1.2% $ 85,384 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 108,135 $ 106,673 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 9.9% 11.1% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Health Information Management Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Medical Records Clerk $ 65,448 $ 79,584 -17.4% $ 65,736 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Medical Clerk $ 50,153 $ 59,374 -11.4% $ 52,606 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of San Bernardino Health Information Management Assistant II $ 33,779 $ 46,363 1.9% $ 47,244 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Health Information Management Clerk $ 35,090 $ 43,098 $ 43,098 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 59,374 $ 52,606 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -37.8% -22.1% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Health Information Management Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo Medical Records Technician II $ 62,420 $ 78,061 -17.5% $ 64,400 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Medical Records Technician $ 57,744 $ 68,435 -11.4% $ 60,633 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Contra Costa Medical Records Technician $ 49,111 $ 62,716 -11.1% $ 55,755 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Medical Records Technician $ 41,196 $ 50,091 0.1% $ 50,141 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Records Technician II 
Health Information Management Technician 
N/C 

$ 35,249 
$ 38,563 

$ 49,293 
$ 47,403 

-0.7% $ 48,948 
$ 47,403 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 62,716 $ 55,755 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.3% -17.6% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Health Information Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Health Education Associate $ 72,933 $ 88,207 -16.8% $ 73,388 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Bernardino Health Education Specialist I $ 48,090 $ 66,123 1.9% $ 67,380 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
3 County of San Diego Health Information Specialist I $ 54,725 $ 67,226 $ 67,226 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Orange Health Education Associate $ 49,358 $ 65,936 -2.0% $ 64,617 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Riverside Health Education Assistant II $ 39,127 $ 58,006 1.9% $ 59,108 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Kern Health Education Assistant I $ 32,712 $ 39,924 1.2% $ 40,403 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 65,936 $ 64,617 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.9% 3.9% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Health Information Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Community Health Planner $ 87,795 $ 109,780 -17.5% $ 90,569 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Health Education Specialist $ 89,037 $ 107,723 -16.8% $ 89,626 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Riverside Health Educator $ 52,756 $ 78,075 1.9% $ 79,558 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Health Educator $ 67,060 $ 81,082 -3.8% $ 78,001 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Diego Health Information Specialist II $ 62,067 $ 76,253 $ 76,253 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Orange Health Information Specialist $ 56,410 $ 75,691 -2.0% $ 74,177 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of San Bernardino Health Education Specialist II $ 51,771 $ 71,032 1.9% $ 72,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Alameda Health Educator I $ 63,864 $ 72,743 -11.4% $ 64,451 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of Sacramento Health Education Assistant $ 46,876 $ 56,982 0.1% $ 57,039 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Health Education Assistant II $ 36,144 $ 44,112 1.2% $ 44,641 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 75,691 $ 74,177 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.7% 2.7% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Health Services Social Worker 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Medical Social Worker $ 95,676 $ 116,244 -17.4% $ 96,018 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Clinical Social Worker $ 73,465 $ 93,779 -3.8% $ 90,215 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Contra Costa Medical Social Worker II $ 81,179 $ 98,674 -11.1% $ 87,721 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Human Services Social Worker - Master's Degree $ 72,015 $ 87,529 0.1% $ 87,616 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Medical Social Worker I $ 85,617 $ 103,640 -16.8% $ 86,229 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Alameda Medical Social Worker II $ 86,414 $ 94,689 -11.4% $ 83,894 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of San Bernardino Social Service Practitioner II $ 57,554 $ 81,078 1.9% $ 82,619 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Riverside Medical Social Worker II - Per Diem $ 76,120 $ 76,120 1.9% $ 77,566 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Fresno 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Medical Social Worker II 
Health Services Social Worker 
Medical Social Worker II 

$ 57,356 
$ 60,944 

$ 57,468 

$ 73,372 
$ 74,922 

$ 70,152 

4.7% 

1.2% 

$ 76,820 
$ 74,922 

$ 70,994 

11/2/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 90,654 $ 85,062 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -21.0% -13.5% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

HHSA Contract Auditor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Contract Program Auditor $ 70,803 $ 95,415 -3.8% $ 91,790 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo Internal Auditor II $ 80,432 $ 100,566 -17.5% $ 82,967 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego HHSA Contract Auditor $ 62,192 $ 81,557 $ 81,557 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Sacramento Auditor $ 65,960 $ 80,179 0.1% $ 80,259 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Fresno Financial Analyst II $ 54,080 $ 65,728 4.7% $ 68,817 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Orange Contract Services Monitor $ 49,851 $ 67,246 -2.0% $ 65,902 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 80,179 $ 80,259 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.7% 1.6% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Histology Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Histologic Technician $ 83,192 $ 117,154 -16.8% $ 97,472 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Riverside Histology Technician $ 55,008 $ 81,449 1.9% $ 82,997 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Histotechnician $ 67,260 $ 81,755 -11.1% $ 72,680 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Tissue Analysis Technician I $ 53,983 $ 72,750 -3.8% $ 69,985 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Bernardino Histology Technician $ 47,736 $ 65,603 1.9% $ 66,850 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Ventura Histologist $ 45,018 $ 62,904 -0.7% $ 62,463 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
7 County of San Diego Histology Technician $ 49,525 $ 60,882 $ 60,882 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Kern Histologic Technician $ 43,464 $ 53,064 1.2% $ 53,701 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 72,750 $ 69,985 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -19.5% -15.0% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Historian 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Curator, Natural History $ 88,172 $ 118,819 -3.8% $ 114,304 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Historic Preservation Officer - Parks 
Historian 
Archivist 

$ 66,821 
$ 74,422 

$ 53,414 

$ 98,795 
$ 91,416 

$ 71,531 

1.9% $ 100,672 
$ 91,416 

$ 70,101 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.50% -2.0% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 98,795 $ 100,672 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.1% -10.1% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Housing Aide* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
Next Salary 

Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara Housing Assistant $ 53,913 $ 72,248 -16.8% $ 60,110 5/15/2021 unknown unknown 

2 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura1 [Eligibility Specialist/ Occupancy Specialist] $ 46,946 $ 57,738 -1.1% $ 57,103 7/8/2021 unknown unknown 

3 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino3 [Administrative Services Specialist/ Affordable Housing Specialist] $ 42,159 $ 54,807 1.9% $ 55,848 4/20/2021 unknown unknown 

4 Housing Authority Contra Costa County Housing Assistant $ 49,032 $ 59,592 -11.1% $ 52,977 6/27/2020 unknown unknown 

5 Fresno Housing Authority2 [Office Assistant II - Case Management/ Housing Specialist] $ 40,704 $ 49,476 4.7% $ 51,801 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Housing Assistant 
Housing Aide* 
N/C 

$ 36,676 
$ 37,045 

$ 46,809 
$ 45,490 

0.1% $ 46,856 
$ 45,490 

1/4/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 San Francisco Housing Authority N/C 

11 Los Angeles County Development Authority N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Alameda N/C 

16 County of Orange N/C 

17 Housing Authority County of Kern N/C 

18 County of Fresno N/C 

19 County of Kern N/C 

20 County of Riverside N/C 

21 County of San Bernardino N/C 

22 County of San Mateo N/C 

23 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
    

 
                                   

   
                                 

  
                                 

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 56,273 

-23.7% 

$ 54,413 

-19.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the same for both matches. 
2 - Fresno Housing Authority: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
an average of the matches. 
3 - Housing Authority County of San Bernardino: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Housing Program Analyst I* 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency 

Classification Title 

Housing Program Analyst I* 
Redevelopment Analyst - Range 1 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 65,894 
$ 61,492 

Top Annual 

$ 80,933 
$ 78,481 

Geographic 
Differential 

0.1% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 80,933 
$ 78,559 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
1/2/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

3 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino1 [Real Estate Services Specialist/ Management Analyst] $ 58,701 $ 76,311 1.9% $ 77,761 4/20/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Housing/Community Development Specialist I $ 72,632 $ 90,832 -17.5% $ 74,936 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Bernardino Economic and Community Development Analyst Trainee $ 51,759 $ 69,306 1.9% $ 70,622 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 Fresno Housing Authority Community Development Coordinator $ 44,000 $ 66,500 4.7% $ 69,626 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Orange Research Analyst I $ 48,942 $ 65,354 -2.0% $ 64,046 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 Los Angeles County Development Authority Development Specialist I $ 48,696 $ 63,927 -2.7% $ 62,201 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara N/C 

10 County of Ventura N/C 

11 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura N/C 

12 San Francisco Housing Authority N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

15 County of Alameda N/C 

16 County of Los Angeles N/C 

17 County of Fresno N/C 

18 County of Kern N/C 

19 County of Sacramento N/C 

20 Housing Authority Contra Costa County N/C 

21 County of Riverside N/C 

22 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

23 Housing Authority County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                               
      

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 69,306 

14.4% 

$ 70,622 

12.7% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - Housing Authority County of San Bernardino: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Housing Program Analyst II* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino1 [Management Analyst/ Project Manager - Real Estate] $ 88,002 $ 114,403 1.9% $ 116,577 4/20/2021 unknown unknown 

2 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara2 [Housing Policy Analyst/ Assistant Project Manager] $ 92,814 $ 124,380 -16.8% $ 103,484 5/15/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Economic and Community Development Analyst II $ 65,998 $ 90,750 
$ 89,315 

$ 107,679 

1.9% 

-17.5% 

$ 92,475 
$ 89,315 

$ 88,836 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

4 
5 

County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Housing Program Analyst II* 
Housing/Community Development Specialist II 

$ 72,634 

$ 86,173 

6 Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency Redevelopment Analyst - Range 2 $ 67,795 $ 86,525 0.1% $ 86,612 1/2/2021 unknown unknown 

7 Housing Authority County of Kern Planning and Development Specialist $ 69,804 $ 85,212 1.2% $ 86,235 4/14/2021 unknown unknown 

8 Fresno Housing Authority Community Development Analyst $ 50,000 $ 78,500 4.7% $ 82,190 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 Los Angeles County Development Authority Development Specialist II $ 54,111 $ 76,718 -2.7% $ 74,646 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Research Analyst II $ 54,330 $ 72,717 -2.0% $ 71,262 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Ventura N/C 

13 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura N/C 

14 San Francisco Housing Authority N/C 

15 County of Contra Costa N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of Santa Clara N/C 

18 County of Los Angeles N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

20 County of Fresno N/C 

21 County of Kern N/C 

22 Housing Authority Contra Costa County N/C 

23 County of Alameda N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                    
     

                        
    

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 86,525 

3.1% 

$ 86,612 

3.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - Housing Authority County of San Bernardino: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - Housing Authority County of Santa Clara: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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Housing Program Analyst III* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
Next Salary 

Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino1 [Senior Management Analyst/ Real Estate Development Manager] $ 99,567 $ 129,436 1.9% $ 131,895 4/20/2021 unknown unknown 

2 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara2 [Senior Housing Policy Analyst/ Project Manager] $ 103,730 $ 139,008 -16.8% $ 115,655 5/15/2021 unknown unknown 

3 Los Angeles County Development Authority Development Specialist IV $ 80,241 $ 113,719 -2.7% $ 110,649 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Housing/Community Development Specialist III $ 98,652 $ 123,342 -17.5% $ 101,757 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency 
County of San Diego 
Fresno Housing Authority 

Redevelopment Analyst - Range 3 
Housing Program Analyst III* 
Senior Development Analyst- Special Projects 

$ 78,481 $ 100,163 0.1% $ 100,263 1/2/2021 unknown unknown 
$ 77,854 

$ 54,000 

$ 95,722 

$ 83,700 4.7% 

$ 95,722 

$ 87,634 

6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Orange Research Analyst III $ 65,354 $ 88,088 -2.0% $ 86,326 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 Housing Authority Contra Costa County Housing Development Officer $ 77,820 $ 94,596 -11.1% $ 84,096 6/27/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Ventura N/C 

11 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 San Francisco Housing Authority N/C 

15 County of Contra Costa N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 Housing Authority County of Kern N/C 

18 County of Los Angeles N/C 

19 County of Fresno N/C 

20 County of Riverside N/C 

21 County of San Bernardino N/C 

22 County of Kern N/C 

23 County of Alameda N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
    

 
                                 

     
                                 

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 106,941 

-11.7% 

$ 101,010 

-5.5% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - Housing Authority County of San Bernardino: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - Housing Authority County of Santa Clara: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Housing Program Analyst IV* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Los Angeles County Development Authority Consultant II $ 88,110 $ 134,393 -2.7% $ 130,764 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency2 [Redevelopment Analyst - Range 3/ Redevelopment Manager] $ 89,136 $ 127,485 0.1% $ 127,612 1/4/2021 unknown unknown 

3 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara1 [Senior Housing Policy Analyst/ Project Manager] $ 105,011 $ 140,725 -16.8% $ 117,083 5/15/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Housing and Community Development Supervisor $ 112,297 $ 140,376 -17.5% $ 115,811 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Senior Research Analyst $ 81,182 $ 109,158 -2.0% $ 106,975 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of San Bernardino Supervising Economic and Community Development Analysts 
Housing Program Analyst IV* 
Program Manager II 

$ 74,526 
$ 84,947 

$ 90,454 

$ 102,502 
$ 104,312 

$ 109,954 

1.9% 

-17.4% 

$ 104,450 
$ 104,312 

$ 90,822 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/10/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 
8 

County of San Diego 
San Francisco Housing Authority 

9 County of Ventura N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 Fresno Housing Authority N/C 

14 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura N/C 

15 County of Alameda N/C 

16 County of Los Angeles N/C 

17 Housing Authority County of Kern N/C 

18 County of Fresno N/C 

19 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino N/C 

20 County of Riverside N/C 

21 County of Kern N/C 

22 County of Sacramento N/C 

23 Housing Authority Contra Costa County N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
 

        

     

 
   

 
                          

     
                              

      

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 127,485 

-22.2% 

$ 115,811 

-11.0% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - Housing Authority County of Santa Clara: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Housing Specialist I* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara1 [Housing Assistant/ Housing Programs Specialist] $ 56,711 $ 75,998 -16.8% $ 63,230 5/15/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
Fresno Housing Authority 

Housing Specialist I 
Housing Specialist I* 
Housing Specialist 

$ 44,366 
$ 45,885 

$ 43,926 

$ 59,738 
$ 56,410 

$ 53,392 

-2.0% 

4.7% 

$ 58,543 
$ 56,410 

$ 55,902 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

5 Los Angeles County Development Authority Program Specialist I $ 41,320 $ 55,896 -2.7% $ 54,387 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 San Francisco Housing Authority Eligibility Worker I $ 52,589 $ 63,934 -17.4% $ 52,809 6/10/2021 unknown unknown 

7 Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency Housing Program Technician I $ 40,418 $ 51,584 0.1% $ 51,636 1/2/2021 unknown unknown 

8 Housing Authority County of Kern Housing Specialist I $ 35,244 $ 43,032 1.2% $ 43,548 4/14/2021 unknown unknown 

9 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Ventura N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

15 County of Contra Costa N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of Kern N/C 

18 County of Sacramento N/C 

19 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino N/C 

20 County of Riverside N/C 

21 County of San Bernardino N/C 

22 County of San Mateo N/C 

23 Housing Authority Contra Costa County N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                              
     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 55,896 

0.9% 

$ 54,387 

3.6% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - Housing Authority County of Santa Clara: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Housing Specialist II* 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
Housing Authority County of Santa Clara 

Classification Title 

Housing Specialist II* 
Housing Programs Specialist 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 54,288 
$ 59,509 

Top Annual 

$ 66,747 
$ 79,748 

Geographic 
Differential 

-16.8% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 66,747 
$ 66,351 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
5/15/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

3 County of Orange Housing Specialist II $ 48,090 $ 64,813 -2.0% $ 63,517 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 Los Angeles County Development Authority Program Specialist II $ 45,940 $ 65,133 -2.7% $ 63,375 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 Housing Authority Contra Costa County Housing Program Specialist $ 57,096 $ 69,396 -11.1% $ 61,693 6/27/2020 unknown unknown 

6 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino Affordable Housing Specialist $ 46,310 $ 60,203 1.9% $ 61,347 4/20/2021 unknown unknown 

7 Fresno Housing Authority Leasing Specialist $ 47,506 $ 57,743 4.7% $ 60,457 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura Senior Housing Technician $ 49,027 $ 60,297 -1.1% $ 59,634 7/8/2021 unknown unknown 

9 Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency Housing Program Technician II $ 44,560 $ 56,872 0.1% $ 56,929 1/2/2021 unknown unknown 

10 San Francisco Housing Authority Eligibility Worker II $ 56,056 $ 68,146 -17.4% $ 56,289 6/10/2021 unknown unknown 

11 Housing Authority County of Kern Housing Specialist II $ 38,940 $ 47,544 1.2% $ 48,115 4/14/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

15 County of Santa Clara N/C 

16 County of Los Angeles N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of Ventura N/C 

19 County of Kern N/C 

20 County of Sacramento N/C 

21 County of Alameda N/C 

22 County of Riverside N/C 

23 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 62,555 $ 60,902 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 6.3% 8.8% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  
                   

                

                  

                  

                   

               

                     

                   

                 

                  

            

             

               

             

             

             

            

            

            

            

            

             

Page 154 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Housing Specialist III* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 Housing Authority County of Santa Clara Housing Programs Supervisor $ 92,814 $ 124,380 -16.8% $ 103,484 5/15/2021 unknown unknown 

2 Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency Supervisor - Housing Authority $ 64,326 $ 99,790 0.1% $ 99,890 1/4/2021 unknown unknown 

3 Housing Authority County of San Bernardino Housing Services Supervisor $ 70,466 $ 91,606 1.9% $ 93,346 4/20/2021 unknown unknown 

4 Los Angeles County Development Authority Program Specialist IV $ 63,762 $ 93,758 -2.7% $ 91,227 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 Area Housing Authority of the County of Ventura HCV/Section 8 Supervisor $ 69,170 $ 89,922 -1.1% $ 88,932 7/8/2021 unknown unknown 

6 Fresno Housing Authority Supervisor - Intake, Leasing & Case Management $ 50,000 $ 78,500 4.7% $ 82,190 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

7 
8 

County of San Diego 
Housing Authority Contra Costa County1 

Housing Specialist III* 
[Housing Program Specialist/ Housing Manager] 

$ 62,733 

$ 64,980 

$ 77,106 

$ 78,978 -11.1% 

$ 77,106 

$ 70,211 

6/18/2021 
6/27/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Orange Housing Specialist III $ 52,166 $ 70,325 -2.0% $ 68,918 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 San Francisco Housing Authority3 [Eligibility Worker II/ Program Manager I] $ 60,879 $ 74,009 -17.4% $ 61,131 6/10/2021 unknown unknown 

11 Housing Authority County of Kern2 [Housing Specialist II/ Housing Programs Administrator] $ 49,224 $ 60,096 1.2% $ 60,817 4/14/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

16 County of Contra Costa N/C 

17 County of Alameda N/C 

18 County of Ventura N/C 

19 County of Kern N/C 

20 County of Sacramento N/C 

21 County of Riverside N/C 

22 County of San Bernardino N/C 

23 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 84,450 

-9.5% 

$ 85,561 

-11.0% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                 

                 

                

                   

                  
               
                  

              

                  

                   

             

             

            

               

             

            

            

            

            

            

             

             

N/C  - Non  Comparator  
 

1  - Housing  Authority  Contra  Costa  County:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level  classification  at  the  comparator  
agency.  The salary  displayed is  an  average of  the matches.  
2  - Housing  Authority  County  of  Kern:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  
The salary  displayed is  an average of  the  matches.  
3  - San  Francisco  Housing  Authority:  Span  of  Responsibility  Match:  This  hybrid  match  represents  that  the  duties  are  bridged  by  a  higher  and  lower  level classification  at  the  comparator  agency.  
The salary  displayed is  an average of  the  matches.  
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Human Services Control Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Sacramento Human Services Program Integrity Specialist $ 72,454 $ 88,051 0.1% $ 88,139 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Program Specialist $ 87,540 $ 106,416 -17.4% $ 87,900 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Santa Clara Eligibility Examiner $ 82,653 $ 100,004 -16.8% $ 83,204 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Alameda Quality Assurance/Quality Control Technician $ 72,738 $ 88,130 -11.4% $ 78,083 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of San Mateo Benefits Analyst III $ 70,323 $ 87,899 -17.5% $ 72,517 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Social Service Program Assistant 
Human Services Control Specialist 
Human Services System Quality Review Specialist 

$ 63,999 
$ 46,821 

$ 42,224 

$ 77,791 
$ 60,424 

$ 58,032 

-11.1% 

1.9% 

$ 69,156 
$ 60,424 

$ 59,135 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 88,051 $ 78,083 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -45.7% -29.2% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                  

               

               

               

                
                   
                   

            

            

             

            

            

            

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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Human Services Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Program Specialist $ 87,540 $ 106,416 -17.4% $ 87,900 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Eligibility Worker II $ 67,608 $ 81,667 -16.8% $ 67,947 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Benefits Analyst II $ 65,415 $ 81,805 -17.5% $ 67,489 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Human Services Specialist II $ 53,787 $ 65,375 0.1% $ 65,440 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda1 [Eligibility Services Technician II/ Eligibility Services Technician III] $ 58,910 $ 71,614 -11.4% $ 63,450 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Riverside Eligibility Technician II $ 37,546 $ 58,606 1.9% $ 59,720 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 
8 

County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Human Services Specialist 
Eligibility Worker II 

$ 40,414 

$ 46,242 

$ 57,491 

$ 58,992 -3.8% 

$ 57,491 

$ 56,750 

6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Orange Eligibility Technician $ 42,515 $ 57,450 -2.0% $ 56,301 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of San Bernardino Eligibility Worker II $ 37,710 $ 51,792 1.9% $ 52,776 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Contra Costa Eligibility Worker II $ 48,312 $ 58,723 -11.1% $ 52,205 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Ventura HS Client Benefit Specialist II $ 50,155 $ 52,535 -0.7% $ 52,167 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

13 County of Kern Human Services Technician III $ 38,748 $ 47,304 1.2% $ 47,872 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 58,857 

-2.4% 

$ 58,235 

-1.3% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                

                  

                  

                      

                 
                  
                 

                

                  

                  

                   

                  

            

 

    
 

                              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Hydrogeologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Environmental Health Geologist/Engineer 
Hydrogeologist 
Engineer II 

$ 134,549 
$ 89,045 

$ 69,108 

$ 163,966 
$ 109,470 

$ 84,372 

-16.8% 

1.2% 

$ 136,420 
$ 109,470 

$ 85,384 

10/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

10/20/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 124,169 $ 110,902 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.4% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Hydrographic Instrument Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Hydrographic Instrument Technician $ 63,003 $ 77,376 $ 77,376 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Imaging Technician I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Imaging Specialist I $ 35,073 $ 49,085 -0.7% $ 48,741 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
2 County of San Diego Imaging Technician I $ 38,480 $ 47,320 $ 47,320 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Sacramento Imaging Specialist I $ 37,438 $ 45,518 0.1% $ 45,564 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Micrographics Technician I $ 34,154 $ 44,595 -2.0% $ 43,703 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Alameda Microfilm Technician Trainee $ 41,798 $ 47,073 -11.4% $ 41,706 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 46,295 $ 44,633 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 2.2% 5.7% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Imaging Technician II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Imaging Specialist II $ 38,270 $ 53,715 -0.7% $ 53,339 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
2 County of San Diego Imaging Technician II $ 43,056 $ 52,936 $ 52,936 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Bernardino Archives Technician $ 36,754 $ 50,482 1.9% $ 51,441 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Imaging Specialist II $ 40,006 $ 48,650 0.1% $ 48,699 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda Microfilm Technician $ 46,227 $ 54,562 -11.4% $ 48,342 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Kern Document Imaging Technician $ 29,460 $ 35,964 1.2% $ 36,396 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 50,482 $ 48,699 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.6% 8.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Imaging Technician III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 
2 
3 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Supervising Recordable Document Technician 
Imaging Technician III 
Supervising Imaging Specialist 

$ 63,012 
$ 49,317 

$ 48,588 

$ 76,623 
$ 60,611 

$ 59,049 

-16.8% 

0.1% 

$ 63,750 
$ 60,611 

$ 59,108 

6/28/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

6/27/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 67,836 $ 61,429 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -11.9% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Industrial Hygienist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 
2 
3 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Assistant Industrial Hygienist 
Industrial Hygienist I 
Industrial Hygienist I 

$ 91,704 
$ 71,157 

$ 48,995 

$ 111,492 
$ 87,422 

$ 72,440 

-17.4% 

1.9% 

$ 92,092 
$ 87,422 

$ 73,816 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

1/8/2022 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

4 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist I $ 49,062 $ 59,618 4.7% $ 62,420 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

5 County of Kern Hazardous Materials Specialist I - Environmental Health $ 44,340 $ 54,132 1.2% $ 54,782 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 66,029 $ 68,118 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 24.5% 22.1% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Industrial Hygienist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Industrial Hygienist $ 121,704 $ 147,912 -17.4% $ 122,175 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Sacramento Industrial Hygienist $ 99,264 $ 109,453 0.1% $ 109,562 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Industrial Hygiene Engineer $ 103,020 $ 118,483 -11.4% $ 104,976 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of San Mateo Hazardous Materials Specialist III $ 97,633 $ 121,990 -17.5% $ 100,641 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Los Angeles Industrial Hygienist $ 75,488 $ 101,716 -3.8% $ 97,851 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Industrial Hygienist II $ 78,978 $ 97,074 $ 97,074 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Orange Industrial Hygienist $ 70,782 $ 95,347 -2.0% $ 93,440 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Riverside Industrial Hygienist II $ 59,372 $ 87,913 1.9% $ 89,584 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist II $ 55,120 $ 67,002 4.7% $ 70,151 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Hazardous Materials Specialist II $ 48,984 $ 59,808 1.2% $ 60,526 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 101,716 $ 97,851 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.8% -0.8% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Industrial Hygienist III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Industrial Hygienist $ 134,186 $ 175,396 -17.4% $ 144,877 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Alameda1 

County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

[Industrial Hygiene Engineer/ Supervising Industrial Hygiene Engineer] 
Industrial Hygienist III 
Industrial Hygienist III 

$ 106,184 
$ 82,909 

$ 62,479 

$ 124,665 
$ 101,920 

$ 92,488 

-11.4% 

1.9% 

$ 110,453 
$ 101,920 

$ 94,245 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

5 County of Fresno Environmental Health Specialist III $ 60,736 $ 73,840 4.7% $ 77,310 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

6 County of Kern Hazardous Materials Specialist III $ 54,132 $ 66,084 1.2% $ 66,877 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                   
    

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 92,488 

9.3% 

$ 94,245 

7.5% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Insect Detection Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Environmental Health Technician I $ 36,977 $ 57,710 1.9% $ 58,807 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Orange Integrated Pest Management Technician I $ 35,755 $ 48,152 -2.0% $ 47,189 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Ventura Insect Detection Specialist I $ 29,411 $ 42,307 -0.7% $ 42,011 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Agricultural Field Aide I $ 30,243 $ 41,205 1.9% $ 41,988 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
5 County of San Diego Insect Detection Specialist I $ 32,053 $ 39,374 $ 39,374 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Fresno Agricultural Field Aide $ 29,458 $ 30,940 4.7% $ 32,394 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 42,307 $ 42,011 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.4% -6.7% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Insect Detection Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Integrated Pest Management Specialist $ 82,392 $ 100,128 -17.4% $ 82,706 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Agricultural and Standards Technician $ 57,744 $ 70,347 -11.4% $ 62,328 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Riverside Environmental Health Technician II $ 38,982 $ 60,876 1.9% $ 62,032 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Orange Integrated Pest Management Technician II $ 44,366 $ 59,842 -2.0% $ 58,645 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Mateo Pest Detection Specialist $ 51,125 $ 63,896 -17.5% $ 52,715 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Insect Detection Specialist II $ 37,856 $ 46,509 $ 46,509 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Ventura Insect Detection Specialist II $ 34,366 $ 46,016 -0.7% $ 45,694 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Agricultural Field Aide II $ 32,323 $ 44,429 1.9% $ 45,273 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 60,876 $ 58,645 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -30.9% -26.1% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Inservice Education Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Health Services Education and Training Specialist $ 143,368 $ 179,047 -11.1% $ 159,173 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Los Angeles Assistant Program Specialist, Public Health Nursing $ 99,011 $ 148,207 -3.8% $ 142,576 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 

4 
5 

County of Riverside 

County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Nursing Education Instructor 

Inservice Education Coordinator 
N/C 

$ 80,837 
$ 85,946 

$ 119,987 
$ 105,685 

1.9% $ 122,267 
$ 105,685 

5/1/2021 

6/18/2021 
5/1/2022 

unknown 
2.00% 

unknown 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 148,207 $ 142,576 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -40.2% -34.9% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

International Case Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego International Case Coordinator $ 93,662 $ 115,024 $ 115,024 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Investigative Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco District Attorneys Investigative Assistant $ 75,216 $ 95,988 -17.4% $ 79,286 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Sacramento Investigative Assistant $ 55,687 $ 67,672 0.1% $ 67,740 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Investigative Assistant - Sheriff $ 49,358 $ 65,936 -2.0% $ 64,617 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Ventura Investigative Assistant II $ 38,366 $ 53,899 -0.7% $ 53,521 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 
6 
7 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Investigative Technician I 
Investigative Specialist 
Investigative Technician 

$ 35,797 
$ 40,394 
$ 37,882 

$ 49,296 
$ 49,712 
$ 46,046 

1.9% 

4.7% 

$ 50,233 
$ 49,712 
$ 48,210 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

10/19/2020 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Kern Investigative Aide $ 35,604 $ 43,464 1.2% $ 43,986 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 53,899 $ 53,521 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.4% -7.7% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Investigative Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Investigative Technician I $ 61,027 $ 82,181 -2.0% $ 80,537 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
2 County of San Diego Investigative Technician $ 64,771 $ 79,622 $ 79,622 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Los Angeles Investigator, Photographer D.A. $ 61,065 $ 82,285 -3.8% $ 79,158 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Investigative Technician II $ 47,712 $ 74,529 1.9% $ 75,945 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Kern Investigative Technician II $ 46,608 $ 56,892 1.2% $ 57,575 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 78,355 $ 77,551 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.6% 2.6% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Jr Air Pollution Chemist* 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Classification Title 

Jr Air Pollution Chemist* 
N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 61,568 

Top Annual 

$ 75,670 

Geographic 
Differential 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 75,670 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District N/C 

4 County of Orange N/C 

5 County of Ventura N/C 

6 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

7 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

8 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

      

 
   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

    

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below N/A N/A 

Number of Matches 0 0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Jr Air Pollution Control Engineer* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

Assistant Air Quality Engineer 
Jr Air Pollution Control Engineer* 
N/C 

$ 68,616 
$ 62,213 

$ 92,232 
$ 76,419 

-2.8% $ 89,650 
$ 76,419 

1/1/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Orange N/C 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 92,232 $ 89,650 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -20.7% -17.3% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Jr Land Use/Environmental Planner* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Planner I $ 53,349 $ 74,818 -0.7% $ 74,294 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Planner I $ 67,952 $ 84,987 -17.5% $ 70,114 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Planner Trainee $ 50,440 $ 67,704 1.9% $ 68,990 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Jr Land Use/Environmental Planner* $ 54,038 $ 66,352 $ 66,352 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Contra Costa Environmental Assistant $ 61,040 $ 74,194 -11.1% $ 65,959 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Fresno Planner I $ 48,698 $ 62,270 4.7% $ 65,197 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 74,194 $ 68,990 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -11.8% -4.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Jr Public Health Microbiologist 

Rank 

1 County of Los Angeles 

2 City and County of San Francisco 

3 County of Riverside 

4 County of Ventura 

5 County of Alameda1 

6 County of San Bernardino 

7 County of Kern 
8 County of San Diego 
9 County of Fresno 

10 County of Orange 

11 County of Contra Costa 

Comparator Agency Classification Title 

Clinical Microbiologist I 

Microbiologist I 

Public Health Microbiologist I 

Microbiologist I 

[Laboratory Technician/ Microbiologist] 

Public Health Microbiologist I 

Microbiologist Trainee 
Jr Public Health Microbiologist 
Public Health Microbiologist Trainee 

Public Health Microbiologist Trainee 

Microbiologist Trainee 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 94,008 

$ 86,892 

$ 51,608 

$ 59,833 

$ 71,770 

$ 52,187 

$ 55,500 
$ 51,168 
$ 46,930 

$ 38,688 

$ 41,427 

Top Annual 

$ 126,684 

$ 122,330 

$ 82,997 

$ 83,687 

$ 85,585 

$ 69,950 

$ 67,752 
$ 62,858 
$ 57,070 

$ 52,166 

$ 50,355 

Geographic 
Differential 

-3.8% 

-17.4% 

1.9% 

-0.7% 

-11.4% 

1.9% 

1.2% 

4.7% 

-2.0% 

-11.1% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 121,870 

$ 101,045 

$ 84,574 

$ 83,101 

$ 75,829 

$ 71,279 

$ 68,565 
$ 62,858 
$ 59,752 

$ 51,123 

$ 44,765 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
1/1/2021 

7/1/2021 

5/1/2021 

12/27/2020 

6/27/2021 

3/13/2021 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 

10/17/2019 

7/2/2021 

7/1/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 

1/8/2022 

5/1/2022 

12/26/2021 

6/26/2022 

3/26/2022 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

7/1/2022 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

.50% 

2.00% 

2.00% 

3.25% 

3.00% 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 

unknown 

12 County of Sacramento 

13 County of San Mateo 

14 County of Santa Clara 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

Public Health Microbiologist Trainee 

N/C 

N/C 

$ 42,720 $ 42,720 0.1% 

Top Annual 

$ 69,950 

-11.3% 

11 

$ 42,763 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 71,279 

-13.4% 

11 

6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification 
at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Jr Real Property Agent 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Ventura Real Property Agent I $ 54,588 $ 77,352 -0.7% $ 76,810 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

2 County of San Bernardino Real Property Agent I $ 51,770 $ 71,032 1.9% $ 72,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo1 Real Property Agent I $ 77,499 $ 86,672 -17.5% $ 71,504 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Junior Real Estate Agent $ 64,977 $ 78,501 -16.8% $ 65,313 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Orange Real Property Agent I $ 48,942 $ 65,354 -2.0% $ 64,046 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside Real Property Agent I $ 39,882 $ 58,957 1.9% $ 60,078 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Sacramento Real Estate Specialist $ 46,771 $ 56,877 0.1% $ 56,934 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa Junior Real Property Agent $ 48,177 $ 58,560 -11.1% $ 52,060 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 
9 County of San Diego Jr Real Property Agent $ 42,328 $ 52,042 $ 52,042 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
10 County of Los Angeles Junior Real Property Agent $ 50,010 $ 51,380 -3.8% $ 49,427 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 65,354 $ 64,046 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -25.6% -23.1% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Jr Surveyor (T) 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Survey Party Chief I $ 86,869 $ 110,892 -3.8% $ 106,678 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda1 [Survey Technician II/ Survey Technician III] $ 93,600 $ 103,802 -11.4% $ 91,969 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 3.25% 

3 County of Ventura Surveyor I $ 56,570 $ 85,221 -0.7% $ 84,624 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 
4 County of San Diego Jr Surveyor (T) $ 65,458 $ 80,454 $ 80,454 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Orange Surveyor I $ 59,738 $ 80,538 -2.0% $ 78,927 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of San Mateo Public Works Technician II $ 75,565 $ 94,451 -17.5% $ 77,922 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                          
            

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 94,451 

-17.4% 

$ 84,624 

-5.2% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at 
the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Laboratory Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Laboratory Technician II $ 67,704 $ 82,392 -17.4% $ 68,056 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Medical Laboratory Assistant II $ 61,531 $ 74,295 -16.8% $ 61,814 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Laboratory Assistant II $ 52,561 $ 65,685 -17.5% $ 54,190 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Laboratory Assistant $ 40,186 $ 53,539 -2.0% $ 52,468 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Alameda Laboratory Assistant II $ 48,603 $ 57,482 -11.4% $ 50,929 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Contra Costa Laboratory Technician I $ 45,309 $ 55,073 -11.1% $ 48,960 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura Laboratory Assistant $ 33,230 $ 46,363 -0.7% $ 46,038 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Los Angeles Laboratory Assistant $ 34,200 $ 45,908 -3.8% $ 44,163 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of San Diego Laboratory Assistant $ 35,610 $ 43,784 $ 43,784 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of San Bernardino Laboratory Assistant $ 30,597 $ 42,598 1.9% $ 43,408 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Fresno Public Health Laboratory Assistant II $ 28,626 $ 36,608 4.7% $ 38,329 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Laboratory Assistant $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 53,539 $ 48,960 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -22.3% -11.8% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Land Surveyor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Senior Land Surveyor $ 88,152 $ 130,596 1.9% $ 133,077 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Sacramento Associate Land Surveyor $ 102,500 $ 124,591 0.1% $ 124,716 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Land Surveyor $ 111,349 $ 135,410 -16.8% $ 112,661 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Land Surveyor $ 77,147 $ 108,867 1.9% $ 110,936 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Alameda Land Surveyor $ 112,840 $ 125,091 -11.4% $ 110,831 10/4/2020 10/3/2021 3.25% 
6 County of San Diego Land Surveyor $ 89,045 $ 109,470 $ 109,470 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Orange Surveyor II $ 70,325 $ 94,765 -2.0% $ 92,870 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Kern Engineer II $ 69,108 $ 84,372 1.2% $ 85,384 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 124,591 $ 110,936 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.8% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Land Use Aide 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Planning Technician I $ 46,860 $ 56,958 -11.1% $ 50,636 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Land Use Aide $ 39,416 $ 48,485 $ 48,485 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Sacramento Engineering Aide $ 37,981 $ 46,145 0.1% $ 46,191 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Bernardino Land Use Technician Trainee $ 32,490 $ 43,576 1.9% $ 44,404 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 46,145 $ 46,191 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.8% 4.7% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Land Use Technician I 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 

Minimum 
Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 

1 County of Alameda Public Works Technical Assistant I $ 66,296 $ 78,881 -11.4% $ 69,889 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

2 County of Riverside Land Use Technician I $ 43,137 $ 67,399 1.9% $ 68,679 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Ventura2 [Resource Management Agency Technician I - Planning/ Resource Management Agency Technician I - Building and Safety] $ 45,498 $ 63,525 -0.7% $ 63,080 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Orange Permit Technician Trainee $ 44,366 $ 59,738 -2.0% $ 58,543 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa1 

Engineering Technician I 
Land Use Technician I 
[Planning Technician I/Planning Technician II] 

$ 46,437 
$ 45,552 

$ 50,397 

$ 56,460 0.1% $ 56,516 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
$ 56,014 

$ 61,258 -11.1% 

$ 56,014 

$ 54,458 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Kern Planning Technician $ 41,352 $ 50,472 1.2% $ 51,078 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
    

 
                                       

 
                                     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 61,258 

-9.4% 

$ 58,543 

-4.5% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 

2 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Land Use Technician II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside 

2 County of Alameda 

3 County of Orange 
4 County of San Diego 
5 County of Ventura2 

Land Use Technician II 

Public Works Technical Assistant II 

Permit Technician 
Land Use Technician II 
[Resource Management Agency Technician II - Planning/ Resource Management Agency Technician II - Building and Safety] 

$ 50,574 

$ 75,574 

$ 56,597 
$ 54,787 

$ 48,757 

$ 78,984 

$ 90,027 

$ 76,274 
$ 74,194 

$ 68,065 

1.9% 

-11.4% 

-2.0% 

-0.7% 

$ 80,485 

$ 79,764 

$ 74,748 
$ 74,194 

$ 67,589 

5/1/2021 

6/27/2021 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

5/1/2022 

6/26/2022 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

2.00% 

3.25% 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

6 County of San Bernardino 

7 County of Sacramento 

8 County of San Mateo1 

9 County of Contra Costa 

10 City and County of San Francisco 

11 County of Fresno 

12 County of Kern 

13 County of Los Angeles 

14 County of Santa Clara 

Land Use Technician 

Engineering Technician II 

[Planning Technician/Office Specialist] 

Planning Technician II 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

$ 48,090 

$ 54,037 

$ 61,848 

$ 53,934 

$ 66,123 

$ 65,688 

$ 77,302 

$ 65,557 

1.9% 

0.1% 

-17.5% 

-11.1% 

$ 67,380 

$ 65,754 

$ 63,774 

$ 58,280 

7/31/2021 

6/21/2020 

10/4/2020 

7/1/2021 

7/30/2022 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

3.00% 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

 
    

 
                                      

 
                                     

Median of Comparators $ 72,170 $ 67,484 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 2.7% 9.0% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 

2 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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Land Use Technician III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Supervising Land Use Technician $ 56,626 $ 90,740 1.9% $ 92,464 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Alameda Public Works Technical Assistant III $ 82,446 $ 98,575 -11.4% $ 87,337 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Orange Senior Permit Technician $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Resource Management Agency Technician III 
Land Use Technician III 
Senior Engineering Technician 

$ 60,625 
$ 66,602 

$ 61,053 

$ 85,059 
$ 81,869 

$ 74,208 

-0.7% 

0.1% 

$ 84,463 
$ 81,869 

$ 74,282 

12/26/2020 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

12/27/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Senior Land Use Technician $ 50,440 $ 69,389 1.9% $ 70,707 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 86,220 $ 85,048 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.3% -3.9% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Land Use/Environmental Planner I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Regional Planner $ 75,672 $ 96,588 -3.8% $ 92,918 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Sacramento Assistant Planner $ 69,322 $ 84,251 0.1% $ 84,335 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Planner II $ 59,810 $ 83,638 -0.7% $ 83,052 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Planner I $ 58,427 $ 80,309 1.9% $ 81,835 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo2 

Assistant Planner 
Land Use/Environmental Planner I 
[Planner I/Planner II] 

$ 61,402 
$ 64,813 

$ 74,265 

$ 82,763 
$ 79,622 

$ 92,849 

-2.0% 

-17.5% 

$ 81,108 
$ 79,622 

$ 76,601 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa1 [Planner I/Environmental Analyst I] $ 63,632 $ 77,345 -11.1% $ 68,760 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Riverside Environmental Planner I $ 42,690 $ 63,177 1.9% $ 64,377 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

10 County of Kern Planner I $ 50,988 $ 62,244 1.2% $ 62,991 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                           
          

                         
              

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 82,763 

-3.9% 

$ 81,108 

-1.9% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Land Use/Environmental Planner II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Planner III-Environmental Review $ 108,840 $ 132,288 -17.4% $ 109,270 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Sacramento Associate Planner $ 85,504 $ 103,941 0.1% $ 104,045 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Associate Planner $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Ventura Planner III $ 71,888 $ 101,019 -0.7% $ 100,312 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Senior Regional Planner $ 79,884 $ 101,964 -3.8% $ 98,089 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda1 [Planner II/ Assistant Environmental Compliance Specialist] $ 91,936 $ 106,517 -11.4% $ 94,374 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

7 
8 

County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Land Use/Environmental Planner II 
Environmental Planner III 

$ 76,398 

$ 59,221 

$ 93,850 

$ 87,698 1.9% 

$ 93,850 

$ 89,364 

6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
5/1/2022 

9 County of San Bernardino Planner II $ 62,837 $ 86,382 1.9% $ 88,024 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of San Mateo Planner II $ 80,578 $ 100,712 -17.5% $ 83,087 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa2 [Planner II/Environmental Analyst II] $ 75,297 $ 91,524 -11.1% $ 81,365 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Planner II $ 54,080 $ 69,186 4.7% $ 72,438 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Planner II $ 53,592 $ 65,424 1.2% $ 66,209 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                              
    

                              
   

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 100,865 

-7.5% 

$ 91,869 

2.1% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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Land Use/Environmental Planner III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Supervising Regional Planner $ 104,772 $ 133,740 -3.8% $ 128,658 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Sacramento Senior Planner $ 108,472 $ 119,601 0.1% $ 119,721 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Planner IV $ 80,303 $ 118,514 -0.7% $ 117,684 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Riverside Senior Environmental Planner $ 75,645 $ 111,998 1.9% $ 114,126 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Senior Planner $ 85,030 $ 114,587 -2.0% $ 112,295 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Alameda1 [Planner III/ Associate Environmental Compliance Specialist] $ 101,566 $ 123,427 -11.4% $ 109,357 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

7 
8 

County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Land Use/Environmental Planner III 
Planner III 

$ 87,630 

$ 72,758 

$ 107,619 

$ 100,131 1.9% 

$ 107,619 

$ 102,034 

6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
7/30/2022 

9 County of San Mateo Planner III $ 92,267 $ 115,292 -17.5% $ 95,116 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa2 [Planner III/Environmental Analyst III] $ 87,094 $ 105,863 -11.1% $ 94,112 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno Planner III $ 62,452 $ 79,872 4.7% $ 83,626 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Planner III $ 63,492 $ 77,508 1.2% $ 78,438 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                              
    

                               
    

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 114,587 

-6.5% 

$ 109,357 

-1.6% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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Landscape Architect 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Sacramento Associate Landscape Architect $ 102,500 $ 124,591 0.1% $ 124,716 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Landscape Architectural Associate II $ 119,988 $ 145,812 -17.4% $ 120,441 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Landscape Architect 
Landscape Architect 
N/C 

$ 87,738 
$ 78,499 

$ 111,996 
$ 96,429 

-3.8% $ 107,740 
$ 96,429 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 124,591 $ 120,441 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -29.2% -24.9% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Latent Print Examiner 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Fingerprint Examiner II $ 87,050 $ 108,456 -11.1% $ 96,417 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 
2 County of San Diego Latent Print Examiner $ 77,688 $ 95,430 $ 95,430 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Riverside Fingerprint Examiner II $ 58,320 $ 91,164 1.9% $ 92,896 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Santa Clara Latent Fingerprint Examiner II $ 92,115 $ 111,457 -16.8% $ 92,732 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of San Bernardino Latent Print Examiner $ 59,883 $ 82,326 1.9% $ 83,891 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Alameda Latent Fingerprint Examiner $ 69,180 $ 82,991 -11.4% $ 73,530 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Kern Latent Print Examiner $ 54,672 $ 66,744 1.2% $ 67,545 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 87,078 $ 88,311 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 8.8% 7.5% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Laundry Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Laundry Supervisor II $ 49,765 $ 67,060 -3.8% $ 64,512 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Laundry Supervisor $ 44,699 $ 54,891 $ 54,891 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Ventura Supervisor - Laundry Services $ 40,446 $ 54,532 -0.7% $ 54,150 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Riverside Laundry Supervisor $ 32,306 $ 47,759 1.9% $ 48,666 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 54,532 $ 54,150 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.7% 1.3% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Laundry Worker 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo Utility Worker II $ 53,684 $ 67,100 -17.5% $ 55,357 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Laundry Worker II $ 48,687 $ 58,608 -16.8% $ 48,762 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Laundry Service Worker $ 43,428 $ 51,422 -11.4% $ 45,560 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Sacramento Laundry Worker $ 36,603 $ 44,495 0.1% $ 44,540 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Diego Laundry Worker $ 34,528 $ 42,432 $ 42,432 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Riverside Laundry Worker $ 29,120 $ 38,664 1.9% $ 39,398 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Orange Laundry Worker $ 30,306 $ 37,690 -2.0% $ 36,936 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Ventura Laundry Worker II $ 29,505 $ 36,611 -0.7% $ 36,355 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Kern Linen Services Associate II $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Los Angeles Laundry Worker $ 31,320 $ 37,411 -3.8% $ 35,989 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of San Bernardino Linen Room Attendant $ 29,848 $ 33,197 1.9% $ 33,828 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 38,177 $ 38,167 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 10.0% 10.1% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Legal Support Assistant I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Legal Office Support Assistant I $ 44,469 $ 64,950 -3.8% $ 62,481 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Legal Clerk Trainee $ 59,018 $ 71,269 -16.8% $ 59,296 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Legal Secretary Trainee $ 42,016 $ 56,597 -2.0% $ 55,465 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of San Mateo Legal Office Assistant I $ 53,101 $ 66,372 -17.5% $ 54,757 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Legal Support Assistant I $ 33,923 $ 52,918 1.9% $ 53,923 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Ventura Legal Processing Assistant I $ 34,888 $ 48,754 -0.7% $ 48,413 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 
7 County of San Diego Legal Support Assistant I $ 35,173 $ 43,160 $ 43,160 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Fresno Legal Assistant I $ 29,224 $ 36,244 4.7% $ 37,947 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Kern Legal Process Technician I $ 30,348 $ 37,056 1.2% $ 37,501 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 54,757 $ 54,340 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -26.9% -25.9% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Legal Support Assistant II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Legal Office Support Assistant II $ 49,521 $ 68,565 -3.8% $ 65,959 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Orange Legal Secretary $ 48,090 $ 64,813 -2.0% $ 63,517 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Santa Clara Legal Clerk $ 61,545 $ 74,348 -16.8% $ 61,857 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Legal Process Clerk $ 60,300 $ 73,272 -17.4% $ 60,523 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of Riverside Legal Support Assistant II $ 37,868 $ 59,128 1.9% $ 60,251 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Clerk - Specialist Level $ 50,943 $ 65,057 -11.1% $ 57,835 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Mateo Legal Office Assistant II $ 55,992 $ 69,991 -17.5% $ 57,742 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura Legal Processing Assistant II $ 38,407 $ 53,717 -0.7% $ 53,341 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Sacramento Legal Secretary I $ 43,242 $ 52,576 0.1% $ 52,629 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
10 County of San Diego Legal Support Assistant II $ 39,624 $ 48,714 $ 48,714 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Fresno Legal Assistant II $ 31,590 $ 40,404 4.7% $ 42,303 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Legal Process Technician II $ 33,528 $ 40,932 1.2% $ 41,423 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 64,813 $ 57,835 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -33.0% -18.7% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Legal Support Assistant III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Senior Legal Office Support Assistant $ 49,521 $ 72,392 -3.8% $ 69,641 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Orange Senior Legal Secretary $ 52,166 $ 70,325 -2.0% $ 68,918 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Riverside Senior Legal Support Assistant $ 42,068 $ 65,723 1.9% $ 66,972 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Senior Legal Process Clerk $ 66,144 $ 80,388 -17.4% $ 66,400 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of San Mateo Lead Legal Office Assistant $ 64,084 $ 80,079 -17.5% $ 66,065 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Senior Legal Coordinator $ 58,171 $ 74,287 -11.1% $ 66,041 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura Legal Processing Assistant III $ 42,295 $ 59,178 -0.7% $ 58,764 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Legal Secretary II $ 45,727 $ 55,583 0.1% $ 55,639 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
9 County of San Diego Legal Support Assistant III $ 44,803 $ 55,037 $ 55,037 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
10 County of Fresno Senior Legal Assistant $ 38,896 $ 49,764 4.7% $ 52,103 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Senior Legal Process Technician $ 36,684 $ 44,784 1.2% $ 45,321 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 68,024 $ 66,053 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -23.6% -20.0% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Legal Support Supervisor I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo Legal Office Services Supervisor $ 76,251 $ 95,262 -17.5% $ 78,591 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Supervising Clerk I $ 67,454 $ 81,827 -11.4% $ 72,499 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Supervising Legal Secretary 
Legal Support Supervisor I 
Supervising Legal Assistant 

$ 56,376 
$ 53,040 

$ 42,822 

$ 68,528 
$ 65,166 

$ 54,756 

0.1% 

4.7% 

$ 68,597 
$ 65,166 

$ 57,330 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Kern Supervising Legal Process Technician $ 42,600 $ 52,008 1.2% $ 52,632 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 68,528 $ 68,597 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.2% -5.3% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Legal Support Supervisor II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Legal Support Supervisor $ 92,398 $ 112,320 -16.8% $ 93,450 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Alameda Supervising Clerk II $ 70,845 $ 85,987 -11.4% $ 76,185 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Supervising Legal Office Support Assistant 
Legal Support Supervisor II 
Supervising Legal Secretary 

$ 55,194 
$ 56,410 

$ 56,376 

$ 76,427 
$ 69,306 

$ 68,528 

-3.8% 

0.1% 

$ 73,523 
$ 69,306 

$ 68,597 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Fresno Chief Legal Assistant $ 48,828 $ 59,384 4.7% $ 62,175 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 76,427 $ 73,523 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.3% -6.1% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Librarian I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Librarian I $ 86,736 $ 105,432 -17.4% $ 87,087 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Librarian I $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Librarian I $ 62,904 $ 84,757 -3.8% $ 81,536 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Librarian I $ 73,950 $ 89,463 -16.8% $ 74,433 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of San Mateo Librarian I $ 70,303 $ 87,878 -17.5% $ 72,500 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Librarian I $ 58,032 $ 71,365 $ 71,365 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of San Bernardino Librarian I $ 47,362 $ 66,747 1.9% $ 68,015 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Alameda Librarian I $ 66,522 $ 76,146 -11.4% $ 67,465 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of Fresno Librarian I $ 47,242 $ 60,398 4.7% $ 63,237 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa1 [Librarian Trainee/Librarian] $ 59,627 $ 68,100 -11.1% $ 60,541 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Librarian I $ 45,012 $ 54,948 1.2% $ 55,607 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 80,451 $ 70,258 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.7% 1.6% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower 
level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Librarian II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Librarian II $ 95,988 $ 116,688 -17.4% $ 96,384 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Librarian II $ 72,280 $ 97,365 -2.0% $ 95,417 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Ventura1 [Librarian/ Librarian Specialist] $ 62,272 $ 87,160 -0.7% $ 86,550 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Librarian II $ 66,402 $ 89,485 -3.8% $ 86,085 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo Librarian II $ 76,667 $ 95,803 -17.5% $ 79,037 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Librarian II $ 64,210 $ 78,853 $ 78,853 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Santa Clara Librarian II $ 77,894 $ 94,295 -16.8% $ 78,453 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Librarian II $ 53,498 $ 75,296 1.9% $ 76,727 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Alameda Librarian II $ 70,690 $ 81,401 -11.4% $ 72,121 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

10 County of Fresno Librarian II $ 52,052 $ 66,638 4.7% $ 69,770 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa Librarian $ 61,173 $ 78,120 -11.1% $ 69,449 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Librarian II $ 47,304 $ 57,756 1.2% $ 58,449 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                        
          

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 87,160 

-10.5% 

$ 78,453 

0.5% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at 
the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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Librarian III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Librarian III $ 105,876 $ 128,676 -17.4% $ 106,286 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Supervising Librarian $ 99,721 $ 121,299 -16.8% $ 100,921 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Librarian III $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Alameda Library Manager I $ 92,477 $ 112,507 -11.4% $ 99,681 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of Ventura City Librarian $ 66,703 $ 93,359 -0.7% $ 92,705 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 
7 
8 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa1 

Librarian III 
Librarian III 
[Librarian Specialist/Community Library Manager] 

$ 70,105 
$ 70,699 

$ 75,550 

$ 94,477 
$ 86,819 

$ 96,481 

-3.8% 

-11.1% 

$ 90,887 
$ 86,819 

$ 85,772 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

9 County of San Mateo Senior Librarian $ 82,013 $ 102,521 -17.5% $ 84,580 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno Librarian III $ 59,228 $ 75,764 4.7% $ 79,325 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Librarian III $ 50,232 $ 61,320 1.2% $ 62,056 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                            
           

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 99,501 

-14.6% 

$ 91,796 

-5.7% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Librarian Substitute 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Librarian Substitute $ 57,366 $ 70,574 $ 70,574 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Alameda Librarian I (Services as Needed) $ 67,236 $ 67,236 -11.4% $ 59,571 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,236 $ 59,571 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.7% 15.6% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Library Associate 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Senior Library Literacy Assistant $ 61,173 $ 78,120 -11.1% $ 69,449 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 
2 County of San Diego Library Associate $ 56,368 $ 68,307 $ 68,307 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Alameda Literacy Specialist $ 64,368 $ 76,488 -11.4% $ 67,768 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 77,304 $ 68,609 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.2% -0.4% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Library Technician I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Library Assistant $ 63,336 $ 76,884 -17.4% $ 63,506 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Ventura Library Technician I $ 37,552 $ 52,477 -0.7% $ 52,110 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

3 County of San Mateo1 Library Assistant I $ 53,829 $ 60,152 -17.5% $ 49,626 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Library Assistant I $ 34,736 $ 46,862 -2.0% $ 45,925 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Alameda Library Clerk I $ 44,576 $ 50,697 -11.4% $ 44,917 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of San Bernardino Library Assistant $ 30,597 $ 42,598 1.9% $ 43,408 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
7 County of San Diego Library Technician I $ 31,200 $ 38,334 $ 38,334 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Fresno Library Assistant I $ 29,718 $ 35,750 4.7% $ 37,430 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 50,697 $ 45,925 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.2% -19.8% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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July 2021 

Library Technician II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Library Technical Assistant II $ 80,988 $ 98,436 -17.4% $ 81,308 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Library Assistant I $ 44,138 $ 59,428 -3.8% $ 57,170 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura1 [Library Technician I/ Library Technician II] $ 38,904 $ 54,387 -0.7% $ 54,006 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Alameda Library Lead Clerk $ 50,958 $ 60,240 -11.4% $ 53,373 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Library Assistant II 
Library Technician II 
Library Technician 

$ 37,690 
$ 38,480 

$ 45,500 

$ 50,794 
$ 47,341 

$ 54,704 

-2.0% 

-16.8% 

$ 49,778 
$ 47,341 

$ 45,514 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
6/13/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

8 County of Fresno Library Assistant II $ 30,966 $ 39,598 4.7% $ 41,459 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                          
            

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 54,704 

-15.6% 

$ 53,373 

-12.7% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at 
the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Library Technician III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Library Technical Assistant II $ 80,988 $ 98,436 -17.4% $ 81,308 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Bernardino Library Associate $ 42,931 $ 60,507 1.9% $ 61,657 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Ventura Library Technician III $ 43,962 $ 61,545 -0.7% $ 61,115 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Library Assistant II $ 46,579 $ 62,748 -3.8% $ 60,364 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Diego Library Technician III $ 44,491 $ 54,642 $ 54,642 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Fresno Senior Library Assistant $ 33,540 $ 42,926 4.7% $ 44,944 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 61,545 $ 61,115 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.6% -11.8% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Library Technician IV 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda1 [Library Assistant I/ Library Assistant Manager] $ 68,399 $ 82,248 -11.4% $ 72,872 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Library Assistant III 
Library Technician IV 
Supervising Library Assistant 

$ 49,154 
$ 51,709 

$ 36,998 

$ 66,237 
$ 63,544 

$ 47,294 

-3.8% 

4.7% 

$ 63,720 
$ 63,544 

$ 49,517 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    
 

                           
           

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 66,237 

-4.2% 

$ 63,720 

-0.3% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Library Technician Substitute 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Library Clerk II (Services as Needed) $ 50,486 $ 50,486 -11.4% $ 44,730 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 
2 County of San Diego Library Technician Substitute $ 32,198 $ 32,198 $ 32,198 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 50,486 $ 44,730 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -56.8% -38.9% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Licensed Mental Health Clinician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Clinical Psychologist I $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of San Mateo Marriage and Family Therapist II $ 92,350 $ 115,459 -17.5% $ 95,253 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Mental Health Clinician II $ 98,758 $ 98,758 -3.8% $ 95,005 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Licensed Mental Health Clinician $ 77,043 $ 94,702 $ 94,702 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Bernardino Clinical Therapist I/Clinical Therapist II $ 64,241 $ 90,574 1.9% $ 92,295 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Kern Behavioral Health Therapist II $ 74,484 $ 90,924 1.2% $ 92,015 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda Behavioral Health Clinician II $ 88,729 $ 102,259 -11.4% $ 90,602 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

8 County of Fresno Licensed Mental Health Clinician $ 70,538 $ 84,838 4.7% $ 88,825 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Sacramento Senior Mental Health Counselor $ 80,075 $ 88,281 0.1% $ 88,369 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Riverside Clinical Therapist II $ 58,002 $ 85,858 1.9% $ 87,490 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

11 County of Contra Costa Mental Health Clinical Specialist $ 65,947 $ 97,899 -11.1% $ 87,032 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Ventura Behavioral Health Clinician III $ 58,896 $ 82,499 -0.7% $ 81,921 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 90,924 $ 90,602 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.0% 4.3% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Licensed Vocational Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 77,508 $ 94,224 -17.4% $ 77,829 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 72,444 $ 87,501 -16.8% $ 72,801 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo1 Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 71,114 $ 84,093 -17.5% $ 69,377 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 57,999 $ 74,067 -11.1% $ 65,845 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 50,718 $ 61,638 0.1% $ 61,700 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 63,139 $ 69,502 -11.4% $ 61,578 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Ventura Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 55,130 $ 59,216 -0.7% $ 58,801 4/4/2021 4/17/2022 3.25% 

8 County of Los Angeles Licensed Vocational Nurse II $ 45,240 $ 60,912 -3.8% $ 58,597 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Fresno Licensed Vocational Nurse II $ 42,822 $ 54,756 4.7% $ 57,330 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Riverside Licensed Vocational Nurse II $ 37,419 $ 55,341 1.9% $ 56,393 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

11 County of Kern Vocational Nurse II $ 44,340 $ 54,132 1.2% $ 54,782 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Orange Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 41,080 $ 54,974 -2.0% $ 53,875 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

13 County of San Bernardino Licensed Vocational Nurse II $ 38,210 $ 52,458 1.9% $ 53,454 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
14 County of San Diego Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 47,216 $ 52,603 $ 52,603 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

 
 

 

        

     
 

    
 

            

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 60,912 

-15.8% 

$ 58,801 

-11.8% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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July 2021 

Litigation Investigator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara County Counsel Investigator $ 113,736 $ 138,389 -16.8% $ 115,139 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Investigator II $ 86,869 $ 117,064 -3.8% $ 112,616 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Claims Investigator, City Attorneys Office 
Litigation Investigator 
Senior Claims Representative 

$ 107,724 
$ 79,227 
$ 69,597 

$ 130,884 
$ 97,386 
$ 93,766 

-17.4% 

-2.0% 

$ 108,110 
$ 97,386 
$ 91,891 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

1/8/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

.50% 
unknown 

3.50% 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 123,974 $ 110,363 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -27.3% -13.3% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Mail Carrier 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo Mail Services Driver $ 49,066 $ 61,338 -17.5% $ 50,604 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Messenger Driver $ 49,731 $ 59,860 -16.8% $ 49,804 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Driver Clerk $ 44,907 $ 54,584 -11.1% $ 48,526 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Messenger $ 45,402 $ 53,636 -11.4% $ 47,522 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Los Angeles County Messenger Driver $ 34,788 $ 46,693 -3.8% $ 44,919 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura Courier I $ 31,133 $ 43,479 -0.7% $ 43,175 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

7 County of Riverside Messenger $ 29,120 $ 41,447 1.9% $ 42,235 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Mail Processor II $ 30,243 $ 41,205 1.9% $ 41,988 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
9 County of San Diego Mail Carrier $ 33,738 $ 41,454 $ 41,454 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Mail Clerk II $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 46,693 $ 44,919 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.6% -8.4% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Mail Processor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification 
Title 

Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Clerk $ 55,488 $ 67,416 -17.4% $ 55,686 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Mail Clerk $ 45,402 $ 53,636 -11.4% $ 47,522 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Riverside Mail Clerk $ 29,323 $ 45,790 1.9% $ 46,660 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Ventura Courier II $ 32,650 $ 45,622 -0.7% $ 45,303 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 
5 County of San Diego Mail Processor $ 32,115 $ 39,437 $ 39,437 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Kern Mail Clerk I $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Mail Processor I $ 29,848 $ 33,197 1.9% $ 33,828 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

 
 

  

        

    
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 45,706 $ 45,981 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -15.9% -16.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Mail Systems Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Print and Mail Services Supervisor $ 68,605 $ 83,390 -11.1% $ 74,134 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Supervising Messenger $ 60,528 $ 71,386 -11.4% $ 63,248 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Mail Room Supervisor $ 60,333 $ 73,364 -16.8% $ 61,039 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Mail Systems Supervisor $ 49,587 $ 60,944 $ 60,944 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Los Angeles Supervisor, Mail and Delivery Service $ 44,138 $ 59,428 -3.8% $ 57,170 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Supervising Mail Clerk $ 32,491 $ 47,981 1.9% $ 48,893 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 71,386 $ 61,039 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.1% -0.2% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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   Medical Claims Specialist 
     Salary  Next Annual   Geographic  Adjusted   Next Salary Rank    Comparator Agency   Classification Title   Top Annual  Effective  Percentage  Minimum  Differential   Top Annual  Increase  Date  Increase 

1        City and County of San Francisco    Claim Process Clerk   $ 65,448   $ 79,584  -17.4%   $ 65,736  7/1/2021  1/8/2022  .50% 

2     County of Orange   Claims Technician   $ 49,358   $ 65,936  -2.0%   $ 64,617  7/2/2021  7/1/2022  3.50% 

3      County of San Mateo    Patient Services Specialist   $ 62,420   $ 78,082  -17.5%   $ 64,417  10/4/2020  unknown  unknown 

4      County of Santa Clara       Valley Health Plan (VHP) Claims Examiner   $ 61,162   $ 73,855  -16.8%   $ 61,447  6/14/2021  6/13/2022  3.00% 

5     County of Alameda      Health Care Claims Examiner II   $ 58,911   $ 66,784  -11.4%   $ 59,170  6/27/2021  6/26/2022  3.25% 

6     County of Ventura     Medical Claims Processor II   $ 35,045   $ 52,573  -0.7%   $ 52,205  12/27/2020  12/26/2021  2.00% 

7     County of Sacramento    Claims Assistance Specialist   $ 42,303   $ 51,407  0.1%   $ 51,458  6/21/2020  unknown  unknown 
8      County of San Diego    Medical Claims Specialist   $ 40,539   $ 49,816    $ 49,816  6/18/2021  unknown  unknown 
9     County of Kern     Billing Office Specialist II   $ 32,868   $ 40,128  1.2%   $ 40,610  4/21/2021  unknown  unknown 

 10     County of Contra Costa  N/C        

 11    County of Fresno  N/C        

 12     County of Los Angeles  N/C        

 13    County of Riverside  N/C        

 14     County of San Bernardino  N/C        

 

  Summary Results   Top Annual  Adjusted 
  Top Annual 

   
   Median of Comparators   $ 66,360   $ 60,309 

      % County of San Diego Above/Below  -33.2%  -21.1% 

   Number of Matches 8  8  
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Medical Consultant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Physician, M.D. (Non-Megaflex) $ 223,649 $ 223,649 -3.8% $ 215,150 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Medical Consultant $ 174,158 $ 194,210 $ 194,210 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Riverside Medical Consultant $ 150,634 $ 150,634 1.9% $ 153,496 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 187,141 $ 184,323 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.6% 5.1% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Medical Examiner Invest I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Medical Examiner Investigator I $ 65,667 $ 90,742 -0.7% $ 90,107 6/28/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Medical Examiners Investigator I $ 82,812 $ 100,644 -17.4% $ 83,132 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Coroner Investigator Trainee $ 63,996 $ 86,231 -3.8% $ 82,954 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Deputy Coroner I $ 54,143 $ 79,596 1.9% $ 81,109 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Deputy Coroner I $ 61,345 $ 78,300 0.1% $ 78,378 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda Coroner's Investigator I $ 78,044 $ 86,613 -11.4% $ 76,739 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Fresno Deputy Coroner I $ 50,830 $ 65,000 4.7% $ 68,055 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 
8 County of San Diego Medical Examiner Invest I $ 47,112 $ 63,731 $ 63,731 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 86,231 $ 81,109 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -35.3% -27.3% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Medical Examiner Invest II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Medical Examiner-Coroner Investigator $ 105,202 $ 127,868 -16.8% $ 106,386 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Medical Examiners Investigator II $ 100,644 $ 122,328 -17.4% $ 101,043 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Ventura Medical Examiner Investigator II $ 68,537 $ 95,443 -0.7% $ 94,775 6/28/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Deputy Coroner $ 91,477 $ 114,315 -17.5% $ 94,310 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

5 County of Riverside Deputy Coroner II $ 62,222 $ 91,488 1.9% $ 93,227 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Los Angeles Coroner Investigator $ 71,327 $ 96,119 -3.8% $ 92,467 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Deputy Coroner Investigator $ 62,546 $ 85,987 1.9% $ 87,621 12/19/2020 12/18/2021 3.00% 

8 County of Alameda Coroner's Investigator II $ 81,630 $ 98,382 -11.4% $ 87,166 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Deputy Coroner II 
Medical Examiner Invest II 
Deputy Coroner II 

$ 67,359 
$ 63,107 
$ 55,900 

$ 85,963 
$ 77,501 
$ 71,474 

0.1% 

4.7% 

$ 86,049 
$ 77,501 
$ 74,833 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2019 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 95,781 $ 92,847 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -23.6% -19.8% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Medical Examiner Invest III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Medical Examiners Investigator III $ 110,736 $ 134,556 -17.4% $ 111,143 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Ventura Senior Medical Examiner Investigator $ 82,594 $ 110,724 -0.7% $ 109,949 6/28/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Fresno Senior Deputy Coroner $ 71,316 $ 102,432 4.7% $ 107,246 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of San Mateo1 

County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

[Deputy Coroner/Supervising Deputy Coroner] 
Medical Examiner Invest III 
N/C 

$ 95,553 
$ 69,930 

$ 119,431 
$ 85,862 

-17.5% $ 98,531 
$ 85,862 

12/13/2020 
6/18/2021 

12/12/2021 
unknown 

2-4% 
unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    
 

                            
           

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 115,078 

-34.0% 

$ 108,598 

-26.5% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Medical Transcriber 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Medical Transcriber Typist $ 67,284 $ 81,744 -17.4% $ 67,521 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Medical Transcriptionist $ 57,407 $ 71,821 -17.5% $ 59,252 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Medical Transcriptionist $ 58,629 $ 66,597 -11.4% $ 59,005 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Santa Clara Medical Transcriptionist $ 58,038 $ 70,059 -16.8% $ 58,289 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Medical Transcriber - Typist $ 43,609 $ 57,133 -3.8% $ 54,962 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Medical Transcriptionist II $ 34,391 $ 53,674 1.9% $ 54,693 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Medical Transcriber $ 47,626 $ 60,821 -11.1% $ 54,070 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Orange Medical Transcriber II $ 39,582 $ 52,520 -2.0% $ 51,470 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
9 County of San Diego Medical Transcriber $ 41,330 $ 50,814 $ 50,814 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Medical Transcriber II $ 41,196 $ 50,091 0.1% $ 50,141 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Ventura Information Processing Operator II $ 33,744 $ 47,167 -0.7% $ 46,837 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 58,977 $ 54,828 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.1% -7.9% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Mental Health Aide 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Mental Health Worker $ 50,259 $ 60,576 -16.8% $ 50,399 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Community Health Worker 
Mental Health Aide 
Behavioral Health Recovery Specialist Aide 

$ 34,788 
$ 35,464 

$ 34,728 

$ 52,016 
$ 43,597 

$ 42,396 

-3.8% 

1.2% 

$ 50,039 
$ 43,597 

$ 42,905 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 52,016 $ 50,039 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -19.3% -14.8% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                  
                  
                   

               

            

             

            

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

Page 218 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Mental Health Case Management Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Human Services Agency Social Worker $ 64,380 $ 98,928 -17.4% $ 81,715 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Fresno Community Mental Health Specialist II $ 41,730 $ 53,378 4.7% $ 55,887 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Mental Health Associate $ 40,146 $ 56,218 -0.7% $ 55,824 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Kern Behavioral Health Recovery Specialist I $ 44,112 $ 53,856 1.2% $ 54,502 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Los Angeles Medical Case Worker I $ 50,010 $ 54,249 -3.8% $ 52,187 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Sacramento Mental Health Worker $ 42,804 $ 52,054 0.1% $ 52,106 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Riverside Social Service Assistant $ 30,028 $ 44,364 1.9% $ 45,207 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
8 County of San Diego Mental Health Case Management Assistant $ 36,608 $ 44,990 $ 44,990 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Orange Mental Health Worker I $ 33,446 $ 43,576 -2.0% $ 42,704 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 53,617 $ 53,345 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -19.2% -18.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Mental Health Case Management Clinician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Behavioral Health Clinician II $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Psychiatric Social Worker I $ 84,055 $ 101,756 -16.8% $ 84,661 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Fresno Unlicensed Mental Health Clinician $ 64,116 $ 77,116 4.7% $ 80,740 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Ventura Behavioral Health Clinician II $ 56,081 $ 78,611 -0.7% $ 78,061 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 
6 
7 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Mental Health Counselor II 
Mental Health Case Management Clinician 
Social Services Practitioner II 

$ 71,384 
$ 59,093 

$ 43,379 

$ 89,230 
$ 72,654 

$ 64,160 

-17.5% $ 73,615 
$ 72,654 

$ 65,379 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 1.9% 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 82,996 $ 79,401 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -14.2% -9.3% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Mental Health Conservatorship Clinician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Behavioral Health Clinician $ 95,676 $ 116,244 -17.4% $ 96,018 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Psychiatric Social Worker II 
Mental Health Conservatorship Clinician 
N/C 

$ 77,371 
$ 74,214 

$ 98,758 
$ 91,229 

-3.8% $ 95,005 
$ 91,229 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 107,501 $ 95,511 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.8% -4.7% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Mental Health Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Mental Health Treatment Specialist $ 98,436 $ 119,604 -17.4% $ 98,793 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Mental Health Specialist I $ 52,981 $ 71,000 -11.1% $ 63,119 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Mental Health Specialist $ 47,507 $ 63,440 -2.0% $ 62,171 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of San Bernardino Mental Health Specialist $ 42,236 $ 58,032 1.9% $ 59,135 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Riverside Behavioral Health Specialist II $ 38,028 $ 56,229 1.9% $ 57,297 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Kern Behavioral Health Recovery Specialist II $ 46,368 $ 56,616 1.2% $ 57,295 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda Mental Health Specialist II $ 56,435 $ 64,408 -11.4% $ 57,065 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

8 County of Santa Clara Mental Health Community Worker $ 54,991 $ 66,425 -16.8% $ 55,265 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Mental Health Worker - Discharge Planner 
Mental Health Specialist 
N/C 

$ 44,934 
$ 42,973 

$ 54,643 
$ 52,770 

0.1% $ 54,698 
$ 52,770 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 63,440 $ 57,297 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -20.2% -8.6% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Multimedia Designer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Senior Graphics Specialist $ 84,363 $ 105,475 -17.5% $ 87,017 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Multimedia Communications Specialist 
Multimedia Designer 
Media Production Specialist 

$ 85,567 
$ 62,691 
$ 74,928 

$ 104,013 
$ 80,933 
$ 91,104 

-16.8% 

-17.4% 

$ 86,538 
$ 80,933 
$ 75,252 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

6/13/2022 
unknown 
1/8/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

.50% 

5 County of Sacramento Public Information Specialist $ 60,093 $ 73,059 0.1% $ 73,132 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Orange Senior Computer Graphics Specialist $ 53,539 $ 71,698 -2.0% $ 70,264 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Riverside Media Production Specialist $ 45,233 $ 66,951 1.9% $ 68,223 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Alameda Sheriff's Multimedia Producer $ 62,878 $ 75,442 -11.4% $ 66,841 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 75,442 $ 73,132 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 6.8% 9.6% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Nutritionist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Nutritionist $ 96,252 $ 117,084 -17.4% $ 96,711 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Public Health Nutritionist $ 89,532 $ 108,372 -16.8% $ 90,166 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Dietitian I $ 80,203 $ 100,254 -17.5% $ 82,710 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Nutritionist II $ 75,642 $ 90,783 -11.4% $ 80,434 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Sacramento Dietitian $ 64,018 $ 77,799 0.1% $ 77,877 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Los Angeles Nutritionist II $ 59,725 $ 80,483 -3.8% $ 77,425 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Orange Public Health Nutritionist I $ 57,886 $ 77,958 -2.0% $ 76,399 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of San Bernardino Nutritionist $ 53,082 $ 74,776 1.9% $ 76,197 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Riverside Nutritionist $ 49,373 $ 73,092 1.9% $ 74,481 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

10 County of Ventura Public Health Nutritionist II $ 52,158 $ 74,566 -0.7% $ 74,044 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

11 County of Contra Costa Public Health Nutritionist $ 66,994 $ 81,431 -11.1% $ 72,393 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Public Health Nutritionist $ 57,468 $ 70,152 1.2% $ 70,994 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of San Diego Nutritionist $ 55,224 $ 67,891 $ 67,891 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 79,221 $ 76,912 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.7% -13.3% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Occupational/Physical Therapist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Occupational Therapist II/Physical Therapist II $ 91,043 $ 122,688 -3.8% $ 118,026 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Occupational Therapist II / Physical Therapist II $ 117,125 $ 141,702 -16.8% $ 117,896 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco1 [Occupational Therapist/ Physical Therapist] $ 99,108 $ 139,548 -17.4% $ 115,267 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange6 [Occupational Therapist II/ Physical Therapist II] $ 85,717 $ 115,149 -2.0% $ 112,846 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Riverside7 [Occupational Therapist II/ Physical Therapist II] $ 68,949 $ 110,512 1.9% $ 112,612 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of San Bernardino Occupational Therapist II/Physical Therapist II $ 74,734 $ 105,352 1.9% $ 107,354 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

7 County of San Mateo8 [Occupational Therapist II - CCS/Physical Therapist II - CCS] $ 96,365 $ 120,450 -17.5% $ 99,372 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Sacramento Therapist $ 84,773 $ 98,136 0.1% $ 98,234 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 
10 
11 

County of Ventura9 

County of San Diego 
County of Kern5 

[Occupational Therapist/ Physical Therapist] 
Occupational/Physical Therapist 
[Occupational Therapist/ Physical Therapist] 

$ 69,451 
$ 78,146 

$ 77,508 

$ 97,108 
$ 96,075 

$ 94,632 

-0.7% 

1.2% 

$ 96,429 
$ 96,075 

$ 95,768 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Fresno4 [Occupational Therapist II / Physical Therapist II] $ 69,290 $ 88,608 4.7% $ 92,773 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Alameda2 [Occupational Therapist I/ Physical Therapist I] $ 84,582 $ 101,796 -11.4% $ 90,191 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

14 County of Contra Costa3 [Occupational Therapist I/Physical Therapist I] $ 83,381 $ 101,350 -11.1% $ 90,100 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 105,352 

-9.7% 

$ 99,372 

-3.4% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                

                   

                  

                

                

                

                   

           

              
              
              

                 

                

               

 

    
 

                               
 

                              
  

                               
    

                              
  

                              
  

                              
    

                              
  

                               
    

                              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - City and County of San Francisco: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is the same for both matches. 
2 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the same for both matches. 
3 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
4 - County of Fresno: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the same for both matches. 
5 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the same for both matches. 
6 - County of Orange: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
7 - County of Riverside: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the same for both matches. 
8 - County of San Mateo: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches 
9 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 

Page 225 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Occupational/Physical Therapist Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Physical Therapist Assistant $ 83,412 $ 111,780 -17.4% $ 92,330 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Fresno3 [Occupational Therapist I / Physical Therapist I] $ 65,494 $ 83,798 4.7% $ 87,737 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Occupational Therapy Assistant II $ 81,014 $ 97,922 -16.8% $ 81,471 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Riverside6 [Occupational Therapist Assistant/ Physical Therapist Assistant] $ 49,498 $ 79,331 1.9% $ 80,838 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Los Angeles Occupational Therapist Assistant/Physical Therapist Assistant $ 49,643 $ 78,719 -3.8% $ 75,728 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Orange5 [Occupational Therapist Asst II/ Physical Therapist Asst II] $ 57,158 $ 76,877 -2.0% $ 75,339 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Contra Costa2 [Therapist Aide/Therapy Assistant] $ 67,326 $ 81,836 -11.1% $ 72,752 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Mateo Therapy Assistant $ 68,826 $ 86,006 -17.5% $ 70,955 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 
10 
11 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura7 

Occupational Therapy Assistant/Physical Therapy Assistant 
Occupational/Physical Therapist Assistant 
[Certified Occupational Therapy Assistant/ Licensed Physical Therapy Assistant] 

$ 47,736 $ 65,603 1.9% $ 66,850 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
unknown 

2.00% 

$ 51,314 

$ 40,612 

$ 63,066 

$ 62,629 -0.7% 

$ 63,066 

$ 62,191 

6/18/2021 
12/26/2020 

unknown 
12/27/2021 

12 County of Alameda1 [Occupational Therapy Assistant/ Physical Therapy Assistant] $ 50,681 $ 60,158 -11.4% $ 53,300 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

13 County of Kern4 [Occupational Therapy Technician/ Physical Therapy Assistant] $ 31,116 $ 37,992 1.2% $ 38,448 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 79,025 

-25.3% 

$ 74,046 

-17.4% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                     

                   

                    

                    

                      

                  

                 

                    
                  
                      

                    

                    

            

 
   

 
                              

  
                           

   
                            

  
                            

 
                            

  
                            

  
                           

  

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the same for 
both matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the 
higher of the matches. 
3 - County of Fresno: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the same for 
both matches. 
4 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the 
matches. 
5 - County of Orange: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of 
the matches. 
6 - County of Riverside: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the same for 
both matches. 
7 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of 
the matches. 
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Office Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Clerk $ 55,488 $ 67,416 -17.4% $ 55,686 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Office Specialist II - Confidential Clerical $ 51,166 $ 62,221 -16.8% $ 51,768 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Clerk II $ 50,697 $ 57,039 -11.4% $ 50,536 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of San Mateo Office Assistant II $ 48,983 $ 61,234 -17.5% $ 50,518 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Office Assistant II $ 29,120 $ 45,084 1.9% $ 45,940 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Ventura Office Assistant II $ 32,650 $ 45,622 -0.7% $ 45,303 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa Clerk - Experienced Level $ 40,817 $ 50,643 -11.1% $ 45,022 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Orange Office Assistant $ 35,235 $ 45,698 -2.0% $ 44,784 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Sacramento Office Assistant II $ 36,498 $ 44,349 0.1% $ 44,393 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 
11 
12 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Office Assistant II 
Office Assistant 
Office Support Assistant 

$ 30,597 
$ 34,029 

$ 31,320 

$ 42,598 
$ 41,829 

$ 43,086 

1.9% 

-3.8% 

$ 43,408 
$ 41,829 

$ 41,448 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

13 County of Fresno Office Assistant II $ 29,224 $ 36,244 4.7% $ 37,947 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Office Services Technician $ 29,460 $ 35,964 1.2% $ 36,396 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 45,622 $ 45,022 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.1% -7.6% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                     

                

                  

                 

                 

                   

                

                 

                  
                 
                  

                 

                 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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Office Support Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Clerk $ 57,538 $ 81,744 -17.4% $ 67,521 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Clerk - Specialist Level $ 50,943 $ 65,057 -11.1% $ 57,835 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Office Specialist III - U - Confidential Clerical $ 55,557 $ 67,558 -16.8% $ 56,209 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 County of San Mateo Office Specialist $ 54,058 $ 67,557 -17.5% $ 55,735 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Office Specialist $ 40,581 $ 53,768 -2.0% $ 52,693 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Alameda Specialist Clerk I $ 52,388 $ 59,374 -11.4% $ 52,606 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Sacramento Office Specialist II $ 42,908 $ 52,158 0.1% $ 52,210 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Office Specialist $ 36,754 $ 50,482 1.9% $ 51,441 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Riverside Office Assistant III $ 32,065 $ 50,082 1.9% $ 51,033 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

10 
11 
12 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Office Assistant III 
Office Support Specialist 
Office Assistant III 

$ 35,892 
$ 39,374 

$ 31,590 

$ 50,191 
$ 48,422 

$ 40,404 

-0.7% 

4.7% 

$ 49,840 
$ 48,422 

$ 42,303 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

13 County of Kern1 [Office Services Specialist/ Office Services Technician] $ 31,416 $ 38,346 1.2% $ 38,806 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 52,963 

-9.4% 

$ 52,408 

-8.2% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                   

                       

                 

                

                 

                 

                 

                 

                 
                  
                 

                    

             

 

    
 

                            
         

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Kern: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Paralegal I 

Rank 

1 County of Santa Clara 

2 County of Los Angeles 

3 County of San Bernardino 

4 County of Ventura 

5 County of Riverside 

6 County of Sacramento 
7 County of San Diego 
8 County of Kern 

9 County of Contra Costa 

10 County of Fresno 

11 City and County of San Francisco 

Comparator Agency Classification Title 

Paralegal - Confidential Administrative 

Paralegal 

Paralegal 

Paralegal 

Paralegal I 

Paralegal 
Paralegal I 
Paralegal 

Paralegal 

Paralegal I 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 77,994 

$ 56,430 

$ 51,771 

$ 47,576 

$ 42,690 

$ 49,841 
$ 43,576 

$ 45,684 

$ 51,735 

$ 31,746 

Top Annual 

$ 94,378 

$ 80,283 

$ 71,032 

$ 66,735 

$ 63,177 

$ 60,573 
$ 59,010 

$ 55,776 

$ 62,875 

$ 38,584 

Geographic 
Differential 

-16.8% 

-3.8% 

1.9% 

-0.7% 

1.9% 

0.1% 

1.2% 

-11.1% 

4.7% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 78,522 

$ 77,233 

$ 72,382 

$ 66,268 

$ 64,377 

$ 60,634 
$ 59,010 

$ 56,445 

$ 55,896 

$ 40,397 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/28/2021 

1/1/2021 

7/31/2021 

12/27/2020 

5/1/2021 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

7/1/2021 

4/19/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

6/27/2022 

unknown 

7/30/2022 

12/26/2021 

5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
3.00% 

unknown 

3.00% 

2.00% 

2.00% 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 

unknown 

12 County of Alameda 

13 County of Orange 

14 County of San Mateo 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Top Annual 

$ 63,177 

-7.1% 

9 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 64,377 

-9.1% 

9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Paralegal II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Senior Paralegal - Confidential Administrative $ 85,754 $ 103,821 -16.8% $ 86,379 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Senior Paralegal $ 59,577 $ 89,485 -3.8% $ 86,085 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco Legal Assistant $ 85,692 $ 104,100 -17.4% $ 85,987 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Civil Paralegal 
Paralegal II 
Paralegal II 

$ 72,821 
$ 58,427 

$ 49,453 

$ 89,419 
$ 79,082 

$ 73,173 

-11.4% 

1.9% 

$ 79,225 
$ 79,082 

$ 74,563 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

7 County of Orange Paralegal $ 56,347 $ 75,338 -2.0% $ 73,831 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of San Mateo Paralegal $ 71,031 $ 88,752 -17.5% $ 73,220 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Senior Paralegal $ 60,230 $ 73,081 -0.7% $ 72,569 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Kern Senior Paralegal $ 48,024 $ 58,620 1.2% $ 59,323 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa Paralegal $ 51,735 $ 62,875 -11.1% $ 55,896 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Paralegal II $ 37,726 $ 45,864 4.7% $ 48,020 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 75,338 $ 73,831 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.7% 6.6% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Paralegal Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Paralegal $ 101,760 $ 123,725 -16.8% $ 102,939 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Supervising Paralegal $ 66,402 $ 99,735 -3.8% $ 95,945 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Paralegal Supervisor $ 71,136 $ 87,464 $ 87,464 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 111,730 $ 99,442 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -27.7% -13.7% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Park Ranger 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Park Ranger II $ 77,203 $ 93,365 -16.8% $ 77,680 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Park Ranger II $ 70,698 $ 88,419 -17.5% $ 72,946 10/2/2020 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco Park Ranger $ 67,944 $ 82,572 -17.4% $ 68,204 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Park Ranger I $ 46,634 $ 62,442 -2.0% $ 61,193 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Park Ranger II $ 43,597 $ 59,925 1.9% $ 61,063 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Riverside Park Ranger II - Parks $ 38,982 $ 57,467 1.9% $ 58,559 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
7 County of San Diego Park Ranger $ 46,197 $ 56,742 $ 56,742 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Ventura Park Services Ranger I $ 41,181 $ 55,300 -0.7% $ 54,913 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Kern Park Ranger $ 37,608 $ 45,912 1.2% $ 46,463 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 61,183 $ 61,128 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.8% -7.7% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Parks Recreational Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Recreation Supervisor $ 88,788 $ 107,928 -17.4% $ 89,149 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Supervising Park Ranger I $ 57,491 $ 77,459 -2.0% $ 75,910 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Sacramento Recreation Supervisor $ 59,237 $ 71,994 0.1% $ 72,066 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Parks Recreational Supervisor $ 55,661 $ 68,411 $ 68,411 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Los Angeles Recreation Services Supervisor $ 52,535 $ 70,803 -3.8% $ 68,113 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Service Area Manager I $ 41,366 $ 61,177 1.9% $ 62,340 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 71,994 $ 72,066 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.2% -5.3% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Patient Services Specialist III (T) 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda1 [Health Insurance Technician/ Supervising Health Insurance Technician] $ 72,758 $ 85,925 -11.4% $ 76,129 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo Lead Health Benefits Analyst $ 69,699 $ 87,067 -17.5% $ 71,830 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Sacramento Human Services Quality and Review Specialist $ 56,480 $ 68,653 
$ 65,229 

$ 70,332 

0.1% 

-11.1% 

$ 68,722 
$ 65,229 

$ 62,525 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

4 
5 

County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Patient Services Specialist III (T) 
Senior Patient Financial Services Specialist 

$ 53,102 

$ 57,862 

6 County of Los Angeles Patient Financial Services Worker $ 45,908 $ 61,828 -3.8% $ 59,479 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Kern Patient Access Services Representative III $ 38,364 $ 46,836 1.2% $ 47,398 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 69,492 

-6.5% 

$ 65,623 

-0.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                     

                   

                    
                    
                    

                   

                   

               

            

            

            

             

             

            

    
 

                   
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Patient Services Specialist IV (T) 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Health Benefits Supervisor $ 87,753 $ 109,718 -17.5% $ 90,517 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda1 [Supervising Health Insurance Technician/ Patient Services Supervisor] $ 79,331 $ 96,304 -11.4% $ 85,325 9/6/2020 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Human Services Supervisor 
Patient Services Specialist IV (T) 
Patient Financial Services Supervisor 

$ 69,468 
$ 60,403 

$ 65,745 

$ 84,439 
$ 74,235 

$ 79,914 

0.1% 

-11.1% 

$ 84,523 
$ 74,235 

$ 71,043 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 90,371 

-21.7% 

$ 84,924 

-14.4% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                     

                 
                    
                   

               

            

            

             

            

            

             

             

            

    
 

                         
   

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
the higher of the matches. 
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Payroll Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Payroll and Personnel Clerk $ 70,980 $ 86,268 -17.4% $ 71,257 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Payroll Clerk II $ 45,908 $ 63,528 -3.8% $ 61,114 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda1 [Payroll Records Clerk/ Specialist Clerk II] $ 56,093 $ 63,603 -11.4% $ 56,352 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 
5 
6 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Payroll Specialist 
Payroll Clerk 
N/C 

$ 35,048 
$ 35,901 

$ 48,110 
$ 44,054 

1.9% $ 49,025 
$ 44,054 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 63,565 

-44.3% 

$ 58,733 

-33.3% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                     

                  

                    

                 
                 
             

            

            

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

    
 

                          
           

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Pediatrician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Physician Specialist $ 212,576 $ 293,826 -17.4% $ 242,700 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Riverside Physician IV $ 190,995 $ 228,680 1.9% $ 233,024 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Ventura Primary Care Clinic Pediatrician $ 199,500 $ 231,084 -0.7% $ 229,466 unknown 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Physician, M.D. $ 223,649 $ 223,649 -3.8% $ 215,150 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Physician II $ 186,763 $ 213,940 -2.0% $ 209,661 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
6 County of San Diego Pediatrician $ 137,322 $ 168,834 $ 168,834 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 228,680 $ 229,466 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -35.4% -35.9% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 237 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Permit Process Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Building Permit Services Supervisor $ 87,982 $ 109,988 -17.5% $ 90,740 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Principal Engineering Technician 
Permit Process Coordinator 
Permit Technician III 

$ 70,219 
$ 72,426 

$ 87,096 

$ 89,617 
$ 89,045 

$ 105,876 

0.1% 

-17.4% 

$ 89,707 
$ 89,045 

$ 87,454 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
1/8/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

.50% 

5 County of Contra Costa1 [Planning Technician II/Manager, Application and Permit Center] $ 68,703 $ 91,750 -11.1% $ 81,566 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

   
 

              
     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 98,813 

-11.0% 

$ 88,580 

0.5% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Pest Management Technician I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Pest Management Technician I $ 45,698 $ 56,181 $ 56,181 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Orange Integrated Pest Management Technician I $ 35,755 $ 48,152 -2.0% $ 47,189 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Ventura Insect Detection Specialist I $ 29,411 $ 42,307 -0.7% $ 42,011 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 45,230 $ 44,600 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 19.5% 20.6% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Pest Management Technician II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Integrated Pest Management Specialist $ 82,392 $ 100,128 -17.4% $ 82,706 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Vegetation Technician 
Pest Management Technician II 
Integrated Pest Management Technician II 

$ 71,781 
$ 50,232 

$ 44,366 

$ 75,275 
$ 61,755 

$ 59,842 

-11.4% 

-2.0% 

$ 66,694 
$ 61,755 

$ 58,645 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

10/3/2021 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

3.25% 
unknown 

3.50% 

5 County of Los Angeles Pest Exterminator $ 42,772 $ 57,555 -3.8% $ 55,368 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Agricultural Inspector $ 29,120 $ 45,333 1.9% $ 46,194 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Kern Spray Equipment Operator $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 58,698 $ 57,007 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.9% 7.7% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Pharmacist  
    Salary  Next  Annual  Geographic  Adjusted  Next Salary   Rank  Comparator Agency   Classification Title   Top Annual   Effective  Percentage  Minimum  Differential  Top Annual   Increase  Date  Increase  

1  County of Riverside    Clinical Pharmacist II    $ 105,428   $ 173,864   1.9%  $ 177,167   5/1/2021  5/1/2022  2.00%  

2  County of Santa Clara     Pharmacist  $ 155,532   $ 188,510   -16.8%  $ 156,841   6/14/2021  6/13/2022  3.00%  

3  City and County of San Francisco       Pharmacist  $ 147,156   $ 187,800   -17.4%  $ 155,123   7/1/2021  1/8/2022  .50%  

4  County of Los Angeles     Pharmacist  $ 138,443   $ 158,550   -3.8%  $ 152,525   1/1/2021  unknown  unknown  

5  County of Sacramento    Pharmacist  $ 140,314   $ 147,329   0.1%  $ 147,476   6/21/2020  unknown  unknown  

6  County of Contra Costa     Pharmacist I   $ 141,079   $ 163,317   -11.1%  $ 145,188   7/1/2021  unknown  unknown  

7  County of Kern    Pharmacist  $ 116,148   $ 141,792   1.2%  $ 143,494   4/21/2021  unknown  unknown  

8  County of Orange    Pharmacist  $ 108,493   $ 146,307   -2.0%  $ 143,381   7/2/2021  7/1/2022  3.50%  

9  County of Alameda  1  [Pharmacist, Alameda County Behavioral Health/ Senior Clinical Pharmacist, Alameda County Behavioral Health]             $ 132,735   $ 161,356   -11.4%  $ 142,961   6/27/2021  6/26/2022  3.25%  

10  County of San Mateo     Pharmacist  $ 137,589   $ 171,992   -17.5%  $ 141,893   10/4/2020  unknown  unknown  
11  County of San Diego     Pharmacist  $ 111,134   $ 136,635    $ 136,635   6/18/2021  unknown  unknown  
12  County of Ventura    Pharmacist I   $ 83,090   $ 116,243   -0.7%  $ 115,430   12/27/2020  12/26/2021  2.00%  

13  County of Fresno    N/C         

14  County of San Bernardino     N/C         

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
    

 
                                     

Median of Comparators $ 161,356 $ 145,188 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -18.1% -6.3% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Pharmacy Stock Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Pharmacy Helper $ 74,148 $ 90,144 -17.4% $ 74,459 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Sacramento Pharmacy Assistant $ 41,885 $ 50,905 0.1% $ 50,956 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Medical Stores Specialist $ 35,797 $ 49,296 1.9% $ 50,233 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Orange Store Clerk $ 37,606 $ 49,650 -2.0% $ 48,657 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Los Angeles Pharmacy Helper $ 37,593 $ 50,502 -3.8% $ 48,582 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Pharmacy Assistant $ 45,500 $ 54,704 -16.8% $ 45,514 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
7 County of San Diego Pharmacy Stock Clerk $ 35,006 $ 43,035 $ 43,035 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 50,703 $ 49,445 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.8% -14.9% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Pharmacy Storekeeper 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Pharmacy Helper $ 74,496 $ 90,528 -17.4% $ 74,776 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
2 County of San Diego Pharmacy Storekeeper $ 39,645 $ 48,693 $ 48,693 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 90,528 $ 74,776 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -85.9% -53.6% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Pharmacy Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Pharmacy Technician $ 84,816 $ 103,092 -17.4% $ 85,154 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Pharmacy Technician $ 66,829 $ 83,531 -17.5% $ 68,913 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Pharmacy Technician $ 65,782 $ 79,421 -16.8% $ 66,078 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa Pharmacy Technician $ 56,010 $ 68,080 -11.1% $ 60,523 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Pharmacy Technician $ 46,061 $ 56,000 0.1% $ 56,056 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Pharmacy Technician $ 45,178 $ 55,557 $ 55,557 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Riverside Pharmacy Technician II $ 34,551 $ 53,924 1.9% $ 54,948 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Los Angeles Pharmacy Technician $ 40,448 $ 54,382 -3.8% $ 52,315 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Orange Pharmacy Technician $ 38,688 $ 52,166 -2.0% $ 51,123 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 County of Kern Pharmacy Technician II $ 35,424 $ 43,248 1.2% $ 43,767 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Ventura Pharmacy Technician II $ 30,294 $ 42,266 -0.7% $ 41,970 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 55,191 $ 55,502 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.7% 0.1% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Photographic Audio-Visual Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Video Production Specialist $ 69,586 $ 93,779 -3.8% $ 90,215 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Sheriff's Photographer 
Photographic Audio Visual Specialist 
Multimedia Production Specialist II 

$ 77,913 
$ 62,858 

$ 53,498 

$ 97,071 
$ 77,210 

$ 75,296 

-11.1% 

1.9% 

$ 86,296 
$ 77,210 

$ 76,727 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
3/13/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
3/26/2022 

5.00% 
unknown 

3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Public Information Specialist $ 60,093 $ 73,059 0.1% $ 73,132 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda Sheriff's Multimedia Producer $ 62,878 $ 75,442 -11.4% $ 66,841 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Ventura Photographic/Imaging Services Technician $ 43,356 $ 60,616 -0.7% $ 60,192 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Fresno Multimedia Technician II $ 38,714 $ 47,034 4.7% $ 49,245 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 75,296 $ 73,132 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 2.5% 5.3% 

Number of Matches 7 7 
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N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Physician Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Physician Assistant $ 175,296 $ 248,148 -17.4% $ 204,970 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Physicians Assistant $ 158,306 $ 197,887 -17.5% $ 163,257 10/2/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Physician Assistant $ 113,376 $ 152,783 -3.8% $ 146,977 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Kern Physician's Assistant $ 106,128 $ 129,612 1.2% $ 131,167 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Bernardino Physician Assistant $ 91,021 $ 128,440 1.9% $ 130,880 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Riverside Physician Assistant II $ 91,539 $ 121,943 1.9% $ 124,260 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Alameda Mid-Level Practitioner $ 105,447 $ 137,124 -11.4% $ 121,492 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

8 County of Ventura Physician Assistant $ 101,612 $ 106,953 -0.7% $ 106,204 3/21/2021 4/3/2022 2.50% 
9 County of San Diego Physician Assistant $ 84,053 $ 103,230 $ 103,230 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Physician Assistant $ 74,333 $ 90,348 0.1% $ 90,438 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 129,612 $ 130,880 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -25.6% -26.8% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Precinct Planning Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Precinct Planning Specialist $ 76,650 $ 92,760 -16.8% $ 77,176 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Ventura Elections Precinct Coordinator $ 45,193 $ 63,271 -0.7% $ 62,828 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Elections Services Technician $ 50,024 $ 60,805 -11.1% $ 54,056 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Precinct Planning Technician $ 38,126 $ 51,688 $ 51,688 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 63,271 $ 62,828 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -22.4% -21.6% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 247 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Principal Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Head, Tax Services $ 71,855 $ 99,488 -3.8% $ 95,707 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Treasurer-Tax Collector Supervisor $ 86,757 $ 104,166 -11.4% $ 92,291 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Supervising Tax Collection Clerk $ 76,685 $ 93,186 -16.8% $ 77,531 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa1 [Account Clerk - Advanced Level/Tax Operations Supervisor] $ 65,169 $ 80,745 -11.1% $ 71,782 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

5 
6 

County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Principal Treasurer Tax Collector Specialist 
Tax Collections Supervisor 

$ 53,872 

$ 47,944 

$ 66,165 

$ 58,292 4.7% 

$ 66,165 

$ 61,032 

6/18/2021 
4/19/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 93,186 

-40.8% 

$ 77,531 

-17.2% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
               

              

                

                   
                
              

               

            

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

 

    
 

                             
     

-

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Probation Aide 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Program Assistant $ 63,341 $ 88,686 -0.7% $ 88,065 unknown unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Probation Aide $ 61,318 $ 74,651 -11.4% $ 66,141 9/20/2020 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco Probation Assistant $ 61,908 $ 75,216 -17.4% $ 62,128 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Contra Costa Administrative Aide $ 42,585 $ 66,063 -11.1% $ 58,730 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Law Enforcement Clerk $ 54,207 $ 65,453 -16.8% $ 54,457 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
6 County of San Diego Probation Aide $ 44,179 $ 54,288 $ 54,288 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Riverside Probation Assistant $ 32,625 $ 50,929 1.9% $ 51,897 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Fresno Probation Technician II $ 36,842 $ 44,772 4.7% $ 46,876 10/19/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 66,063 $ 58,730 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -21.7% -8.2% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Rank 

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Probation Operations Support Manager 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Mateo 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

County of Ventura 

City and County of San Francisco 

County of Alameda 

County of Fresno 

County of Kern 

County of Los Angeles 

County of Orange 

Classification Title 

Administrative Services Manager I 

Administrative Services Assistant III 
Probation Operations Support Manager 
Probation Office Operations Manager 

Clerical Supervisor III 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 115,438 

$ 81,746 
$ 67,954 
$ 50,440 

$ 50,221 

Top Annual 

$ 144,287 

$ 99,363 
$ 83,533 
$ 69,389 

$ 70,345 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.5% 

-11.1% 

1.9% 

-0.7% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 119,037 

$ 88,334 
$ 83,533 
$ 70,707 

$ 69,853 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
12/13/2020 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

12/26/2020 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

12/27/2021 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

2.00% 

County of Riverside 

13 County of Sacramento 

14 County of Santa Clara 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Top Annual 

$ 84,854 

-1.6% 

4 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 79,520 

4.8% 

4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 250 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                

                 

                  

                
                 
               

            

             

            

             

            

            

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Process Server 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Legal Process Officer $ 55,987 $ 67,569 -16.8% $ 56,217 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Sacramento Process Server $ 44,704 $ 54,330 0.1% $ 54,384 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Investigative Assistant II $ 38,366 $ 53,899 -0.7% $ 53,521 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Investigative Technician I $ 35,797 $ 49,296 1.9% $ 50,233 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Fresno Process Server $ 37,544 $ 45,656 4.7% $ 47,802 10/19/2020 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Process Server $ 38,501 $ 47,382 $ 47,382 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 53,899 $ 53,521 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.8% -13.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Process Server Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Sacramento Supervising Process Server $ 48,671 $ 59,153 0.1% $ 59,212 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Process Server Supervisor $ 44,637 $ 54,246 $ 54,246 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Fresno Supervising Process Server $ 41,496 $ 50,440 4.7% $ 52,811 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 54,797 $ 56,011 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -1.0% -3.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Procurement Contracting Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Principal Purchasing & Contracts Analyst $ 89,263 $ 120,288 -3.8% $ 115,717 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Senior Purchaser $ 107,148 $ 130,308 -17.4% $ 107,634 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Senior Procurement Contract Specialist 
Procurement Contracting Officer 
Senior Contract Services Officer 

$ 62,479 
$ 80,912 

$ 79,114 

$ 102,875 
$ 99,362 

$ 96,152 

1.9% 

0.1% 

$ 104,830 
$ 99,362 

$ 96,248 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Senior Buyer $ 81,746 $ 99,363 -11.1% $ 88,334 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda1 [Procurement and Contracts Specialist II/ Procurement and Contracts Supervisor] $ 82,357 $ 99,407 -11.4% $ 88,075 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

8 County of Santa Clara Buyer III $ 86,501 $ 104,664 -16.8% $ 87,080 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

9 County of San Bernardino Buyer III $ 61,381 $ 84,365 1.9% $ 85,968 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Fresno Purchasing Analyst III $ 62,478 $ 75,920 4.7% $ 79,488 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Contract Administrator $ 55,224 $ 67,416 1.2% $ 68,225 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 99,385 

-0.0% 

$ 88,204 

11.2% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                   

                  
                  
                  

                 

                       

                 

                 

                 

                

            

             

            

 

 
   

 
                                 

  

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Procurement Contracting Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Procurement Contract Specialist $ 59,142 $ 97,399 1.9% $ 99,249 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Purchasing and Contracts Analyst II $ 75,861 $ 102,219 -3.8% $ 98,335 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Procurement Contract Specialist $ 68,432 $ 92,248 -2.0% $ 90,403 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Purchaser $ 88,140 $ 107,148 -17.4% $ 88,504 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Procurement and Contracts Specialist II 
Procurement Contracting Specialist 
Contract Services Officer II 

$ 78,340 
$ 67,600 
$ 65,960 

$ 93,803 
$ 83,096 
$ 80,179 

-11.4% 

0.1% 

$ 83,110 
$ 83,096 
$ 80,259 

6/27/2021 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

6/26/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.25% 
unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa Buyer II $ 73,601 $ 89,463 -11.1% $ 79,533 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Santa Clara Buyer II $ 72,238 $ 87,360 -16.8% $ 72,684 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

10 County of San Bernardino Buyer II $ 51,771 $ 71,032 1.9% $ 72,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Fresno Purchasing Analyst II $ 54,080 $ 65,728 4.7% $ 68,817 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Buyer III $ 47,076 $ 57,468 1.2% $ 58,158 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 89,463 $ 80,259 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.7% 3.4% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                   

                 

                

                   
                  
                  

                 

                 

                 

                 

                

             

            

 

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Procurement Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Purchasing and Contracts Analyst I $ 64,468 $ 86,869 -3.8% $ 83,568 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Orange Procurement Buyer $ 61,402 $ 82,763 -2.0% $ 81,108 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Mateo Buyer II $ 76,335 $ 95,408 -17.5% $ 78,711 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Procurement Specialist $ 57,512 $ 70,678 $ 70,678 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Ventura Senior Buyer $ 50,564 $ 70,716 -0.7% $ 70,221 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Fresno Purchasing Analyst II $ 54,080 $ 65,728 4.7% $ 68,817 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Santa Clara Buyer I $ 64,133 $ 77,440 -16.8% $ 64,430 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Buyer I $ 55,781 $ 67,802 -11.1% $ 60,276 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Kern Buyer II $ 43,032 $ 52,536 1.2% $ 53,166 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 74,078 $ 69,519 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.8% 1.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Property Assessment Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Assessor's Technician I $ 44,477 $ 56,931 -0.7% $ 56,533 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Fresno Assessment Technician I $ 41,002 $ 49,842 4.7% $ 52,185 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Property Assessment Specialist I $ 41,933 $ 51,501 $ 51,501 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Orange Assessment Technician Trainee $ 36,920 $ 48,942 -2.0% $ 47,964 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 49,842 $ 52,185 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.2% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 
5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Property Assessment Specialist II 

Comparator Agency 

City and County of San Francisco 

County of Ventura 

County of Santa Clara 

County of Fresno 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

County of Sacramento 

County of Orange 

County of Kern 

County of Alameda 

County of Los Angeles 

Classification Title 

Assessor-Recorder Office Specialist 

Assessor's Technician II 

Appraisal Aide 

Assessment Technician II 
Property Assessment Specialist II 
Clerk - Specialist Level 

Assessment Technician 

Assessment Technician II 

Appraisal Assistant 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 66,144 

$ 49,491 

$ 62,483 

$ 46,488 
$ 47,736 

$ 50,943 

$ 46,771 

$ 42,640 

$ 32,064 

Top Annual 

$ 80,392 

$ 63,348 

$ 75,492 

$ 56,524 
$ 58,656 

$ 65,057 

$ 56,877 

$ 57,158 

$ 39,144 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.4% 

-0.7% 

-16.8% 

4.7% 

-11.1% 

0.1% 

-2.0% 

1.2% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 66,404 

$ 62,904 

$ 62,809 

$ 59,181 
$ 58,656 

$ 57,835 

$ 56,934 

$ 56,015 

$ 39,614 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
7/1/2021 

1/10/2021 

6/14/2021 

4/19/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

6/21/2020 

7/2/2021 

4/21/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

1/8/2022 

1/9/2022 

6/13/2022 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 

7/1/2022 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
.50% 

2.00% 

3.00% 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 

3.50% 

unknown 

County of Riverside 

13 County of San Bernardino 

14 County of San Mateo 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Top Annual 

$ 60,253 

-2.7% 

8 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 58,508 

0.3% 

8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Property Assessment Specialist III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Assessor-Recorder Senior Office Specialist 
Property Assessment Specialist III 
Assessor's Technician III 

$ 73,060 
$ 57,283 

$ 53,893 

$ 93,210 
$ 70,450 

$ 68,983 

-17.4% 

-0.7% 

$ 76,991 
$ 70,450 

$ 68,500 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/10/2021 

1/8/2022 
unknown 
1/9/2022 

.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

4 County of Orange Assessment Technician III $ 48,942 $ 65,354 -2.0% $ 64,046 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Fresno Assessment Technician III $ 50,284 $ 61,152 4.7% $ 64,026 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Appraisal Data Coordinator $ 58,689 $ 70,849 -16.8% $ 58,946 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 68,983 $ 64,046 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 2.1% 9.1% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                     
                   
                 

                 

                 

                  

            

             

            

             

            

            

             

             

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Protective Services Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Social Casework Assistant $ 69,561 $ 84,551 -11.1% $ 75,166 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Los Angeles Human Services Aide $ 41,041 $ 55,194 -3.8% $ 53,096 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura HS Case Aide II $ 38,517 $ 51,362 -0.7% $ 51,002 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Social Service Aide $ 33,322 $ 45,802 1.9% $ 46,672 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
5 County of San Diego Protective Services Assistant $ 35,568 $ 45,968 $ 45,968 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Sacramento Family Services Worker I $ 35,287 $ 42,908 0.1% $ 42,951 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Fresno Social Worker Aide II $ 29,692 $ 36,842 4.7% $ 38,574 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 48,582 $ 48,837 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.7% -6.2% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Protective Services Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Protective Services Supervisor $ 107,460 $ 137,232 -17.4% $ 113,354 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Children's Services Social Work Supervisor $ 108,740 $ 135,925 -17.5% $ 112,138 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Child Welfare Supervisor $ 96,533 $ 116,522 -11.4% $ 103,238 9/6/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Social Work Supervisor II $ 94,644 $ 115,041 -11.1% $ 102,272 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Human Services Supervisor - Master's Degree $ 83,019 $ 100,913 0.1% $ 101,014 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura HS Child Welfare Supervisor $ 97,165 $ 99,434 -0.7% $ 98,738 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

7 
8 
9 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Supervising Social Service Practitioner 
Protective Services Supervisor 
Social Work Supervisor 

$ 69,243 
$ 75,878 

$ 64,350 

$ 95,326 
$ 93,267 

$ 82,290 

1.9% 

4.7% 

$ 97,138 
$ 93,267 

$ 86,158 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

10 County of Orange Social Services Supervisor I $ 63,440 $ 85,613 -2.0% $ 83,901 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 100,913 $ 101,014 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.2% -8.3% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                    

                

                   

                    

                  

                   
                  
                 

                  

            

             

            

             

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 260 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                  

                   

                    

                  

                    
                  
                  

                  

                 

                 

                 

            

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Protective Services Worker 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Protective Services Worker $ 95,676 $ 122,040 -17.4% $ 100,805 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Child Welfare Worker II $ 88,287 $ 101,333 -11.4% $ 89,781 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of San Bernardino Social Service Practitioner II $ 57,554 $ 81,078 1.9% $ 82,619 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

4 County of San Mateo Children's Services Social Worker II $ 78,290 $ 97,862 -17.5% $ 80,736 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa Social Worker II $ 78,259 $ 86,280 -11.1% $ 76,703 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura HS Child Welfare Social Worker II $ 57,333 $ 76,444 -0.7% $ 75,909 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
7 County of San Diego Protective Services Worker $ 58,448 $ 75,379 $ 75,379 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Santa Clara Social Worker I $ 74,310 $ 89,796 -16.8% $ 74,710 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Sacramento Human Services Social Worker $ 60,322 $ 73,310 0.1% $ 73,383 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Social Worker II $ 55,578 $ 74,651 -2.0% $ 73,158 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 County of Los Angeles Social Worker $ 50,254 $ 75,488 -3.8% $ 72,619 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Social Worker II $ 44,980 $ 57,538 4.7% $ 60,242 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 81,078 $ 75,909 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.6% -0.7% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Psychiatric Clinical Nurse Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Clinical Nurse Specialist $ 175,368 $ 248,196 -17.4% $ 205,010 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Clinical Nurse Specialist $ 118,224 $ 176,967 -3.8% $ 170,242 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Contra Costa Clinical Nurse Specialist $ 143,368 $ 179,047 -11.1% $ 159,173 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Clinical Nurse Specialist $ 114,038 $ 153,059 -11.4% $ 135,611 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Ventura1 [Senior Registered Nurse - Mental Health/ Senior Registered Nurse - Mental Health Acute Care] $ 105,400 $ 126,015 -0.7% $ 125,133 4/4/2021 4/17/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Orange Comprehensive Care Nurse II 
Psychiatric Clinical Nurse Specialist 
Senior Psychiatric Nurse 

$ 92,248 
$ 91,874 

$ 92,164 

$ 124,301 
$ 112,861 

$ 112,402 

-2.0% 

0.1% 

$ 121,815 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
7 
8 

County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

$ 112,861 

$ 112,514 

6/18/2021 
8/2/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 153,059 

-35.6% 

$ 135,611 

-20.2% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                  

                  

                 

                            

                  
                   
                 

            

            

            

             

             

             

 

 
    

 
                                     

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Psychiatric Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Psychiatric Nurse II $ 141,912 $ 190,203 -16.8% $ 158,249 10/19/2020 11/1/2021 3% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Registered Nurse $ 141,518 $ 185,848 -17.4% $ 153,510 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Contra Costa Registered Nurse $ 124,777 $ 155,829 -11.1% $ 138,532 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Registered Nurse II $ 85,408 $ 127,845 -3.8% $ 122,987 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo1 Psychiatric Nurse $ 123,737 $ 146,242 -17.5% $ 120,650 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura Registered Nurse - Mental Health $ 89,199 $ 110,566 -0.7% $ 109,792 4/4/2021 4/17/2022 3.25% 

7 County of San Bernardino Mental Health Nurse II $ 75,858 $ 101,982 1.9% $ 103,920 8/15/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Sacramento Psychiatric Nurse $ 91,287 $ 100,662 0.1% $ 100,763 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 
9 County of San Diego Psychiatric Nurse $ 80,101 $ 98,384 $ 98,384 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno Mental Health Nurse II $ 76,414 $ 92,872 4.7% $ 97,237 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Riverside Registered Nurse II $ 76,023 $ 93,416 1.9% $ 95,190 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

12 County of Orange Behavioral Health Nurse $ 69,826 $ 93,995 -2.0% $ 92,115 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

13 County of Kern Behavioral Health Nurse II $ 69,456 $ 84,792 1.2% $ 85,810 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Alameda N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 106,274 $ 106,856 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.0% -8.6% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Psychiatric Resident 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Staff Psychiatrist I $ 213,940 $ 282,852 1.9% $ 288,226 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

2 County of San Mateo1 Psychiatric Resident - Psych Emergency Services N/A $ 301,781 -17.5% $ 248,970 unknown unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Physician I $ 146,307 $ 197,163 -2.0% $ 193,220 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
4 County of San Diego Psychiatric Resident $ 150,675 $ 185,058 $ 185,058 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 282,852 $ 248,970 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -52.8% -34.5% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
              

                  

              
              
               

            

             

            

            

             

            

             

             

            

 

 

    
 

            

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: No range - only 1 step. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Psychiatric Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Psychiatric Technician $ 77,868 $ 94,644 -17.4% $ 78,176 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Psychiatric Technician II $ 71,664 $ 86,530 -16.8% $ 71,993 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Licensed Psychiatric Technician $ 67,245 $ 84,093 -17.5% $ 69,377 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Ventura Psychiatrist Technician - IPU $ 63,120 $ 67,939 -0.7% $ 67,463 3/21/2021 4/3/2022 2.50% 

5 County of Sacramento Mental Health Worker - Licensed $ 52,263 $ 63,517 0.1% $ 63,580 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Psychiatric Technician $ 55,362 $ 70,699 -11.1% $ 62,851 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Psychiatric Technician II $ 46,130 $ 62,134 -3.8% $ 59,773 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Psychiatric Technician I $ 40,227 $ 55,286 1.9% $ 56,337 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Riverside Licensed Psychiatric Technician $ 35,537 $ 52,485 1.9% $ 53,483 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
10 County of San Diego Psychiatric Technician $ 52,707 $ 52,707 $ 52,707 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Fresno Psychiatric Technician II $ 39,130 $ 50,076 4.7% $ 52,430 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Mental Health Technician II $ 31,896 $ 38,940 1.2% $ 39,407 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 63,517 $ 62,851 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -20.5% -19.2% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Psychiatrist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Staff Psychiatrist III $ 245,309 $ 307,519 1.9% $ 313,362 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

2 County of San Bernardino Psychiatrist I $ 252,970 $ 300,248 1.9% $ 305,953 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Mental Health Psychiatrist $ 309,699 $ 309,699 -3.8% $ 297,930 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Psychiatrist $ 194,917 $ 269,402 -2.0% $ 264,014 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Mateo Adult Psychiatrist $ 241,400 $ 301,781 -17.5% $ 248,970 5/2/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Psychiatrist $ 227,510 $ 277,160 -16.8% $ 230,597 10/19/2020 11/1/2021 3.00% 
7 County of San Diego Psychiatrist $ 178,776 $ 219,794 $ 219,794 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Kern Psychiatrist II, Mental Health $ 166,248 $ 202,956 1.2% $ 205,391 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 300,248 $ 264,014 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -36.6% -20.1% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Psychiatrist - Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Bernardino Child Psychiatrist $ 285,605 $ 339,706 1.9% $ 346,160 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Riverside Staff Psychiatrist IV $ 258,011 $ 323,461 1.9% $ 329,607 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Senior Psychiatric Physician Specialist $ 256,668 $ 363,216 -17.4% $ 300,016 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of San Mateo1 Child Psychiatrist $ 266,672 $ 315,260 -17.5% $ 260,089 5/2/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Diego Psychiatrist Specialist $ 186,930 $ 229,590 $ 229,590 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Kern Psychiatrist III, Mental Health $ 172,164 $ 210,168 1.2% $ 212,690 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 323,461 $ 300,016 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -40.9% -30.7% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Assistance Investigator I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Welfare Investigator I $ 74,131 $ 88,816 -11.4% $ 78,691 5/2/2021 5/1/2022 4.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Fraud Investigator I $ 72,071 $ 90,104 -17.5% $ 74,336 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Welfare Investigator I $ 54,645 $ 73,256 -0.7% $ 72,743 4/19/2020 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Public Assistance Investigator I $ 58,531 $ 71,968 $ 71,968 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 88,816 $ 74,336 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -23.4% -3.3% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public As

Rank 

sistance Investigator II 

Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Public Assistance Investigator $ 78,000 $ 105,102 -2.0% $ 103,000 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Welfare Fraud Investigator $ 102,048 $ 124,068 -17.4% $ 102,480 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Santa Clara Welfare Fraud Investigator $ 96,310 $ 117,179 -16.8% $ 97,493 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Riverside Welfare Fraud Investigator-B $ 57,715 $ 90,212 1.9% $ 91,926 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Alameda Welfare Investigator II $ 84,573 $ 101,296 -11.4% $ 89,748 5/2/2021 5/1/2022 4.00% 

6 County of San Mateo Fraud Investigator II $ 84,592 $ 105,787 -17.5% $ 87,274 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Fresno District Attorney Investigator $ 63,544 $ 81,276 4.7% $ 85,096 11/4/2019 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura Welfare Investigator II 
Public Assistance Investigator II 
Welfare Fraud Investigator 

$ 58,741 
$ 63,107 

$ 57,133 

$ 78,749 
$ 77,501 

$ 76,993 

-0.7% 

-3.8% 

$ 78,198 
$ 77,501 

$ 74,067 

4/19/2020 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

9 
10 

County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

11 County of Contra Costa1 [Social Service Welfare Fraud Investigator/Social Service Welfare Fraud Field Investigator] $ 67,273 $ 81,771 -11.1% $ 72,694 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 95,754 

-23.6% 

$ 88,511 

-14.2% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                 

                    

                  

                 

                 

                  

                 

                 
                   
                  

                         

            

            

             

 
    

 
      

 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the 
matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Assistance Investigator Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Supervising Public Assistance Investigator $ 91,790 $ 123,698 -2.0% $ 121,224 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Supervising Welfare Fraud Investigator $ 141,199 $ 141,199 -16.8% $ 117,477 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Fresno Supervising District Attorney Investigator $ 90,662 $ 110,188 4.7% $ 115,367 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco Supervising Welfare Fraud Investigator $ 110,940 $ 134,808 -17.4% $ 111,351 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of Riverside Supervising Welfare Fraud Investigator-B $ 62,614 $ 100,425 1.9% $ 102,333 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Alameda Supervising Welfare Investigator $ 90,355 $ 109,803 -11.4% $ 97,286 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

7 County of San Mateo Supervisor Fraud Investigation Unit $ 92,974 $ 116,207 -17.5% $ 95,871 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura Supervising Welfare Fraud Investigator $ 67,885 $ 91,004 -0.7% $ 90,367 4/19/2020 unknown unknown 

9 
10 
11 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Social Services Fraud Prevention Supervisor 
Public Assistance Investigator Supervisor 
Supervising Welfare Fraud Investigator 

$ 82,982 
$ 69,451 

$ 63,684 

$ 100,865 
$ 85,301 

$ 85,810 

-11.1% 

-3.8% 

$ 89,669 
$ 85,301 

$ 82,549 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Kern Senior District Attorney Welfare Fraud Investigator $ 54,672 $ 66,744 1.2% $ 67,545 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 109,803 $ 97,286 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -28.7% -14.1% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                   

                

                     

                  

                 

                  

                  

                  
                   
                   

                    

            

             

Page 270 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
              

            

               
                
               

            

             

            

            

           

            

            

            

           

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Assistance Investigator Trainee 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Public Assistance Investigator Trainee $ 51,938 $ 69,950 -2.0% $ 68,551 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Sacramento Investigative Assistant $ 55,687 $ 67,672 0.1% $ 67,740 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Welfare Fraud Investigator Trainee $ 50,254 $ 67,719 -3.8% $ 65,146 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Public Assistance Investigator Trainee $ 52,146 $ 64,043 $ 64,043 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,719 $ 67,740 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -5.7% -5.8% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Defender Investigator I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Public Defender Investigator I $ 102,561 $ 124,667 -16.8% $ 103,723 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Public Defender Investigator I/ Public Defender Investigator II] $ 87,214 $ 107,983 -11.4% $ 95,673 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Investigator I, Public Defender $ 73,286 $ 98,758 -3.8% $ 95,005 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside The Public Defender Investigator I $ 58,735 $ 91,814 1.9% $ 93,559 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Ventura Public Defender Investigator I $ 75,091 $ 93,864 -0.7% $ 93,207 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Orange Defense Investigator I $ 67,891 $ 91,374 -2.0% $ 89,547 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 
8 
9 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Public Defender Investigator I 
Public Defender Investigator I 
Public Defender's Investigator I 

$ 82,110 
$ 64,750 

$ 56,328 

$ 99,805 
$ 79,602 

$ 68,772 

-11.1% 

1.2% 

$ 88,727 
$ 79,602 

$ 69,597 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

10 County of Fresno Defense Investigator I $ 49,738 $ 63,674 4.7% $ 66,667 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 93,864 

-17.9% 

$ 93,207 

-17.1% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                   

                

                

               

              

                
                
               

              

               

            

             

             

 

   
 

              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Defender Investigator II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Public Defender Investigator III $ 122,699 $ 147,389 -11.4% $ 130,586 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Investigator II, Public Defender $ 91,946 $ 130,814 -3.8% $ 125,843 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Public Defender Investigator II $ 110,425 $ 134,360 -16.8% $ 111,787 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Orange Defense Investigator II $ 84,178 $ 113,152 -2.0% $ 110,889 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Riverside The Public Defender Investigator II $ 65,663 $ 102,655 1.9% $ 104,605 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Public Defender Investigator II $ 93,946 $ 114,192 -11.1% $ 101,516 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura Public Defender Investigator II $ 79,670 $ 99,599 -0.7% $ 98,902 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 City and County of San Francisco Public Defenders Investigator $ 95,832 $ 116,484 -17.4% $ 96,216 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

9 County of San Bernardino Public Defender Investigator $ 67,142 $ 92,373 1.9% $ 94,128 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
10 County of San Diego Public Defender Investigator II $ 69,742 $ 85,675 $ 85,675 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Fresno Defense Investigator II $ 60,190 $ 76,986 4.7% $ 80,604 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of Kern Public Defender's Investigator II $ 62,244 $ 75,984 1.2% $ 76,896 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 113,152 $ 101,516 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.1% -18.5% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Defender Investigator III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda Senior Investigator, Public Defender's Office $ 147,410 $ 178,838 -11.4% $ 158,451 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Santa Clara Supervising Public Defender Investigator $ 137,725 $ 167,421 -16.8% $ 139,294 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Investigator III, Public Defender $ 102,475 $ 138,099 -3.8% $ 132,852 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Ventura Supervising Public Defender Investigator $ 98,358 $ 122,960 -0.7% $ 122,099 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Defense Investigator III $ 91,374 $ 122,741 -2.0% $ 120,286 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside Supervising Public Defender Investigator $ 72,204 $ 115,866 1.9% $ 118,067 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco Senior Public Defenders Investigator $ 104,100 $ 126,564 -17.4% $ 104,542 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

8 County of San Bernardino Supervising Public Defender Investigator $ 74,526 $ 102,502 1.9% $ 104,450 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Fresno 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Senior Defense Investigator 
Public Defender Investigator III 
N/C 

$ 74,386 
$ 76,939 

$ 95,134 
$ 94,598 

4.7% $ 99,605 
$ 94,598 

11/2/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 122,960 $ 120,286 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -30.0% -27.2% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Defender Investigator Tr 

Rank 

1 County of Alameda 

2 County of Orange 

3 County of Sacramento 
4 County of San Diego 
5 County of Ventura 

6 County of Kern 

7 County of Contra Costa 

8 City and County of San Francisco 

9 County of Fresno 

10 County of Los Angeles 

11 County of Riverside 

Comparator Agency Classification Title 

Public Defender Investigator I 

Defense Investigator Trainee 

Investigative Assistant 
Public Defender Investigator Tr 
Investigative Assistant II 

Public Defender's Investigative Aid 

Public Defender Investigator Assistant 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 78,187 

$ 57,762 

$ 55,687 
$ 56,701 
$ 38,366 

$ 37,236 

$ 42,075 

Top Annual 

$ 97,510 

$ 77,605 

$ 67,672 
$ 62,504 
$ 53,899 

$ 45,456 

$ 51,142 

Geographic 
Differential 

-11.4% 

-2.0% 

0.1% 

-0.7% 

1.2% 

-11.1% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 86,394 

$ 76,053 

$ 67,740 
$ 62,504 
$ 53,521 

$ 46,001 

$ 45,465 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
12/27/2020 

7/2/2021 

6/21/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

4/21/2021 

7/1/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

12/26/2021 

7/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

unknown 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
3.00% 

3.50% 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

unknown 

unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino 

13 County of San Mateo 

14 County of Santa Clara 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Top Annual 

$ 60,785 

2.7% 

6 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 60,631 

3.0% 

6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Health Microbiologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Public Health Microbiologist $ 106,332 $ 149,754 -16.8% $ 124,595 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Microbiologist I $ 86,892 $ 122,330 -17.4% $ 101,045 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Public Health Microbiologist I $ 82,080 $ 104,772 -3.8% $ 100,791 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Public Health Microbiologist II $ 94,763 $ 118,433 -17.5% $ 97,707 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Kern Microbiologist $ 75,600 $ 92,292 1.2% $ 93,400 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Public Health Microbiologist II $ 61,658 $ 91,310 1.9% $ 93,045 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Ventura Microbiologist II $ 64,066 $ 89,949 -0.7% $ 89,319 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Public Health Microbiologist $ 80,961 $ 98,409 -11.1% $ 87,486 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Fresno Public Health Microbiologist $ 67,834 $ 82,446 4.7% $ 86,321 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 
10 County of San Diego Public Health Microbiologist $ 69,784 $ 85,717 $ 85,717 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Orange Public Health Microbiologist I $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

12 County of San Bernardino Public Health Microbiologist II $ 57,554 $ 83,096 1.9% $ 84,675 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Sacramento Public Health Microbiologist $ 68,173 $ 82,852 0.1% $ 82,935 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Alameda Microbiologist $ 78,824 $ 93,561 -11.4% $ 82,895 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 92,292 $ 89,319 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.7% -4.2% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Health Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Public Health Nurse $ 141,516 $ 185,844 -17.4% $ 153,507 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Public Health Nurse $ 131,018 $ 163,623 -11.1% $ 145,461 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Public Health Nurse $ 90,609 $ 135,631 -3.8% $ 130,477 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Public Health Nurse II $ 128,509 $ 155,780 -16.8% $ 129,609 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of San Mateo1 Public Health Nurse $ 126,441 $ 149,445 -17.5% $ 123,292 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda Registered Nurse II (PHN Designation) $ 109,764 $ 135,449 -11.4% $ 120,008 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Fresno Public Health Nurse II $ 82,212 $ 99,918 4.7% $ 104,614 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Sacramento Public Health Nurse II $ 85,817 $ 104,337 0.1% $ 104,441 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Public Health Nurse II $ 75,858 $ 101,982 1.9% $ 103,920 8/15/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Public Health Nurse II $ 91,541 $ 104,749 -2.0% $ 102,654 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 County of Ventura Registered Nurse - Public Health $ 83,822 $ 103,076 -0.7% $ 102,354 4/4/2021 4/17/2022 3.25% 

12 County of Kern Public Health Nurse II $ 78,684 $ 96,060 1.2% $ 97,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Riverside Registered Nurse II $ 76,023 $ 93,416 1.9% $ 95,190 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
14 County of San Diego Public Health Nurse $ 77,022 $ 94,682 $ 94,682 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 104,749 $ 104,614 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.6% -10.5% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Health Nurse Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa2 [Public Health Nurse/Public Health Nurse Program Manager] $ 136,181 $ 167,717 -11.1% $ 149,100 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Los Angeles Public Health Nursing Supervisor $ 101,982 $ 152,654 -3.8% $ 146,853 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Supervising Public Health Nurse $ 131,188 $ 159,469 -16.8% $ 132,679 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 County of San Mateo Senior Public Health Nurse $ 126,482 $ 158,098 -17.5% $ 130,431 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda1 [Registered Nurse III/ Registered Nurse IV (PHN Designation] $ 121,191 $ 146,744 -11.4% $ 130,015 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

6 County of Riverside Assistant Nurse Manager $ 75,379 $ 127,512 1.9% $ 129,935 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Fresno Supervising Public Health Nurse $ 94,822 $ 121,290 4.7% $ 126,991 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Sacramento Supervising Public Health Nurse $ 103,377 $ 125,677 0.1% $ 125,803 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Supervising Public Health Nurse $ 85,512 $ 119,729 -0.7% $ 118,891 unknown unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Supervising Public Health Nurse I $ 86,840 $ 116,584 -2.0% $ 114,252 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 
12 
13 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Supervising Public Health Nurse 
Public Health Nurse Supervisor 
Supervising Public Health Nurse 

$ 79,706 
$ 90,854 

$ 86,940 

$ 109,720 1.9% $ 111,805 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

$ 111,675 

$ 106,128 1.2% 

$ 111,675 

$ 107,402 

6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

14 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 126,595 

-13.4% 

$ 128,463 

-15.0% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                   

                

                

                

                   

              

               

               

               

                

                
                
               

               

 

 

    
 

                             
 

                             
     

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Public Health Nutrition Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Supervisor - Public Health Services $ 87,467 $ 122,466 -0.7% $ 121,609 unknown unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Nutrition Services Manager $ 114,955 $ 139,732 -16.8% $ 116,257 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Health Care Program Administrator II $ 95,285 $ 127,088 -11.4% $ 112,600 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Nutrition Program Coordinator $ 79,929 $ 97,155 0.1% $ 97,252 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo Supervising Public Health Nutritionist $ 88,523 $ 110,695 -17.5% $ 91,324 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Supervising Nutritionist I 
Public Health Nutrition Manager 
Senior Public Health Nutritionist 

$ 58,795 
$ 69,680 
$ 73,674 

$ 87,060 
$ 85,654 
$ 89,552 

1.9% $ 88,714 
$ 85,654 
$ 79,611 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown -11.1% 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 110,695 $ 97,252 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -29.2% -13.5% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Purchasing Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Procurement Buyer Trainee $ 44,366 $ 59,738 -2.0% $ 58,543 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Buyer Assistant $ 55,517 $ 67,009 -16.8% $ 55,752 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Clerk $ 55,488 $ 67,416 -17.4% $ 55,686 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
4 County of San Diego Purchasing Clerk $ 41,226 $ 50,669 $ 50,669 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Ventura Purchasing Technician $ 36,119 $ 50,566 -0.7% $ 50,212 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Fresno Purchasing Technician I $ 38,714 $ 47,034 4.7% $ 49,245 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 59,738 $ 55,686 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.9% -9.9% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Quality Assurance Specialist (Registered Nurse) 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Quality Improvement Coordinator - SCVMC $ 153,762 $ 196,298 -16.8% $ 163,320 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo1 Clinical Nurse $ 135,905 $ 160,635 -17.5% $ 132,524 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Quality Management Nurse 
Quality Assurance Specialist (Registered Nurse) 
Quality Management Analyst 

$ 75,858 
$ 83,554 

$ 78,684 

$ 101,982 
$ 102,710 

$ 96,060 

1.9% 

1.2% 

$ 103,920 
$ 102,710 

$ 97,213 

8/15/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 131,309 

-27.8% 

$ 118,222 

-15.1% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                

                 
                  
              

               

            

             

            

             

            

            

            

            

 

    
 

            

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Radio Communications System Engineer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Radio Communications Engineer II $ 106,074 $ 165,782 1.9% $ 168,932 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Telecommunications Systems Engineer $ 117,357 $ 127,317 -3.8% $ 122,479 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Telecommunications Engineer 
Radio Communications System Engineer 
Systems Engineer 

$ 119,529 
$ 89,856 

$ 106,452 

$ 145,298 
$ 110,365 

$ 133,055 

-16.8% 

-17.5% 

$ 120,888 
$ 110,365 

$ 109,770 

6/28/2021 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

6/27/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Fresno Senior Network Systems Engineer $ 79,612 $ 96,772 4.7% $ 101,320 9/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Sacramento Radio Communications Systems Technician $ 80,346 $ 97,656 0.1% $ 97,754 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Orange Telecommunications Engineer II $ 73,528 $ 99,050 -2.0% $ 97,069 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 127,317 $ 109,770 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -15.4% 0.5% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Radiologic Technologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Radiologic Technologist II $ 104,100 $ 153,864 -17.4% $ 127,092 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Diagnostic Imaging Technologist I $ 105,533 $ 127,727 -16.8% $ 106,268 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Senior Radiologic Technologist $ 90,792 $ 110,358 -11.1% $ 98,109 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Radiologic Technologist I $ 88,440 $ 110,550 -17.5% $ 91,204 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Los Angeles Radiologic Technologist $ 70,454 $ 89,930 -3.8% $ 86,513 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Radiologic Technologist II $ 55,771 $ 82,601 1.9% $ 84,170 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Orange Radiologic Technologist $ 62,712 $ 84,469 -2.0% $ 82,779 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of San Bernardino Radiologic Technologist II $ 58,074 $ 79,789 1.9% $ 81,305 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Ventura Radiologic Technologist $ 50,293 $ 75,056 -0.7% $ 74,530 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Sacramento Radiologic Technologist $ 55,186 $ 67,087 0.1% $ 67,154 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Radiologic Technologist II $ 49,728 $ 60,828 1.2% $ 61,558 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 
12 County of San Diego Radiologic Technologist $ 44,741 $ 55,078 $ 55,078 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 84,469 $ 84,170 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -53.4% -52.8% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Radiologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Physician Specialist $ 212,576 $ 293,826 -17.4% $ 242,700 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Riverside Physician IV $ 190,995 $ 228,680 1.9% $ 233,024 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
3 County of San Diego Radiologist $ 138,965 $ 170,851 $ 170,851 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 261,253 $ 237,862 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -52.9% -39.2% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Recordable Documents Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Clerk-Recorder's Specialist III 
Recordable Documents Specialist I 
Assessor-Clerk-Recorder Technician I 

$ 60,039 
$ 45,885 

$ 33,641 

$ 71,052 
$ 56,410 

$ 52,569 

-11.4% 

1.9% 

$ 62,952 
$ 56,410 

$ 53,568 

6/27/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

6/26/2022 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

3.25% 
unknown 

2.00% 

4 County of Orange Recordable Documents Examiner Trainee $ 38,688 $ 52,166 -2.0% $ 51,123 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Mateo Assessor / Recorder Technician I $ 48,297 $ 60,381 -17.5% $ 49,815 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Clerk-Recorder Office Specialist I $ 48,695 $ 58,612 -16.8% $ 48,765 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 County of San Bernardino Legal Document Classifier I $ 33,779 $ 46,363 1.9% $ 47,244 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Office Specialist I $ 38,190 $ 46,416 0.1% $ 46,462 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Records Technician I $ 31,271 $ 43,689 -0.7% $ 43,383 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Kern Legal Process Technician I $ 30,348 $ 37,056 1.2% $ 37,501 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 52,166 $ 48,765 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 7.5% 13.6% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 
                   
                 

                  

                    

                   

                   

                 

                 

                  

               

             

            

             

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Recordable Documents Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Assessor-Recorder Office Specialist 
Recordable Documents Specialist II 
Recordable Documents Technician 

$ 66,144 
$ 52,811 

$ 56,169 

$ 80,392 
$ 64,854 

$ 68,273 

-17.4% 

-11.1% 

$ 66,404 
$ 64,854 

$ 60,695 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

1/8/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

4 County of Riverside Assessor-Clerk-Recorder Technician II $ 37,788 $ 59,021 1.9% $ 60,142 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Recordable Documents Examiner $ 44,366 $ 59,738 -2.0% $ 58,543 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Alameda1 [Clerk-Recorder's Specialist I/ Clerk-Recorder's Specialist II] $ 51,675 $ 59,690 -11.4% $ 52,885 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of Santa Clara Clerk-Recorder Office Specialist II $ 52,466 $ 63,240 -16.8% $ 52,616 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of San Mateo Assessor / Recorder Technician II $ 50,876 $ 63,605 -17.5% $ 52,474 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Sacramento Office Specialist II $ 42,908 $ 52,158 0.1% $ 52,210 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of San Bernardino Legal Document Classifier II $ 36,754 $ 50,482 1.9% $ 51,441 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Ventura Records Technician II $ 35,249 $ 49,293 -0.7% $ 48,948 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

12 County of Fresno Property Recording Clerk $ 33,852 $ 43,290 4.7% $ 45,325 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Legal Process Technician II $ 33,528 $ 40,932 1.2% $ 41,423 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 59,355 

8.5% 

$ 52,545 

19.0% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                 
                
             

             

             

                

                

                

             

               

             

             

              

            

    
 

                             
 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recordable Documents Specialist III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Clerk-Recorder Supervisor $ 85,756 $ 104,247 -16.8% $ 86,734 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 
3 
4 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Assessor-Recorder Senior Office Specialist 
Recordable Documents Specialist III 
Clerk-Recorder's Supervisor I 

$ 73,060 
$ 61,090 

$ 67,475 

$ 93,210 
$ 75,109 

$ 81,910 

-17.4% 

-11.4% 

$ 76,991 
$ 75,109 

$ 72,573 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/27/2020 

1/8/2022 
unknown 

12/26/2021 

.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

5 County of San Mateo Assessor / Recorder Support Services Supervisor $ 69,263 $ 86,568 -17.5% $ 71,419 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Supervising Assessor-Clerk-Recorder Technician $ 43,293 $ 69,366 1.9% $ 70,683 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Ventura Clerk and Recorder Program Supervisor II $ 49,106 $ 67,926 -0.7% $ 67,450 unknown unknown unknown 

8 County of Orange Supervising Recordable Documents Examiner $ 50,794 $ 68,432 -2.0% $ 67,063 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of San Bernardino1 [Records Technician Supervisor I/ Records Technician Supervisor II] $ 47,382 $ 65,094 1.9% $ 66,330 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Sacramento Clerk/Recorder Supervisor $ 51,908 $ 63,078 0.1% $ 63,141 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern Supervising Legal Process Technician $ 42,600 $ 52,008 1.2% $ 52,632 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 68,899 

8.3% 

$ 69,067 

8.0% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
               

                     
                   
                 

                     

                 

                    

                  

                       

                

                  

             

            

            

 

    
 

                              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Bernardino: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Records Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Assessor-Recorder Office Assistant $ 59,514 $ 72,332 -17.4% $ 59,746 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Intermediate Clerk $ 34,788 $ 47,962 -3.8% $ 46,139 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Records Clerk $ 35,214 $ 43,202 $ 43,202 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 60,147 $ 52,943 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -39.2% -22.5% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Records Management Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Assistant Medical Records Manager $ 60,007 $ 90,839 1.9% $ 92,565 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Fresno Medical Records Coordinator $ 62,478 $ 75,920 4.7% $ 79,488 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Sheriff's Records Supervisor 
Records Management Coordinator 
Records Management Coordinator 

$ 50,918 
$ 45,198 

$ 35,797 

$ 68,162 
$ 55,515 

$ 49,296 

-2.0% 

1.9% 

$ 66,798 
$ 55,515 

$ 50,233 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 72,041 $ 73,143 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -29.8% -31.8% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recreation Program Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Recreation Coordinator $ 64,668 $ 78,648 -17.4% $ 64,963 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
2 County of San Diego Recreation Program Coordinator $ 46,197 $ 56,742 $ 56,742 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Riverside Recreation Coordinator $ 34,925 $ 54,530 1.9% $ 55,566 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Recreation Coordinator $ 36,754 $ 50,482 1.9% $ 51,441 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Kern Elder Life Activity Coordinator $ 37,992 $ 46,368 1.2% $ 46,924 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 52,506 $ 53,503 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 7.5% 5.7% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recreation Therapy Aide 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Therapy Technician $ 57,712 $ 69,630 -16.8% $ 57,932 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Therapy Aide $ 54,266 $ 67,827 -17.5% $ 55,958 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Recreation Therapy Aide $ 38,995 $ 52,405 -3.8% $ 50,414 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Recreation Therapy Aide $ 36,462 $ 44,803 $ 44,803 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,827 $ 55,958 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -51.4% -24.9% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recreation Therapy Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Recreation Therapy Supervisor $ 74,750 $ 100,726 -3.8% $ 96,898 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Recreation Therapist III $ 93,902 $ 113,687 -16.8% $ 94,587 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Supervising Creative Arts Therapist 
Recreation Therapy Supervisor 
Recreation Supervisor - Therapeutic 

$ 87,275 
$ 67,350 

$ 59,237 

$ 109,094 
$ 82,805 

$ 71,994 

-17.5% 

0.1% 

$ 90,002 
$ 82,805 

$ 72,066 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 104,910 $ 92,295 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -26.7% -11.5% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recreational Therapist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Recreation Therapist II $ 69,931 $ 94,243 -3.8% $ 90,661 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Recreation Therapist II $ 83,364 $ 100,859 -16.8% $ 83,915 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Sacramento Activities Therapist $ 69,927 $ 80,952 0.1% $ 81,033 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Creative Arts Therapist $ 72,653 $ 90,853 -17.5% $ 74,953 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Recreation Therapist $ 46,956 $ 69,457 1.9% $ 70,777 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
6 County of San Diego Recreational Therapist $ 56,014 $ 68,786 $ 68,786 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Contra Costa Recreation Therapist $ 58,961 $ 71,667 -11.1% $ 63,712 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern Recreational Therapist $ 39,732 $ 48,504 1.2% $ 49,086 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 80,952 $ 74,953 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.7% -9.0% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recycling Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Resource Conservation Specialist I $ 76,418 $ 95,574 -17.5% $ 78,849 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Recycling Specialist I $ 54,517 $ 67,018 $ 67,018 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Riverside Recycling Specialist I $ 42,796 $ 63,050 1.9% $ 64,248 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa Resource Recovery Assistant $ 47,373 $ 57,582 -11.1% $ 51,191 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 63,050 $ 64,248 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 5.9% 4.1% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Recycling Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Resource Conservation Specialist II $ 84,134 $ 105,142 -17.5% $ 86,742 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Sustainability Specialist $ 66,290 $ 91,624 -11.4% $ 81,179 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Recycling Specialist II $ 64,709 $ 79,560 $ 79,560 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Bernardino Recycling Specialist $ 55,619 $ 76,461 1.9% $ 77,914 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Riverside Recycling Specialist II $ 47,459 $ 69,901 1.9% $ 71,229 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Resource Recovery Specialist $ 57,576 $ 69,984 -11.1% $ 62,216 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 76,461 $ 77,914 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.9% 2.1% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Registered Veterinary Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Registered Veterinary Technician $ 53,622 $ 72,280 -2.0% $ 70,834 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Registered Veterinary Technician $ 53,850 $ 72,571 -3.8% $ 69,813 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Veterinary Technician - Registered $ 49,846 $ 69,982 -0.7% $ 69,492 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Sacramento Registered Veterinary Technician $ 55,040 $ 66,900 0.1% $ 66,967 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Registered Veterinary Technician $ 41,987 $ 65,616 1.9% $ 66,863 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Registered Veterinary Technician $ 49,083 $ 69,065 -11.1% $ 61,399 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Registered Veterinary Technician $ 41,246 $ 56,722 1.9% $ 57,799 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
8 County of San Diego Registered Veterinary Technician $ 46,717 $ 57,387 $ 57,387 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Santa Clara Registered Veterinary Technician $ 55,763 $ 67,781 -16.8% $ 56,394 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Kern Registered Veterinary Technician $ 36,324 $ 44,340 1.2% $ 44,872 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,781 $ 66,863 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -18.1% -16.5% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Residential Care Worker I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Associate Children's Counselor 
Residential Care Worker I 
Group Counselor I/Dept Human Services 

$ 56,913 
$ 35,651 

$ 35,076 

$ 68,711 
$ 43,867 

$ 42,816 

-16.8% 

1.2% 

$ 57,167 
$ 43,867 

$ 43,330 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

6/13/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

4 County of Ventura Family Services Residential Worker I $ 29,140 $ 33,868 -0.7% $ 33,631 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Fresno Behavioral Health Worker I $ 29,120 $ 31,928 4.7% $ 33,429 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 38,342 $ 38,480 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 12.6% 12.3% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Residential Care Worker II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Children's Counselor $ 64,977 $ 78,501 -16.8% $ 65,313 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Kern Group Counselor II/Dept Human Services $ 38,748 $ 47,304 1.2% $ 47,872 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Residential Care Worker II $ 38,397 $ 47,258 $ 47,258 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Ventura Family Services Residential Worker II $ 29,813 $ 41,950 -0.7% $ 41,656 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Fresno Behavioral Health Worker II $ 29,770 $ 35,802 4.7% $ 37,485 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 44,627 $ 44,764 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 5.6% 5.3% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Rank 

1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Residential Care Worker Supervisor 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

City and County of San Francisco 

County of Alameda 

County of Contra Costa 

County of Fresno 

County of Los Angeles 

County of Orange 

County of Riverside 

County of Sacramento 

County of San Bernardino 

Classification Title 

Residential Care Worker Supervisor 
Group Counselor III/Dept Human Services 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 45,947 
$ 43,464 

Top Annual 

$ 56,555 
$ 53,064 

Geographic 
Differential 

1.2% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 56,555 
$ 53,701 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

Top Annual 

$ 53,064 

6.2% 

1 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 53,701 

5.0% 

1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Residential Care Worker Trainee 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Residential Care Worker Trainee $ 32,427 $ 39,790 $ 39,790 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/A 

0 

N/A 

0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Residential Childcare Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Children's Counselor $ 71,230 $ 86,091 -16.8% $ 71,628 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
2 County of San Diego Residential Childcare Specialist $ 41,579 $ 51,106 $ 51,106 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 86,091 $ 71,628 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -68.5% -40.2% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Revenue & Recovery Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Collections Officer $ 71,474 $ 86,892 -17.4% $ 71,773 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Collection Enforcement Deputy II $ 63,083 $ 76,733 -11.4% $ 67,985 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of San Mateo Revenue Collector II $ 65,768 $ 82,179 -17.5% $ 67,798 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Revenue Collections Officer $ 65,859 $ 79,535 -16.8% $ 66,173 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Contra Costa Collection Enforcement Officer II $ 59,125 $ 71,867 -11.1% $ 63,890 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Revenue & Recovery Officer $ 46,446 $ 62,878 $ 62,878 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of San Bernardino Collections Officer I $ 43,597 $ 59,925 1.9% $ 61,063 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Orange Collections Officer I $ 44,366 $ 59,738 -2.0% $ 58,543 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Los Angeles Delinquent Accounts Investigator $ 44,138 $ 59,428 -3.8% $ 57,170 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Collection Services Agent II $ 46,354 $ 56,355 0.1% $ 56,411 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Ventura Collections Officer II $ 36,684 $ 51,334 -0.7% $ 50,975 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

12 County of Fresno Collections Representative II $ 34,320 $ 43,914 4.7% $ 45,978 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 59,925 $ 61,063 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.7% 2.9% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Revenue & Recovery Officer Trainee 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Collection Enforcement Deputy I $ 56,024 $ 66,339 -11.4% $ 58,776 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

2 County of San Mateo Revenue Collector I $ 53,164 $ 66,476 -17.5% $ 54,842 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Sacramento Collection Services Agent I $ 43,639 $ 53,035 0.1% $ 53,088 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Collection Officer Trainee $ 39,790 $ 53,622 -2.0% $ 52,550 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Contra Costa Collection Enforcement Officer I $ 45,076 $ 54,791 -11.1% $ 48,709 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Collections Officer Trainee 
Revenue & Recovery Officer Trainee 
Collections Officer I 

$ 34,133 
$ 37,315 
$ 32,674 

$ 45,802 
$ 45,760 
$ 45,657 

1.9% 

-0.7% 

$ 46,672 
$ 45,760 
$ 45,337 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/27/2020 

7/30/2022 
unknown 

12/26/2021 

3.00% 
unknown 

2.00% 

9 County of Fresno Collections Representative I $ 30,290 $ 38,740 4.7% $ 40,561 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 53,329 $ 50,629 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.5% -10.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Road Crew Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Street Repair Supervisor II $ 103,896 $ 126,308 -17.4% $ 104,330 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Road Maintenance Supervisor $ 79,496 $ 101,469 -3.8% $ 97,613 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Mateo Road Construction Supervisor $ 93,681 $ 117,102 -17.5% $ 96,609 2/7/2021 2/6/2022 2-4% 

4 County of Alameda Field Maintenance Supervisor $ 108,950 $ 108,950 -11.4% $ 96,530 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of Orange Public Works Maintenance Supervisor $ 70,325 $ 94,765 -2.0% $ 92,870 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Sacramento Highway Maintenance Supervisor $ 73,790 $ 89,721 0.1% $ 89,811 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Santa Clara Road Maintenance Supervisor $ 87,759 $ 106,188 -16.8% $ 88,349 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Public Works Maintenance Supervisor $ 82,078 $ 95,186 -11.1% $ 84,620 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

9 
10 
11 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Assistant District Road Maintenance Supervisor 
Road Crew Supervisor 
Supervisor - Public Works Maintenance 

$ 53,109 
$ 66,165 

$ 58,163 

$ 82,898 
$ 81,266 

$ 81,489 

1.9% 

-0.7% 

$ 84,473 
$ 81,266 

$ 80,918 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

5/1/2022 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

2.00% 
unknown 

2.00% 

12 County of San Bernardino Maintenance and Construction Supervisor II $ 57,096 $ 78,416 1.9% $ 79,906 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Fresno Road Maintenance Supervisor $ 58,604 $ 71,214 4.7% $ 74,561 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Supervising Road Maintenance Worker I $ 43,680 $ 53,328 1.2% $ 53,968 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 94,765 $ 88,349 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.6% -8.7% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sanitation Regional Supervisor 

Rank 

1 County of San Mateo 

2 County of Fresno 
3 County of San Diego 
4 County of San Bernardino 

5 County of Orange 

6 County of Kern 

7 City and County of San Francisco 

8 County of Alameda 

9 County of Contra Costa 

10 County of Los Angeles 

11 County of Riverside 

Comparator Agency Classification Title 

Wastewater Collection Supervisor 

Supervising Water/Wastewater Specialist 
Sanitation Regional Supervisor 
Maintenance and Construction Supervisor II 

Supervising Waste Inspector 

Sewer Collection Systems Supervisor 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 100,483 

$ 81,042 
$ 74,006 

$ 57,096 

$ 48,797 

$ 45,684 

Top Annual 

$ 125,567 

$ 98,514 
$ 90,979 

$ 78,416 

$ 65,354 

$ 55,776 

Geographic 
Differential 

-17.5% 

4.7% 

1.9% 

-2.0% 

1.2% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 103,593 

$ 103,144 
$ 90,979 

$ 79,906 

$ 64,046 

$ 56,445 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
2/7/2021 

4/19/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

7/2/2021 

4/21/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

2/6/2022 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

7/1/2022 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

2-4% 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

3.50% 

unknown 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

Top Annual 

$ 78,416 

13.8% 

5 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 79,906 

12.2% 

5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Section Chief, Revenue & Recovery 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa1 [Collection Enforcement Supervisor I/Auditor - Controller Division Manager] $ 100,085 $ 121,654 -11.1% $ 108,151 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Bernardino Chief Collections Supervisor $ 67,579 $ 93,122 1.9% $ 94,891 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Supervising Revenue Collections Officer $ 93,186 $ 113,314 -16.8% $ 94,277 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Collection Supervisor II 
Section Chief, Revenue & Recovery 
Revenue Collection Supervisor 

$ 87,277 
$ 73,008 

$ 84,093 

$ 106,163 
$ 89,731 

$ 105,080 

-11.4% 

-17.5% 

$ 94,061 
$ 89,731 

$ 86,691 

12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco Collection Supervisor $ 82,810 $ 100,646 -17.4% $ 83,134 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

8 County of Orange Supervising, Collections Officer $ 55,078 $ 74,235 -2.0% $ 72,751 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 105,080 

-17.1% 

$ 94,061 

-4.8% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                       

                  

                   

                 
                    
                  

                   

                 

            

            

             

            

            

            

 

 
   

 
                       

     

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Account Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Fiscal Office Services Supervisor $ 69,263 $ 86,568 -17.5% $ 71,419 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Contra Costa Account Clerk Supervisor $ 61,124 $ 78,057 -11.1% $ 69,393 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco Senior Account Clerk $ 68,952 $ 83,746 -17.4% $ 69,174 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Ventura1 [Senior Accounting Assistant/ Supervising Accounting Technician] $ 47,844 $ 66,982 -0.7% $ 66,514 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Riverside Senior Accounting Assistant $ 39,852 $ 62,232 1.9% $ 63,414 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Fresno Supervising Account Clerk $ 44,148 $ 56,472 4.7% $ 59,126 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Santa Clara Senior Account Clerk $ 57,267 $ 69,147 -16.8% $ 57,531 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Orange Senior Accounting Assistant $ 42,598 $ 56,867 -2.0% $ 55,730 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of San Bernardino Supervising Office Assistant $ 38,584 $ 53,082 1.9% $ 54,090 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 
11 
12 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Senior Account Clerk 
Senior Account Clerk 
Fiscal Support Specialist 

$ 44,433 
$ 40,685 

$ 39,144 

$ 53,996 
$ 50,024 

$ 47,784 

0.1% 

1.2% 

$ 54,050 
$ 50,024 

$ 48,357 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 62,232 

-24.4% 

$ 59,126 

-18.2% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                  

                    

                    

                 

                 

                

                 

                  

                 
                  
                 

            

            

 

 

    
 

                              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Accountant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Accountant $ 105,776 $ 128,577 -16.8% $ 106,976 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Accountant III $ 100,646 $ 122,330 -17.4% $ 101,045 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Sacramento Senior Accountant $ 79,114 $ 96,152 0.1% $ 96,248 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Senior Accountant/Auditor 
Senior Accountant 
Senior Accountant 

$ 71,698 
$ 74,360 

$ 65,038 

$ 96,512 
$ 91,354 

$ 91,053 

-2.0% $ 94,582 
$ 91,354 

$ 90,416 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/27/2020 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

12/26/2021 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% -0.7% 

7 County of Contra Costa1 [Accountant III/Supervising Accountant] $ 82,600 $ 100,401 -11.1% $ 89,256 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Mateo2 [Accountant II/Senior Accountant] $ 84,519 $ 105,662 -17.5% $ 87,171 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of San Bernardino Accountant III $ 61,381 $ 84,365 1.9% $ 85,968 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of Riverside Senior Accountant $ 53,292 $ 78,876 1.9% $ 80,375 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

11 County of Alameda Senior Accountant $ 75,171 $ 90,168 -11.4% $ 79,889 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

12 County of Los Angeles Accountant III $ 61,218 $ 82,490 -3.8% $ 79,356 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Senior Accountant $ 62,140 $ 75,556 4.7% $ 79,107 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Accountant III $ 58,620 $ 71,568 1.2% $ 72,427 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 91,053 

0.3% 

$ 87,171 

4.6% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                 

                

                
                 
                

                  

                  

                 

                

                

                 

                

                

    
 

                         
              

                         
              

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Admissions Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Senior Admissions and Collections Clerk $ 38,616 $ 60,300 1.9% $ 61,446 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Supervising Office Assistant 
Senior Admissions Clerk 
Senior Admitting Interviewer 

$ 38,584 
$ 42,598 
$ 38,610 

$ 53,082 
$ 52,333 
$ 49,374 

1.9% $ 54,090 
$ 52,333 
$ 51,695 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 4.7% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 53,082 $ 54,090 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -1.4% -3.4% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Senior Adult Protective Services Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda1 [Adult Protective Services Worker II/ Adult Protection Supervisor] $ 90,904 $ 107,282 -11.4% $ 95,052 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 County of San Bernardino Lead Social Service Practitioner $ 63,461 $ 89,419 1.9% $ 91,118 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Social Worker III $ 83,461 $ 101,448 -11.1% $ 90,187 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

HS Adult Protective Services Social Worker IV 
Senior Adult Protective Services Specialist 
Social Worker III 

$ 64,539 
$ 65,624 

$ 50,570 

$ 86,061 
$ 80,704 

$ 64,714 

-0.7% $ 85,458 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4.7% 

$ 80,704 

$ 67,756 

6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                              
    

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 89,419 

-10.8% 

$ 90,187 

-11.8% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Agricultural/Standards Inspector 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Senior Biologist/Standards Inspector $ 104,549 $ 127,065 -16.8% $ 105,718 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Orange Senior Agricultural/Standards Inspector $ 67,912 $ 91,541 -2.0% $ 89,710 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 
4 
5 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Biologist/Standards Specialist III 
Senior Agricultural/Standards Inspector 
Agricultural/Weights & Measures Inspector II 

$ 86,922 
$ 67,226 

$ 58,848 

$ 108,636 
$ 82,659 

$ 79,302 

-17.5% 

-3.8% 

$ 89,625 
$ 82,659 

$ 76,288 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Alameda Agricultural and Standards Investigator II $ 70,083 $ 84,123 -11.4% $ 74,533 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of San Bernardino Agricultural/Standards Officer $ 50,960 $ 71,739 1.9% $ 73,102 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa Agricultural Biologist II $ 67,648 $ 82,226 -11.1% $ 73,099 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Agricultural Inspector/Biologist $ 51,552 $ 73,075 -0.7% $ 72,564 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Sacramento Agricultural and Standards Inspector II $ 61,617 $ 71,347 0.1% $ 71,418 6/30/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno Agricultural/Standards Specialist II $ 50,206 $ 61,022 4.7% $ 63,890 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Riverside Senior Agricultural Inspector $ 30,624 $ 47,796 1.9% $ 48,704 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 County of Kern N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 79,302 $ 73,102 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.1% 11.6% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Air Pollution Chemist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 
2 
3 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

Principal Air Quality Chemist 
Senior Air Pollution Chemist* 
Senior Air Quality Chemist 

$ 97,956 
$ 92,290 

$ 101,434 

$ 131,616 
$ 113,464 

$ 123,294 

-2.8% 

-17.4% 

$ 127,931 
$ 113,464 

$ 101,841 

1/1/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/8/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
Unknown 

4 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Orange N/C 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 127,455 $ 114,886 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.3% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Senior Air Pollution Control Engineer* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

Program Supervisor 
Senior Air Pollution Control Engineer* 
Air Pollution Control Engineer III 

$ 101,971 
$ 96,658 

$ 93,725 

$ 136,655 
$ 118,706 

$ 113,922 

0.1% $ 136,792 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2.9% 

$ 118,706 

$ 117,225 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

4 South Coast Air Quality Management District Senior Air Quality Engineer $ 89,040 $ 119,664 -2.8% $ 116,313 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Kern Air Quality Engineer III $ 93,216 $ 113,796 1.2% $ 115,162 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 Bay Area Air Quality Management District N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Ventura N/C 

10 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

15 County of Fresno N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 116,793 $ 116,769 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.6% 1.6% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Airport Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Airport Operations Supervisor $ 117,576 $ 142,896 -17.4% $ 118,032 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Airport Maintenance Supervisor $ 72,280 $ 97,365 -2.0% $ 95,417 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Santa Clara Airport Operations Supervisor $ 82,913 $ 100,768 -16.8% $ 83,839 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Senior Airport Technician $ 64,730 $ 79,518 $ 79,518 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Ventura Airport Maintenance Supervisor $ 55,592 $ 77,829 -0.7% $ 77,284 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of San Bernardino Airport Maintenance Supervisor $ 52,666 $ 72,241 1.9% $ 73,613 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Kern Airports Maintenance Supervisor $ 49,236 $ 60,108 1.2% $ 60,829 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 87,597 $ 80,561 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.2% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 314 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 
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Senior Animal Services Representative 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Office Specialist $ 57,034 $ 68,856 -16.8% $ 57,288 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Senior Animal Care Attendant 
Senior Animal Services Representative 
N/C 

$ 42,058 
$ 43,056 

$ 56,701 
$ 52,874 

-2.0% $ 55,567 
$ 52,874 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

3.50% 
unknown 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 62,779 $ 56,428 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -18.7% -6.7% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                 
                   
             

            

             

            

            

             

            

            

             

             

            

 

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Assessment Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Senior Assessment Technician $ 54,974 $ 73,528 -2.0% $ 72,057 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Senior Clerk $ 57,538 $ 81,744 -17.4% $ 67,521 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of San Bernardino Records Technician Supervisor I $ 45,448 $ 62,525 1.9% $ 63,713 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Santa Clara Senior Assessment Clerk $ 55,638 $ 67,157 -16.8% $ 55,874 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Senior Office Specialist $ 45,936 $ 55,812 0.1% $ 55,868 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Senior Assessment Clerk $ 40,414 $ 49,670 $ 49,670 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,157 $ 63,713 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -35.2% -28.3% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Cadastral Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Senior Engineering Technician - PLS/PE $ 60,768 $ 100,188 1.9% $ 102,092 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of San Mateo GIS Technician III $ 89,584 $ 105,828 -17.5% $ 87,308 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Senior Cadastral Technician $ 59,384 $ 79,997 -2.0% $ 78,397 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Lead Computer Aided Drafting Operator 
Senior Cadastral Technician 
Cadastral Technician III 

$ 69,288 
$ 59,384 

$ 51,727 

$ 84,219 
$ 72,946 

$ 72,423 

-11.1% 

-0.7% 

$ 74,871 
$ 72,946 

$ 71,916 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

7 County of Alameda Mapping Technician III $ 66,495 $ 79,463 -11.4% $ 70,404 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

8 County of Santa Clara Senior Cadastral Mapping Technician $ 68,370 $ 82,609 -16.8% $ 68,731 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Kern Drafting Technician III $ 53,064 $ 64,776 1.2% $ 65,553 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of San Bernardino Cadastral Drafting Technician II $ 46,592 $ 63,960 1.9% $ 65,175 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Fresno Cadastral Technician III $ 48,516 $ 62,036 4.7% $ 64,952 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 79,730 $ 71,160 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.3% 2.4% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                  

                

                   
                  
                 

                 

                  

                 

                   

                 

             

             

            

 

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Cashier 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Cashier III $ 69,264 $ 84,216 -17.4% $ 69,562 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Senior Cashier $ 64,935 $ 78,969 -16.8% $ 65,702 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Cashiering Services Representative II, Sheriff 
Senior Cashier 
N/C 

$ 43,190 
$ 40,602 

$ 59,725 
$ 49,941 

-3.8% $ 57,456 
$ 49,941 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 78,969 $ 65,702 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -58.1% -31.6% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                 

                    
                 
            

             

            

            

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Civil Engineer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Ventura Staff Engineer $ 105,685 $ 147,959 -0.7% $ 146,923 unknown unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Supervising Civil Engineer $ 135,990 $ 165,381 -11.4% $ 146,527 6/13/2021 6/12/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Orange Senior Civil Engineer $ 107,619 $ 145,142 -2.0% $ 142,240 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Engineer $ 141,622 $ 172,198 -17.4% $ 142,236 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of Sacramento Senior Civil Engineer $ 125,718 $ 138,601 0.1% $ 138,740 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Los Angeles Civil Engineer $ 112,548 $ 143,659 -3.8% $ 138,200 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Riverside Senior Civil Engineer $ 91,080 $ 134,928 1.9% $ 137,492 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Santa Clara Senior Civil Engineer $ 134,549 $ 163,966 -16.8% $ 136,420 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

9 County of San Bernardino Supervising Engineer $ 95,222 $ 131,290 1.9% $ 133,784 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

10 County of San Mateo Senior Civil Engineer $ 129,582 $ 161,987 -17.5% $ 133,640 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 
11 County of San Diego Senior Civil Engineer $ 105,435 $ 129,605 $ 129,605 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
12 County of Fresno Senior Engineer $ 90,584 $ 110,110 4.7% $ 115,285 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Engineer III $ 82,704 $ 100,968 1.2% $ 102,180 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Contra Costa N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 144,401 $ 137,846 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -11.4% -6.4% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Clinical Psychologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Psychologist $ 146,777 $ 177,877 -16.8% $ 147,994 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Ventura Lead Psychologist $ 100,598 $ 130,778 -0.7% $ 129,862 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

3 County of Fresno Senior Licensed Psychologist $ 90,870 $ 109,304 4.7% $ 114,441 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo2 [Psychologist II/Supervising Psychologist] $ 109,416 $ 136,768 -17.5% $ 112,833 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Alameda1 [Clinical Psychologist/ Senior Clinical Psychologist] $ 105,454 $ 122,195 -11.4% $ 108,265 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

6 County of San Bernardino Clinical Therapist II - Psychologist $ 73,445 $ 106,101 1.9% $ 108,117 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

7 

8 
9 

County of Orange 

County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Clinical Psychologist II 

Senior Clinical Psychologist 
Senior Clinical Psychologist 

$ 80,538 
$ 94,162 

$ 61,154 

$ 108,493 
$ 104,998 

$ 90,585 

-2.0% 

1.9% 

$ 106,323 
$ 104,998 

$ 92,306 

7/2/2021 

6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

7/1/2022 

unknown 
5/1/2022 

3.50% 

unknown 
2.00% 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 115,749 

-10.2% 

$ 110,549 

-5.3% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                

                 

                  

                   

                  

                 

                  
                 

               

             

            

             

            

 

 

    
 

                        
         

                          
         

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Communicable Disease Investigator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Communicable Disease Investigator $ 81,128 $ 97,995 -16.8% $ 81,532 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Senior Communicable Diseases Investigator 
Senior Communicable Disease Investigator 
Senior Public Health Investigator 

$ 75,253 
$ 61,610 

$ 56,597 

$ 94,077 
$ 75,670 

$ 76,274 

-17.5% $ 77,613 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

-2.0% 

$ 75,670 

$ 74,748 

6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

unknown 
7/1/2022 

unknown 
3.50% 

5 County of Riverside Senior Communicable Disease Specialist $ 45,996 $ 71,772 1.9% $ 73,136 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Alameda1 [Public Health Investigator/ Senior Public Health Investigator] $ 63,710 $ 76,844 -11.4% $ 68,084 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Sacramento Senior Communicable Disease Investigator $ 55,436 $ 67,380 0.1% $ 67,447 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Communicable Disease Investigator II $ 47,736 $ 65,603 1.9% $ 66,850 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 76,274 

-0.8% 

$ 73,136 

3.3% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                

                
                
               

               

                  

               

                

               

             

            

            

             

            

 

    
 

                             
 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Construction Inspector 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Construction Inspector $ 114,790 $ 139,542 -17.4% $ 115,262 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Supervising Construction Inspector $ 66,206 $ 128,398 -11.4% $ 113,761 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Riverside Senior Construction Inspector $ 69,888 $ 109,248 1.9% $ 111,324 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Senior Construction Inspector $ 82,285 $ 105,034 -3.8% $ 101,043 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Senior Construction Inspector $ 99,283 $ 120,675 -16.8% $ 100,402 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Engineering Technician Supervisor - Construction $ 87,267 $ 106,073 -11.1% $ 94,299 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Sacramento Senior Construction Inspector $ 84,835 $ 93,522 0.1% $ 93,616 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Orange Senior Construction Inspector $ 69,826 $ 93,995 -2.0% $ 92,115 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Ventura Senior Public Works Inspector $ 65,098 $ 91,522 -0.7% $ 90,882 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 County of San Bernardino Supervising Building Construction Inspector $ 64,480 $ 88,608 1.9% $ 90,292 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Fresno Supervising Building Inspector $ 70,330 $ 85,488 4.7% $ 89,506 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

12 
13 
14 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Supervising Construction Project Inspector 
Senior Construction Inspector 
N/C 

$ 71,208 
$ 78,250 

$ 86,940 
$ 87,256 

1.2% $ 87,983 
$ 87,256 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 99,515 $ 93,957 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -14.0% -7.7% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                

               

                

                

                 

               

                

                

                  

               

                
                  
             

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Cook 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Chef/Production Manager $ 75,948 $ 92,352 -17.4% $ 76,283 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Senior Head Cook $ 51,938 $ 69,597 -2.0% $ 68,205 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Mateo2 [Cook II/Supervising Cook] $ 65,124 $ 72,799 -17.5% $ 60,059 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda First Cook $ 54,744 $ 64,911 -11.4% $ 57,511 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Santa Clara Cook II $ 55,821 $ 67,419 -16.8% $ 56,093 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Kern1 [Cook III/ Juvenile Corrections Senior Cook] $ 45,228 $ 55,224 1.2% $ 55,887 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Senior Cook $ 41,840 $ 56,289 -3.8% $ 54,150 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa Lead Cook $ 54,850 $ 60,472 -11.1% $ 53,759 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Riverside Senior Cook $ 33,480 $ 52,248 1.9% $ 53,241 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

10 
11 
12 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Senior Food Service Cook 
Senior Cook 
Cook III 

$ 42,407 
$ 39,312 

$ 33,072 

$ 51,574 
$ 48,298 

$ 45,448 

0.1% 

1.9% 

$ 51,626 
$ 48,298 

$ 46,311 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 60,472 

-25.2% 

$ 55,887 

-15.7% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                 

                  

                

                 

                    

                 

                 

                

                  
                 
                 

            

            

 

 

    
 

                          
          

                          
                     

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Kern: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at 
the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. Bottom of range is step 3 for both classes. 
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Senior Electronic Security & Systems Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Electronic Maintenance Technician Assistant Supervisor $ 119,604 $ 145,416 -17.4% $ 120,114 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Audio, Video, and Security Systems Technician $ 95,261 $ 95,261 -3.8% $ 91,641 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Senior Digital Systems Electronics Technician $ 72,990 $ 91,896 -0.7% $ 91,253 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Lead Electronic Systems Specialist 
Senior Electronic Security & Systems Technician 
N/C 

$ 81,021 
$ 67,933 

$ 98,481 
$ 83,429 

-11.1% $ 87,550 
$ 83,429 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 96,871 $ 91,447 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.1% -9.6% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Emergency Services Coordinator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo2 [District Coordinator Sheriff's Office of Emergency Services/Director of Emergency Preparedness] $ 120,627 $ 150,828 -17.5% $ 124,433 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Senior Emergency Planning Coordinator $ 110,639 $ 134,499 -16.8% $ 111,903 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Emergency Services Coordinator III $ 108,836 $ 132,288 -17.4% $ 109,270 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Contra Costa1 [Senior Emergency Planning Coordinator/Emergency Services Manager] $ 91,204 $ 117,018 -11.1% $ 104,029 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

5 
6 

County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Senior Emergency Services Coordinator 
Senior Emergency Medical Services Specialist 

$ 74,672 

$ 63,502 

$ 101,130 

$ 91,707 1.9% 

$ 101,130 

$ 93,450 

6/18/2021 
3/13/2021 

unknown 
3/26/2022 

7 County of Riverside Senior Emergency Medical Services Specialist $ 61,500 $ 91,032 1.9% $ 92,762 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Alameda Senior Emergency Services Coordinator $ 80,579 $ 97,968 -11.4% $ 86,800 11/1/2020 10/31/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Kern Senior Emergency Medical Services Coordinator $ 64,776 $ 79,080 1.2% $ 80,029 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 107,493 

-6.3% 

$ 98,739 

2.4% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                         

                   

                     

                     
                   
                    

                   

                  

                   

            

             

            

            

            

    
 

                                    
  
                                     

 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of 
the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the 
matches. 
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Senior Epidemiologist 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Classification Title 

Senior Epidemiologist 
Senior Epidemiologist 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 93,246 
$ 108,405 

Top Annual 

$ 114,504 
$ 131,175 

Geographic 
Differential 

-16.8% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 114,504 
$ 109,138 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
6/13/2022 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

3.00% 

3 County of Orange Senior Epidemiologist $ 78,374 $ 105,622 -2.0% $ 103,510 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Alameda Epidemiologist III $ 95,992 $ 116,688 -11.4% $ 103,386 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of San Mateo1 [Epidemiologist II/Supervising Epidemiologist] $ 97,186 $ 121,490 -17.5% $ 100,230 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Fresno Senior Epidemiologist $ 78,338 $ 95,212 4.7% $ 99,687 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa Public Health Epidemiologist and Biostatistician $ 91,333 $ 111,016 -11.1% $ 98,693 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern Senior Public Health Epidemiologist $ 73,008 $ 89,124 1.2% $ 90,193 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 111,016 

3.0% 

$ 100,230 

12.5% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 
                 

               

               

                 

               

                   

                 

               

             

            

            

             

            

 

 

    
 

                            
           

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Forensic Evidence Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Latent Fingerprint Examiner III $ 103,653 $ 125,409 -16.8% $ 104,341 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Orange Senior Forensic Specialist $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Lead Crime Scene Specialist $ 64,480 $ 88,608 1.9% $ 90,292 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Senior Forensic Evidence Technician $ 70,366 $ 86,507 $ 86,507 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Riverside Senior Forensic Services Specialist $ 46,188 $ 72,180 1.9% $ 73,551 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 95,711 $ 95,525 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.6% -10.4% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Geographic Information Systems Analyst 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Analyst $ 141,833 $ 172,401 -16.8% $ 143,437 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Orange GIS Supervisor $ 91,541 $ 123,282 -2.0% $ 120,816 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Senior Geographic Information Systems Analyst $ 93,550 $ 119,403 -3.8% $ 114,866 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Geographic Information Systems Analyst III 
Senior Geographic Information Systems Analyst 
Senior GIS Specialist 

$ 89,554 
$ 77,251 

$ 49,776 

$ 114,276 
$ 94,994 

$ 77,736 

0.1% 

1.9% 

$ 114,390 
$ 94,994 

$ 79,213 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

Median of Comparators $ 119,403 $ 114,866 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -25.7% -20.9% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                     

                

                    

                   
                    
                 

               

            

             

            

            

             

             

            

 

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Health Information Management Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Contra Costa1 [Medical Records Technician/Registered Health Information Technologist] $ 55,106 $ 68,492 -11.1% $ 60,890 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Records Technician IV 
Senior Health Information Management Technician 
N/C 

$ 39,741 
$ 43,077 

$ 55,637 -0.7% $ 55,247 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 
unknown $ 52,978 $ 52,978 6/18/2021 unknown 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 62,064 

-17.2% 

$ 58,068 

-9.6% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

              
                 
               

            

            

            

             

            

            

            

             

             

             

 

    
 

                               
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Health Physicist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Head Radiation Control $ 119,988 $ 161,700 -3.8% $ 155,555 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Senior Health Physicist $ 96,824 $ 118,934 $ 118,934 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 161,700 $ 155,555 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -36.0% -30.8% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior HHSA Contract Auditor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco1 [Auditor II/ Auditor III] $ 112,728 $ 137,016 -17.4% $ 113,175 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Senior Contract Program Auditor $ 77,748 $ 104,772 -3.8% $ 100,791 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Sacramento Senior Auditor $ 79,114 $ 96,152 0.1% $ 96,248 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Senior HHSA Contract Auditor $ 78,229 $ 96,179 $ 96,179 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Fresno Financial Analyst III $ 62,478 $ 75,920 4.7% $ 79,488 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 100,462 $ 98,519 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.5% -2.4% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - City and County of San Francisco: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and 
lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Histology Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Histologic Technician $ 91,720 $ 129,172 -16.8% $ 107,471 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Tissue Analysis Technician II $ 56,992 $ 76,804 -3.8% $ 73,886 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Senior Histology Technician $ 56,389 $ 69,326 $ 69,326 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 102,988 $ 90,679 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -48.6% -30.8% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Hydrogeologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Senior Hydrogeologist $ 92,976 $ 114,317 $ 114,317 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Fresno Senior Geologist $ 82,888 $ 100,750 4.7% $ 105,485 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Kern Engineer III $ 82,704 $ 100,968 1.2% $ 102,180 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 100,859 $ 103,832 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 11.8% 9.2% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Senior Insect Detection Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Integrated Pest Management Specialist $ 88,140 $ 107,146 -17.4% $ 88,503 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Pest Detection Supervisor 
Senior Insect Detection Specialist 
N/C 

$ 62,212 
$ 47,133 

$ 77,790 
$ 57,886 

-17.5% $ 64,177 
$ 57,886 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

Median of Comparators $ 92,468 $ 76,340 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -59.7% -31.9% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
  

 
                     

                 
                
            

             

            

            

             

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

    N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Senior Laboratory Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Medical Laboratory Assistant III $ 64,305 $ 77,671 -16.8% $ 64,623 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo1 [Laboratory Assistant II/Laboratory Support Services Supervisor] $ 60,849 $ 76,054 -17.5% $ 62,744 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Senior Laboratory Assistant $ 42,016 $ 56,410 -2.0% $ 55,281 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Senior Laboratory Assistant 
Senior Laboratory Assistant 
Senior Laboratory Assistant 

$ 34,200 
$ 41,309 

$ 38,056 

$ 53,388 
$ 50,710 

$ 51,129 

1.9% 

-3.8% 

$ 54,402 
$ 50,710 

$ 49,186 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 56,410 

-11.2% 

$ 55,281 

-9.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

                  

              

              
               
               

               

            

             

            

            

            

             

            

 

 

   
 

              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Land Surveyor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Chief Surveyor $ 129,636 $ 169,780 -17.4% $ 140,238 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Sacramento Senior Land Surveyor $ 124,466 $ 137,223 0.1% $ 137,360 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Riverside Senior Land Surveyor $ 88,152 $ 130,596 1.9% $ 133,077 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

County Surveyor, Supervisor Surveying And Mapping 
Senior Land Surveyor 
Senior Land Surveyor 

$ 131,146 
$ 105,435 

$ 92,248 

$ 159,438 
$ 129,605 

$ 124,301 

-16.8% 

-2.0% 

$ 132,653 
$ 129,605 

$ 121,815 

6/28/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

6/27/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

3.50% 

7 County of Ventura Surveyor IV $ 81,564 $ 122,219 -0.7% $ 121,364 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Alameda1 [Land Surveyor/ Senior Land Surveyor] $ 115,534 $ 135,106 -11.4% $ 119,704 6/13/2021 6/12/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Contra Costa2 [Engineering Technician Supervisor - Land Surveyor/Senior Land Surveyor] $ 102,614 $ 118,062 -11.1% $ 104,958 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Engineer III $ 82,704 $ 100,968 1.2% $ 102,180 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno Field Survey Supervisor $ 62,868 $ 76,414 4.7% $ 80,005 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 127,448 

1.7% 

$ 121,589 

6.2% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                

              

              

                  
               
              

             

                

                    

             

              

             

             

             

    
 

                              
    

                               
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Latent Print Examiner 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa 

Classification Title 

Senior Latent Print Examiner 
Supervising Fingerprint Examiner 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 97,323 
$ 96,875 

Top Annual 

$ 119,538 
$ 120,696 

Geographic 
Differential 

-11.1% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 119,538 
$ 107,299 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
7/1/2022 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 
unknown 

5.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Latent Fingerprint Examiner III $ 103,653 $ 125,409 -16.8% $ 104,341 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Alameda1 [Latent Fingerprint Examiner/ Identification Supervisor] $ 74,737 $ 90,085 -11.4% $ 79,815 11/1/2020 10/31/2021 2.00% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

       
     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 120,696 

-1.0% 

$ 104,341 

12.7% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Laundry Worker 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Alameda1 

County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

[Laundry Service Worker/ Laundry Supervisor, Santa Rita Jail] 
Senior Laundry Worker 
Senior Laundry Worker 

$ 49,013 
$ 38,771 

$ 29,652 

$ 58,568 -11.4% $ 51,891 
$ 47,632 

$ 47,176 

6/27/2021 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

6/26/2022 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

3.25% 
unknown 

2.00% 

$ 47,632 

$ 46,296 1.9% 

4 County of Fresno Laundry Supervisor - Branch Jail $ 33,904 $ 43,394 4.7% $ 45,434 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Laundry Assistant Supervisor $ 31,985 $ 43,003 -0.7% $ 42,702 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Los Angeles Senior Laundry Worker $ 32,263 $ 43,295 -3.8% $ 41,650 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                             
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 43,394 

8.9% 

$ 45,434 

4.6% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Senior Litigation Investigator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Senior Claims Investigator, City Attorneys Office 
Senior Litigation Investigator 
N/C 

$ 118,716 
$ 87,568 

$ 144,352 
$ 107,640 

-17.4% $ 119,235 
$ 107,640 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

1/8/2022 
unknown 

.50% 
unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 144,352 $ 119,235 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -34.1% -10.8% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Mail Carrier 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo Lead Mail Services Driver $ 54,953 $ 68,680 -17.5% $ 56,661 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Bernardino Mail Services Supervisor $ 37,440 $ 51,376 1.9% $ 52,352 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Riverside Supervising Mail Clerk $ 32,491 $ 47,981 1.9% $ 48,893 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
4 County of San Diego Senior Mail Carrier $ 39,146 $ 48,090 $ 48,090 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 51,376 $ 52,352 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -6.8% -8.9% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Medical Transcriber 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Medical Transcriber Typist $ 69,992 $ 84,994 -17.4% $ 70,205 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
2 County of San Diego Senior Medical Transcriber $ 45,448 $ 55,869 $ 55,869 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Ventura Information Processing Operator IV $ 38,031 $ 53,219 -0.7% $ 52,847 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 69,107 $ 61,526 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -23.7% -10.1% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Meteorologist 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Classification Title 

Senior Meteorologist 
Senior Meteorologist 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 93,080 
$ 87,108 

Top Annual 

$ 114,442 
$ 117,060 

Geographic 
Differential 

-2.8% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 114,442 
$ 113,782 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2020 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

3 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District N/C 

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District N/C 

5 County of Orange N/C 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 117,060 $ 113,782 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -2.3% 0.6% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Senior Occupational/Physical Therapist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco1 [Senior Physical Therapist/ Senior Occupational Therapist] $ 112,008 $ 157,612 -17.4% $ 130,187 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Bernardino Lead Occupational Therapist/Lead Physical Therapist $ 76,586 $ 110,760 1.9% $ 112,864 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Ventura5 [Senior Occupational Therapist/ Senior Physical Therapist] $ 76,190 $ 112,216 -0.7% $ 111,430 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Fresno3 [Occupational Therapist III / Physical Therapist III] $ 81,224 $ 103,896 4.7% $ 108,779 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Senior Therapist $ 88,782 $ 107,908 0.1% $ 108,016 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Kern Senior Occupational/Physical Therapist $ 85,644 $ 104,556 1.2% $ 105,811 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Mateo4 [Physical Therapist II - CCS/Supervising Therapist] $ 100,441 $ 125,557 -17.5% $ 103,584 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda Senior Therapist $ 94,205 $ 114,465 -11.4% $ 101,416 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Contra Costa2 

County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

[Physical Therapist II/Supervising Pediatric Therapist] 
Senior Occupational/Physical Therapist 
N/C 

$ 93,597 
$ 82,098 

$ 113,768 
$ 100,922 

-11.1% $ 101,140 
$ 100,922 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 112,216 

-11.2% 

$ 108,016 

-7.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                    

                

                

                 

            

             

                 

            

               
               
            

           

           

             

    
 

                               
 

                             
     

                              
  

                             
     

                              
    

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - City and County of San Francisco: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is the same for both matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
3 - County of Fresno: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the same for both matches. 
4 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
5 - County of Ventura: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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Senior Office Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda Supervising Clerk I $ 67,454 $ 81,827 -11.4% $ 72,499 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Senior Clerk $ 57,538 $ 81,744 -17.4% $ 67,521 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Ventura Clerical Supervisor I $ 41,469 $ 58,023 -0.7% $ 57,617 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Santa Clara Senior Office Specialist $ 57,034 $ 68,856 -16.8% $ 57,288 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Fresno Supervising Office Assistant $ 42,146 $ 53,924 4.7% $ 56,458 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa1 [Clerk - Experienced Level/Clerical Supervisor] $ 49,494 $ 62,465 -11.1% $ 55,531 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Supervising Office Assistant $ 38,584 $ 53,082 1.9% $ 54,090 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Riverside Supervising Office Assistant I $ 33,069 $ 52,944 1.9% $ 53,950 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Senior Office Assistant 
Senior Office Assistant 
Senior Office Services Specialist 

$ 41,134 
$ 39,582 

$ 36,684 

$ 50,008 
$ 48,651 

$ 44,784 

0.1% 

1.2% 

$ 50,058 
$ 48,651 

$ 45,321 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    
 

                            
           

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 55,973 

-15.1% 

$ 55,995 

-15.1% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Park Ranger 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Senior Park Ranger $ 89,103 $ 107,831 -16.8% $ 89,716 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo2 [Park Ranger II/Park Ranger III] $ 75,856 $ 94,846 -17.5% $ 78,248 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco1 [Park Ranger/ Head Park Ranger] $ 76,079 $ 92,480 -17.4% $ 76,388 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of San Bernardino Park Ranger III $ 46,904 $ 64,501 1.9% $ 65,726 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Riverside Senior Park Ranger - Parks $ 43,224 $ 63,744 1.9% $ 64,955 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
6 County of San Diego Senior Park Ranger $ 50,918 $ 62,608 $ 62,608 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Ventura Park Services Ranger II $ 42,981 $ 60,201 -0.7% $ 59,779 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern Senior Park Ranger $ 45,912 $ 56,052 1.2% $ 56,725 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 64,501 $ 65,726 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -3.0% -5.0% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - City and County of San Francisco: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and 
lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Senior Payroll Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Payroll And Personnel Clerk $ 77,870 $ 94,640 -17.4% $ 78,173 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Supervising Payroll Clerk II $ 52,405 $ 72,571 -3.8% $ 69,813 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Senior Payroll Clerk $ 41,330 $ 50,731 $ 50,731 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 83,605 $ 73,993 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -64.8% -45.9% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Precinct Planning Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Elections Services Specialist $ 57,122 $ 69,432 -11.1% $ 61,725 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Senior Precinct Planning Technician $ 48,381 $ 59,405 $ 59,405 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 69,432 $ 61,725 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.9% -3.9% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Procurement Contracting Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Supervising Purchaser $ 130,312 $ 170,352 -17.4% $ 140,711 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Contract Services Manager I 
Senior Procurement Contracting Officer 
Procurement Contracts Specialist 

$ 108,305 
$ 93,808 

$ 109,978 

$ 119,392 
$ 115,357 

$ 133,731 

0.1% 

-16.8% 

$ 119,511 
$ 115,357 

$ 111,265 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
6/28/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
6/27/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

5 County of Riverside Senior Procurement Contract Specialist $ 62,479 $ 102,875 1.9% $ 104,830 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Orange Supervising Procurement Contract Specialist $ 78,374 $ 105,622 -2.0% $ 103,510 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Contra Costa1 [Senior Buyer/Procurement Services Manager] $ 92,936 $ 112,964 -11.1% $ 100,425 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of San Bernardino Supervising Buyer $ 67,579 $ 93,122 1.9% $ 94,891 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Alameda Procurement and Contracts Supervisor $ 86,382 $ 105,019 -11.4% $ 93,047 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    
 

                            
           

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 109,293 

5.3% 

$ 104,170 

9.7% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Protective Services Worker 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda1 [Child Welfare Worker II/ Child Welfare Supervisor] $ 92,414 $ 108,932 -11.4% $ 96,513 9/6/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo Children's Services Social Worker III $ 92,350 $ 115,459 -17.5% $ 95,253 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Lead Social Service Practitioner $ 63,461 $ 89,419 1.9% $ 91,118 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa Social Worker III $ 83,461 $ 101,448 -11.1% $ 90,187 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura HS Child Welfare Social Worker IV $ 55,143 $ 87,933 -0.7% $ 87,318 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 

7 
8 

County of Riverside 

County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Social Services Practitioner III 

Senior Protective Services Worker 
Social Worker III 

$ 53,476 
$ 65,603 

$ 50,570 

$ 83,439 
$ 80,662 

$ 64,714 

1.9% 

4.7% 

$ 85,024 
$ 80,662 

$ 67,756 

5/1/2021 

6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

unknown 
unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                        
         

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 89,419 

-10.9% 

$ 90,187 

-11.8% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Public Health Microbiologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Senior Public Health Microbiologist $ 117,765 $ 165,926 -16.8% $ 138,050 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Microbiologist II $ 122,330 $ 148,668 -17.4% $ 122,800 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Public Health Microbiologist II $ 82,080 $ 110,616 -3.8% $ 106,413 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo1 [Public Health Microbiologist II/Supervising Public Health Microbiologist] $ 99,526 $ 124,413 -17.5% $ 102,641 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa Senior Public Health Microbiologist $ 89,324 $ 108,574 -11.1% $ 96,522 7/1/2021 unknown Unknown 

6 County of Ventura Microbiologist III $ 67,988 $ 95,355 -0.7% $ 94,687 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
unknown 

3.00% 

7 
8 

County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Senior Public Health Microbiologist 
Public Health Microbiologist III 

$ 84,614 

$ 63,502 

$ 94,349 

$ 91,707 1.9% 

$ 94,349 

$ 93,450 

6/18/2021 
3/13/2021 

unknown 
3/26/2022 

9 County of Sacramento Senior Public Health Microbiologist $ 75,043 $ 91,225 0.1% $ 91,316 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda Senior Microbiologist $ 83,696 $ 100,447 -11.4% $ 88,996 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                               
    

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 108,574 

-15.1% 

$ 96,522 

-2.3% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Public Health Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Public Health Nurse III $ 138,324 $ 167,656 -16.8% $ 139,490 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo1 [Public Health Nurse/Senior Public Health Nurse] $ 126,462 $ 153,771 -17.5% $ 126,861 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Registered Nurse III (PHN Designation) $ 115,670 $ 142,407 -11.4% $ 126,173 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of Sacramento Senior Public Health Nurse $ 92,164 $ 112,042 0.1% $ 112,154 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Registered Nurse III $ 82,380 $ 106,776 1.9% $ 108,805 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Orange Senior Public Health Nurse $ 82,181 $ 110,490 -2.0% $ 108,280 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 
8 
9 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Senior Registered Nurse - Public Health 
Senior Public Health Nurse 
N/C 

$ 90,678 
$ 81,058 

$ 108,405 
$ 99,674 

-0.7% $ 107,647 
$ 99,674 

4/4/2021 
6/18/2021 

4/17/2022 
unknown 

3.25% 
unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Fresno N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                            
                       

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 112,042 

-12.4% 

$ 112,154 

-12.5% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. Bottom of range is step 2 for PHN, step 1 for Senior. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Real Property Agent 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Real Property Officer $ 124,878 $ 151,762 -17.4% $ 125,355 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Senior Real Estate Agent $ 116,624 $ 141,762 -16.8% $ 117,946 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Senior Real Property Agent $ 82,181 $ 110,490 -2.0% $ 108,280 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Los Angeles Senior Real Property Agent $ 86,020 $ 109,808 -3.8% $ 105,635 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa Senior Real Property Agent $ 87,386 $ 108,874 -11.1% $ 96,789 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Senior Real Property Agent $ 63,144 $ 93,468 1.9% $ 95,244 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of San Bernardino Real Property Agent III $ 67,579 $ 93,122 1.9% $ 94,891 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
8 County of San Diego Senior Real Property Agent $ 84,656 $ 94,328 $ 94,328 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Ventura Senior Real Property Agent $ 69,896 $ 93,446 -0.7% $ 92,792 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Kern Real Property Agent III $ 56,892 $ 69,456 1.2% $ 70,289 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 108,874 $ 96,789 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -15.4% -2.6% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Revenue & Recovery Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Collection Supervisor $ 82,810 $ 100,646 -17.4% $ 83,134 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Alameda Collection Supervisor I $ 76,918 $ 93,475 -11.4% $ 82,819 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo1 [Lead Revenue Collector/Revenue Collection Supervisor] $ 77,728 $ 97,134 -17.5% $ 80,136 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Collection Services Supervisor $ 60,531 $ 73,581 0.1% $ 73,655 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa Collection Enforcement Supervisor I $ 68,064 $ 82,732 -11.1% $ 73,549 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Senior Revenue Collections Officer $ 72,238 $ 87,360 -16.8% $ 72,684 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

7 
8 
9 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Supervising Collections Officer 
Senior Revenue & Recovery Officer 
Supervising Delinquent Accounts Investigator 

$ 50,440 
$ 56,410 

$ 49,887 

$ 69,389 
$ 69,368 

$ 67,225 

1.9% 

-3.8% 

$ 70,707 
$ 69,368 

$ 64,671 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

10 County of Fresno Collections Supervisor $ 47,710 $ 57,980 4.7% $ 60,705 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                             
     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 82,732 

-19.3% 

$ 73,549 

-6.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Storekeeper 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Materials Supply Specialist $ 76,685 $ 93,186 -16.8% $ 77,531 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Contra Costa Supply and Distribution Supervisor $ 67,527 $ 82,079 -11.1% $ 72,968 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Mateo Storekeeping Supervisor $ 64,271 $ 80,370 -17.5% $ 66,305 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Senior Storekeeper $ 49,650 $ 66,518 -2.0% $ 65,188 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 City and County of San Francisco Senior Storekeeper $ 64,662 $ 78,650 -17.4% $ 64,965 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

6 County of Los Angeles Warehouse Worker III $ 47,724 $ 64,308 -3.8% $ 61,864 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura Warehouse Supervisor $ 43,975 $ 61,570 -0.7% $ 61,139 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 
9 

10 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Storekeeper II 
Senior Storekeeper 
Storekeeper I 

$ 49,193 
$ 45,802 
$ 51,623 

$ 59,800 
$ 56,306 
$ 61,770 

0.1% 

-11.4% 

$ 59,860 
$ 56,306 
$ 54,728 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
6/27/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
6/26/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.25% 

11 County of Fresno Supervising Stock Clerk $ 39,260 $ 50,232 4.7% $ 52,593 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Stores Supervisor I $ 34,133 $ 46,966 1.9% $ 47,859 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Kern Storekeeper II $ 34,212 $ 41,760 1.2% $ 42,261 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 63,039 $ 61,502 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.0% -9.2% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Structural Engineer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Structural Engineer $ 180,804 $ 219,726 -17.4% $ 181,494 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Senior Structural Engineer $ 132,440 $ 169,062 -3.8% $ 162,637 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Senior Civil Engineer $ 107,619 $ 145,142 -2.0% $ 142,240 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Sacramento Senior Civil Engineer $ 125,718 $ 138,601 0.1% $ 138,740 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Senior Plan Check Engineer $ 98,614 $ 138,059 -0.7% $ 137,093 unknown unknown unknown 

6 County of Santa Clara Senior Plan Check Engineer $ 114,887 $ 163,966 -16.8% $ 136,420 10/21/2020 10/20/2021 3.00% 
7 County of San Diego Senior Structural Engineer $ 110,386 $ 135,720 $ 135,720 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of San Bernardino Supervising Engineer $ 95,222 $ 131,290 1.9% $ 133,784 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Contra Costa Principal Structural Engineer $ 113,449 $ 137,898 -11.1% $ 122,591 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno1 [Building Plans Engineer / Supervising Engineer] $ 90,935 $ 110,526 4.7% $ 115,721 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                           
           

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 138,601 

-2.1% 

$ 137,093 

-1.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Fresno: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Tax Payment Enforcement Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Investigator, Tax Collector $ 96,512 $ 117,364 -17.4% $ 96,943 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Revenue Collection Supervisor $ 84,093 $ 105,080 -17.5% $ 86,691 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Collection Supervisor I $ 76,918 $ 93,475 -11.4% $ 82,819 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Senior Tax Payment Enforcement Officer $ 64,438 $ 79,165 $ 79,165 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Riverside Senior Tax Enforcement Investigator $ 51,912 $ 76,824 1.9% $ 78,284 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Sacramento Collection Services Supervisor $ 60,531 $ 73,581 0.1% $ 73,655 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa Tax Compliance Officer - Advanced $ 58,892 $ 71,583 -11.1% $ 63,637 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 85,150 $ 80,551 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.6% -1.8% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Tax Payment Processor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Senior Tax Payment Processor $ 43,722 $ 53,747 $ 53,747 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Kern Fiscal Support Specialist $ 39,144 $ 47,784 1.2% $ 48,357 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 47,784 $ 48,357 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 11.1% 10.0% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Senior Cash Management Specialist $ 65,144 $ 81,430 -17.5% $ 67,180 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Treasurer-Tax Collector's Specialist III $ 60,039 $ 71,052 -11.4% $ 62,952 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Los Angeles Tax Services Specialist $ 44,799 $ 61,981 -3.8% $ 59,626 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Account Clerk - Advanced Level 
Senior Treasurer Tax Collector Specialist 
N/C 

$ 49,796 
$ 43,472 

$ 63,592 
$ 53,456 

-11.1% $ 56,533 
$ 53,456 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 67,322 $ 61,289 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -25.9% -14.7% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Senior Vector Control Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Vector Control Technician III $ 75,504 $ 91,266 -16.8% $ 75,934 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Alameda Senior Vector Control Officer $ 70,506 $ 84,036 -11.4% $ 74,455 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 
3 County of San Diego Senior Vector Control Technician $ 55,266 $ 67,954 $ 67,954 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Bernardino Vector Control Technician II $ 46,904 $ 64,501 1.9% $ 65,726 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Riverside Environmental Health Technician II $ 38,982 $ 60,876 1.9% $ 62,032 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 74,268 $ 70,091 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.3% -3.1% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Senior Vector Ecologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Senior Vector Ecologist $ 81,682 $ 100,298 $ 100,298 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Santa Clara Vector Control Ecologist $ 92,991 $ 112,522 -16.8% $ 93,618 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Senior Vector Control Biologist $ 82,446 $ 100,250 -11.4% $ 88,821 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 106,386 $ 91,220 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -6.1% 9.1% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Senior Veteran Services Representative 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco1 [Veterans Claims Representative/ Veterans Claims Representative Supervisor] $ 92,832 $ 112,854 -17.4% $ 93,217 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa2 [Veterans Service Representative II/Veterans' Services Manager] $ 75,559 $ 91,842 -11.1% $ 81,648 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Senior Veteran Services Representative 
Senior Veteran Services Representative 
Veterans Claims Assistant III 

$ 54,696 
$ 60,133 

$ 55,057 

$ 73,296 
$ 73,861 

$ 74,197 

1.9% 

-3.8% 

$ 74,689 
$ 73,861 

$ 71,378 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

6 County of Sacramento Senior Veterans Claims Representative $ 52,597 $ 63,935 0.1% $ 63,999 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Kern Veterans Service Representative II $ 45,456 $ 55,500 1.2% $ 56,166 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
 

        

     

 
   

 
                            

     
                         

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 73,747 

0.2% 

$ 73,033 

1.1% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - City and County of San Francisco: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sewing Room Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Head Sewing Worker $ 40,448 $ 54,382 -3.8% $ 52,315 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Sewing Room Supervisor $ 34,403 $ 38,397 $ 38,397 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 54,382 $ 52,315 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -41.6% -36.2% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Commissary Stores Supervisor 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Classification Title 

Sheriff s Commissary Stores Supervisor 
N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 50,565 

Top Annual 

$ 62,130 

Geographic 
Differential 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 62,130 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

      

 
   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

    

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below N/A N/A 

Number of Matches 0 0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Communications Dispatcher 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Communications Dispatcher II $ 67,990 $ 82,602 -17.4% $ 68,229 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo 911 Communications Calltaker $ 60,652 $ 75,794 -17.5% $ 62,530 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Communication Dispatcher I $ 40,082 $ 55,016 1.9% $ 56,061 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Dispatcher II $ 40,350 $ 54,249 -3.8% $ 52,187 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Kern Sheriff's Dispatcher I $ 42,180 $ 51,492 1.2% $ 52,110 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Sheriff s Communications Dispatcher $ 40,914 $ 50,232 $ 50,232 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 55,016 $ 56,061 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.5% -11.6% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Sheriff's Detentions Licensed Vocational Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo1 Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 71,114 $ 84,093 -17.5% $ 69,377 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Contra Costa Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 57,999 $ 74,067 -11.1% $ 65,845 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Sacramento Licensed Vocational Nurse D/CF $ 50,718 $ 61,638 0.1% $ 61,700 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Sheriff's Detentions Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 49,234 $ 60,507 $ 60,507 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of San Bernardino Licensed Vocational Nurse II - Corrections $ 41,454 $ 57,075 1.9% $ 58,160 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Fresno Licensed Vocational Nurse II $ 42,822 $ 54,756 4.7% $ 57,330 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Riverside Licensed Vocational Nurse - Adult Detention $ 36,465 $ 53,882 1.9% $ 54,906 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Orange Licensed Vocational Nurse $ 41,080 $ 54,974 -2.0% $ 53,875 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

9 County of Kern Correctional Vocational Nurse II $ 42,180 $ 51,492 1.2% $ 52,110 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

            

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 56,025 

7.4% 

$ 57,745 

4.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Detentions Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Contra Costa Registered Nurse $ 124,777 $ 155,829 -11.1% $ 138,532 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Los Angeles Registered Nurse II, Sheriff $ 85,408 $ 127,845 -3.8% $ 122,987 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Mateo1 Correctional Health Nurse $ 123,737 $ 146,242 -17.5% $ 120,650 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Institutional Nurse $ 81,677 $ 113,970 1.9% $ 116,135 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
5 County of San Diego Sheriff s Detentions Nurse $ 83,616 $ 113,360 $ 113,360 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Bernardino Correctional Nurse II $ 80,766 $ 109,928 1.9% $ 112,017 8/15/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Sacramento Registered Nurse D/CF II $ 80,659 $ 98,052 0.1% $ 98,150 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern Correctional Staff Nurse II $ 78,684 $ 96,060 1.2% $ 97,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Orange Staff Nurse $ 62,712 $ 84,469 -2.0% $ 82,779 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 111,949 $ 114,076 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.2% -0.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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July 2021 

Sheriff's Detentions Supervising Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Supervising Institutional Nurse $ 96,579 $ 135,870 1.9% $ 138,452 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Supervising Staff Nurses I, Sheriff 
Sheriff s Detentions Supervising Nurse 
Supervising Correctional Nurse I 

$ 96,127 
$ 108,909 
$ 89,710 

$ 143,891 
$ 133,786 
$ 123,510 

-3.8% 

1.9% 

$ 138,423 
$ 133,786 
$ 125,857 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Supervising Registered Nurse D/CF $ 90,348 $ 109,787 0.1% $ 109,897 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 129,690 $ 132,140 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 3.1% 1.2% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Sheriff's Detentions, Chief Mental Health Clinician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Behavioral Health Services Supervisor - Detention 
Sheriff's Detentions, Chief Mental Health Clinician 
N/C 

$ 73,631 
$ 86,216 

$ 106,214 
$ 105,997 

1.9% $ 108,232 
$ 105,997 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 

2.00% 
unknown 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 106,214 $ 108,232 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -0.2% -2.1% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Detentions, Mental Health Clinician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 
2 
3 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Clinical Psychologist II 
Sheriff s Detentions, Mental Health Clinician 
Mental Health Clinician II 

$ 88,248 
$ 80,600 

$ 98,758 

$ 107,724 
$ 99,008 

$ 98,758 

1.2% 

-3.8% 

$ 109,017 
$ 99,008 

$ 95,005 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

4 County of Riverside Clinical Therapist II – Detention $ 58,002 $ 92,993 1.9% $ 94,760 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Alameda Behavioral Health Clinician II $ 88,729 $ 102,259 -11.4% $ 90,602 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

6 County of Orange Behavioral Health Clinician II $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual      

  
 

   
 

  
 

  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 98,758 $ 94,760 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.3% 4.3% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Detentions, Processing Assistant Manager 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Classification Title 

Sheriff's Detentions, Processing Assistant Manager 
N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 68,952 

Top Annual Geographic 
Differential 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 84,698 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
$ 84,698 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

      

 
   

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

    

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below N/A N/A 

Number of Matches 0 0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Communications Dispatcher III $ 99,461 $ 120,338 -16.8% $ 100,122 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Public Safety Communications Dispatcher $ 95,992 $ 116,688 -17.4% $ 96,384 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Ventura Sheriff's Technical Communications Specialist II $ 63,974 $ 89,563 -0.7% $ 88,936 8/9/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Sheriff's Communication Dispatcher II $ 72,391 $ 87,988 0.1% $ 88,076 6/20/2021 1/2/2022 1.00% 

5 County of Riverside Sheriff's 911 Communications Officer II B $ 52,146 $ 85,940 1.9% $ 87,573 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of San Mateo Communications Dispatcher II $ 83,760 $ 104,768 -17.5% $ 86,433 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Orange Radio Dispatcher $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Alameda Emergency Services Dispatcher II $ 79,955 $ 96,170 -11.4% $ 85,206 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

Sheriff's Dispatcher II 
Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher 
Public Response Dispatcher II 

$ 78,922 
$ 56,784 

$ 57,133 

$ 93,646 
$ 76,960 

$ 76,993 

-11.1% 

-3.8% 

$ 83,252 
$ 76,960 

$ 74,067 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
unknown 

5.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Communication Dispatcher II $ 52,666 $ 72,301 1.9% $ 73,675 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

13 County of Fresno Communications Dispatcher II $ 47,606 $ 60,918 4.7% $ 63,781 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Sheriff's Dispatcher II $ 46,608 $ 56,892 1.2% $ 57,575 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

       

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 87,988 $ 85,633 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -14.3% -11.3% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher Trainee 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Ventura Sheriff's Technical Communications Specialist I $ 61,040 $ 85,456 -0.7% $ 84,858 8/9/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Sacramento Sheriff's Communication Dispatcher I $ 65,814 $ 79,991 0.1% $ 80,071 6/20/2021 1/2/2022 1.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Communications Dispatcher I $ 79,088 $ 95,634 -16.8% $ 79,568 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Alameda Emergency Services Dispatcher I $ 67,069 $ 80,234 -11.4% $ 71,088 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Orange Radio Dispatcher Trainee $ 53,622 $ 72,280 -2.0% $ 70,834 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Contra Costa Sheriff's Dispatcher I $ 72,051 $ 79,436 -11.1% $ 70,619 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

7 County of San Mateo1 Communications Dispatcher I $ 75,794 $ 84,717 -17.5% $ 69,891 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Sheriff's 911 Communications Officer I $ 40,909 $ 67,399 1.9% $ 68,679 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Los Angeles Public Response Dispatcher I $ 48,556 $ 65,431 -3.8% $ 62,944 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno Communications Dispatcher I $ 44,148 $ 56,472 4.7% $ 59,126 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

11 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Communication Dispatcher II Trainee $ 41,454 $ 55,640 1.9% $ 56,697 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

12 
13 
14 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Sheriff's Dispatch Assistant 
Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher Trainee 
N/C 

$ 40,128 
$ 47,112 

$ 48,984 1.2% $ 49,572 
$ 47,112 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown $ 47,112 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

            

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 75,858 

-61.0% 

$ 70,255 

-49.1% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Fingerprint Examiner 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Fingerprint Examiner II $ 58,320 $ 91,164 1.9% $ 92,896 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Santa Clara Latent Fingerprint Examiner II $ 92,115 $ 111,457 -16.8% $ 92,732 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Contra Costa Fingerprint Technician II $ 73,856 $ 92,017 -11.1% $ 81,803 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

4 County of Orange Forensic Specialist $ 61,402 $ 82,763 -2.0% $ 81,108 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Fingerprint Examiner II $ 53,914 $ 74,090 1.9% $ 75,497 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Los Angeles Automated Fingerprint Identification System Technician II $ 55,057 $ 74,197 -3.8% $ 71,378 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco Fingerprint Technician II $ 68,952 $ 83,746 -17.4% $ 69,174 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

8 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Identification Technician $ 66,184 $ 82,762 -17.5% $ 68,278 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

9 
10 
11 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Fingerprint Examiner 
Sheriff s Fingerprint Examiner 
N/C 

$ 58,715 
$ 43,555 

$ 69,830 
$ 53,539 

-11.4% $ 61,869 
$ 53,539 

6/27/2021 
6/18/2021 

6/26/2022 
unknown 

3.25% 
unknown 

12 County of Kern N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

 

      
 

   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 82,763 $ 75,497 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -54.6% -41.0% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Investigative Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Civilian Investigator $ 67,884 $ 91,488 -3.8% $ 88,011 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Orange Investigative Assistant - Sheriff $ 49,358 $ 65,936 -2.0% $ 64,617 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
3 County of San Diego Sheriff's Investigative Specialist $ 49,899 $ 61,339 $ 61,339 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Ventura Investigative Assistant II $ 38,366 $ 53,899 -0.7% $ 53,521 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 65,936 $ 64,617 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.5% -5.3% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Licensing Clerk I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Permit Technician Trainee $ 44,366 $ 59,738 -2.0% $ 58,543 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Sheriff Station Clerk I $ 42,462 $ 52,665 -3.8% $ 50,664 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Sheriff s Licensing Clerk I $ 35,173 $ 43,160 $ 43,160 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 56,201 $ 54,603 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -30.2% -26.5% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Licensing Clerk II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Permit Technician $ 56,597 $ 76,274 -2.0% $ 74,748 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Sheriff Station Clerk II $ 43,190 $ 59,725 -3.8% $ 57,456 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Law Enforcement Clerk $ 54,207 $ 65,453 -16.8% $ 54,457 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
4 County of San Diego Sheriff s Licensing Clerk II $ 39,624 $ 48,714 $ 48,714 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 65,453 $ 57,456 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -34.4% -17.9% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Licensing Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Orange Senior Permit Technician $ 64,813 $ 87,381 -2.0% $ 85,633 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
2 County of San Diego Sheriff's Licensing Specialist $ 42,890 $ 52,686 $ 52,686 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 87,381 $ 85,633 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -65.9% -62.5% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Licensing Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Supervising Sheriff Station Clerk $ 52,146 $ 72,213 -3.8% $ 69,469 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Sheriff's Licensing Supervisor $ 44,304 $ 54,538 $ 54,538 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 72,213 $ 69,469 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.4% -27.4% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Operations Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Sheriff's Operations Supervisor $ 59,800 $ 73,445 $ 73,445 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Los Angeles Supervising Sheriff Station Clerk $ 52,146 $ 72,213 -3.8% $ 69,469 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 72,213 $ 69,469 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.7% 5.4% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Custodian 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Sheriff's Property Officer II 
Sheriff s Property & Evidence Custodian 
N/C 

$ 69,970 
$ 48,048 

$ 87,462 
$ 59,072 

-17.5% $ 72,156 
$ 59,072 

12/13/2020 
6/18/2021 

12/12/2021 
unknown 

2-4% 
unknown 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 87,462 $ 72,156 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -48.1% -22.1% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   
                    
             

            

             

            

            

             

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

'

Page 380 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Property Manager $ 109,926 $ 137,444 -17.5% $ 113,391 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

County of Contra Costa1 

County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

[Sheriff's Specialist/Sheriff's Director of Property and Evidence] 
Sheriff s Property & Evidence Manager 
Supervising Evidence and Property Custodian, Sheriff 

$ 80,123 
$ 59,696 

$ 54,515 

$ 98,380 
$ 73,382 

$ 75,488 

-11.1% 

-3.8% 

$ 87,460 
$ 73,382 

$ 72,619 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 98,380 

-34.1% 

$ 87,460 

-19.2% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Sheriff's Aide $ 55,258 $ 68,846 -11.1% $ 61,204 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Property Officer I $ 58,405 $ 73,007 -17.5% $ 60,230 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

3 County of Fresno Property & Evidence Technician I $ 43,238 $ 55,354 4.7% $ 57,956 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Evidence and Property Custodian I, Sheriff 
Sheriff s Property & Evidence Specialist I 
N/C 

$ 39,469 
$ 34,986 

$ 54,515 
$ 43,014 

-3.8% $ 52,443 
$ 43,014 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 62,100 $ 59,093 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -44.4% -37.4% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Property & Evidence Specialist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Sheriff's Specialist $ 65,129 $ 81,144 -11.1% $ 72,137 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

2 County of Orange Sheriff's Correctional Services Assistant $ 52,250 $ 69,971 -2.0% $ 68,572 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Fresno Property & Evidence Technician II $ 50,024 $ 63,986 4.7% $ 66,993 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Sheriff's Technician $ 59,854 $ 71,429 -11.4% $ 63,286 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 City and County of San Francisco Sheriffs Property Keeper $ 62,192 $ 75,634 -17.4% $ 62,474 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

6 County of Los Angeles Evidence and Property Custodian II, Sheriff $ 46,353 $ 64,152 -3.8% $ 61,714 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 
8 
9 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Sheriff's Technician 
Sheriff s Property & Evidence Specialist II 
N/C 

$ 54,991 
$ 40,206 

$ 66,425 
$ 49,504 

-16.8% $ 55,265 
$ 49,504 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 

6/13/2022 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 69,971 $ 63,286 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -41.3% -27.8% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Property Investigator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Sheriff's Property Investigator $ 45,282 $ 55,661 $ 55,661 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators N/A N/A 

% County of San Diego Above/Below N/A N/A 

Number of Matches 0 0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Range Guard 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Sheriff's Range Master $ 36,068 $ 53,120 1.9% $ 54,129 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
2 County of San Diego Sheriff s Range Guard $ 37,419 $ 45,947 $ 45,947 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 53,120 $ 54,129 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -15.6% -17.8% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Sheriff's Records & Identification Clerk I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Criminal Records Technician I $ 52,727 $ 65,893 -17.5% $ 54,362 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Fresno Identification Technician I $ 38,428 $ 49,166 4.7% $ 51,477 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

3 County of Orange Sheriff's Record Trainee $ 38,771 $ 51,064 -2.0% $ 50,043 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Los Angeles Records System Clerk I, Sheriff $ 37,593 $ 51,886 -3.8% $ 49,914 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Sheriff's Records Technician I $ 35,851 $ 50,191 -0.7% $ 49,840 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Riverside Sheriff's Records/Warrants Assistant I $ 30,838 $ 48,156 1.9% $ 49,071 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Records Clerk $ 33,779 $ 46,363 1.9% $ 47,244 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Sheriff's Records Specialist I $ 37,438 $ 45,518 0.1% $ 45,564 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 
10 
11 

County of Kern 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Identification Technician I 
Sheriff s Records & Identification Clerk I 
N/C 

$ 36,324 
$ 35,173 

$ 44,340 
$ 43,160 

1.2% $ 44,872 
$ 43,160 

4/21/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 49,166 $ 49,840 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.9% -15.5% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Records & Identification Clerk II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Law Enforcement Records Technician $ 63,180 $ 76,336 -16.8% $ 63,512 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Fresno Identification Technician II $ 43,238 $ 55,345 4.7% $ 57,946 7/1/2019 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Criminal Records Technician II $ 55,785 $ 69,762 -17.5% $ 57,554 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Records System Clerk II, Sheriff $ 42,981 $ 59,428 -3.8% $ 57,170 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Sheriff's Records Technician II $ 40,584 $ 56,818 -0.7% $ 56,420 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Riverside Sheriff's Records/Warrants Assistant II $ 34,272 $ 53,529 1.9% $ 54,547 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Orange Sheriff's Record Technician $ 40,581 $ 53,768 -2.0% $ 52,693 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Sacramento Sheriff's Records Specialist II $ 42,031 $ 51,114 0.1% $ 51,165 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
9 County of San Diego Sheriff s Records & Identification Clerk II $ 39,624 $ 48,714 $ 48,714 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Kern Identification Technician I $ 36,324 $ 44,340 1.2% $ 44,872 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Alameda N/C 

13 County of Contra Costa N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 55,345 $ 56,420 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.6% -15.8% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Records & Identification Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Law Enforcement Records Supervisor $ 96,427 $ 117,254 -16.8% $ 97,555 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Sheriff's Criminal Records Supervisor $ 73,131 $ 91,435 -17.5% $ 75,434 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Riverside Sheriff's Records/Warrants Supervisor A $ 43,487 $ 67,836 1.9% $ 69,125 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Supervising Records System Clerk, Sheriff $ 50,502 $ 69,931 -3.8% $ 67,273 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Sheriff's Records Supervisor I $ 46,900 $ 65,660 -0.7% $ 65,200 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

6 County of Sacramento Sheriff's Records Supervisor $ 52,325 $ 63,600 0.1% $ 63,664 6/20/2021 1/2/2022 1.00% 

7 
8 
9 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Sheriff's Records Supervisor 
Sheriff s Records & Identification Supervisor 
N/C 

$ 44,658 
$ 45,074 

$ 61,464 
$ 55,411 

1.9% $ 62,632 
$ 55,411 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,836 $ 67,273 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -22.4% -21.4% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Sheriff's Senior Fingerprint Examiner 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Latent Fingerprint Examiner III $ 103,653 $ 125,409 -16.8% $ 104,341 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Orange Senior Forensic Specialist $ 76,274 $ 102,814 -2.0% $ 100,758 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Riverside Supervising Fingerprint Examiner $ 59,968 $ 98,777 1.9% $ 100,654 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa Supervising Fingerprint Technician $ 83,836 $ 104,451 -11.1% $ 92,857 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

5 County of Alameda Identification Supervisor $ 80,288 $ 97,178 -11.4% $ 86,099 11/1/2020 10/31/2021 2.00% 

6 County of San Mateo Supervising Sheriff's Identification Technician $ 76,210 $ 95,221 -17.5% $ 78,557 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

7 County of Los Angeles Automated Fingerprint Identification System Operations Supervisor $ 58,128 $ 78,331 -3.8% $ 75,354 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco Fingerprint Technician III 
Sheriff s Senior Fingerprint Examiner 
N/C 

$ 74,152 
$ 51,813 

$ 90,142 
$ 63,648 

-17.4% $ 74,457 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 
9 

10 

County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

$ 63,648 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 97,977 $ 89,478 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -53.9% -40.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Sheriff's Supervisor Helicopter/Airplane Mechanic 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Ventura 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Chief Helicopter Maintenance Technician 
Sheriff's Supervisor Helicopter/Airplane Mechanic 
Sheriff's Helicopter Mechanic - Inspector 

$ 102,290 
$ 84,822 

$ 72,301 

$ 107,416 
$ 104,187 

$ 97,469 

-0.7% 

-2.0% 

$ 106,664 
$ 104,187 

$ 95,519 

1/10/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

1/9/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.50% 

4 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Aviation Mechanic $ 64,480 $ 88,608 1.9% $ 90,292 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Supervising Helicopter Mechanic $ 74,145 $ 81,745 0.1% $ 81,827 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 93,038 $ 92,905 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 10.7% 10.8% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Social Services Aide 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Program Services Aide $ 67,469 $ 81,559 -16.8% $ 67,857 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Alameda1 [Community Outreach Worker I/ Community Outreach Worker II] $ 53,801 $ 64,672 -11.4% $ 57,299 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

3 County of Los Angeles Human Services Aide $ 41,041 $ 55,194 -3.8% $ 53,096 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Ventura HS Case Aide II $ 38,517 $ 51,362 -0.7% $ 51,002 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Social Worker Assistant $ 38,626 $ 51,397 -2.0% $ 50,369 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of San Bernardino Social Service Aide $ 33,322 $ 45,802 1.9% $ 46,672 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Riverside Social Service Assistant $ 30,028 $ 44,364 1.9% $ 45,207 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 
9 
10 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
County of Fresno 

Human Services Assistant 
Social Services Aide 
Social Worker Aide II 

$ 36,477 
$ 32,427 

$ 29,692 

$ 44,328 
$ 41,850 

$ 36,842 

0.1% 

4.7% 

$ 44,372 
$ 41,850 

$ 38,574 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 
11/2/2020 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Kern N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 51,362 

-22.7% 

$ 50,369 

-20.4% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The 
salary displayed is the same for both matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Social Work Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Supervising Children's Social Workers $ 83,516 $ 112,548 -3.8% $ 108,271 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Social Work Supervisor $ 97,032 $ 116,771 -11.4% $ 103,459 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

3 County of Santa Clara Social Work Supervisor $ 102,667 $ 124,326 -16.8% $ 103,439 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of San Mateo Social Work Supervisor $ 99,110 $ 123,862 -17.5% $ 102,186 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Social Services Supervisor II $ 60,713 $ 94,788 1.9% $ 96,589 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 City and County of San Francisco Social Work Supervisor $ 91,442 $ 111,150 -17.4% $ 91,810 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

7 County of Contra Costa Social Work Supervisor I $ 80,548 $ 97,895 -11.1% $ 87,029 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Fresno Social Work Supervisor $ 64,350 $ 82,290 4.7% $ 86,158 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Sacramento Human Services Supervisor $ 69,468 $ 84,439 0.1% $ 84,523 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Social Services Supervisor I $ 63,440 $ 85,613 -2.0% $ 83,901 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 County of San Bernardino Supervising Social Worker $ 58,427 $ 80,309 1.9% $ 81,835 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
12 County of San Diego Social Work Supervisor $ 63,606 $ 78,146 $ 78,146 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of Kern Social Service Supervisor I $ 58,332 $ 71,208 1.2% $ 72,062 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 96,342 $ 89,419 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -23.3% -14.4% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Social Worker I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Contra Costa Social Worker $ 69,561 $ 84,551 -11.1% $ 75,166 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Social Worker I $ 74,310 $ 89,796 -16.8% $ 74,710 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Social Worker I $ 51,397 $ 68,827 -2.0% $ 67,451 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Alameda Social Worker I $ 63,522 $ 75,743 -11.4% $ 67,108 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of San Mateo1 Social Worker I $ 70,656 $ 78,997 -17.5% $ 65,172 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Los Angeles Children's Social Worker I $ 52,275 $ 66,731 -3.8% $ 64,195 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Bernardino Social Worker II Trainee $ 42,536 $ 57,075 1.9% $ 58,160 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Riverside Social Services Practitioner I $ 37,842 $ 55,944 1.9% $ 57,007 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Fresno Social Worker I $ 40,820 $ 52,234 4.7% $ 54,689 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 
10 County of San Diego Social Worker I $ 44,470 $ 54,662 $ 54,662 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
11 County of Ventura Social Worker I $ 36,887 $ 51,622 -0.7% $ 51,260 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

12 County of Kern Social Service Worker I $ 39,924 $ 48,744 1.2% $ 49,329 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

13 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 66,731 

-22.1% 

$ 64,195 

-17.4% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 3. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Social Worker II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Social Worker II $ 81,827 $ 99,045 -16.8% $ 82,406 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Contra Costa Social Worker II $ 78,259 $ 86,280 -11.1% $ 76,703 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Children's Social Worker II $ 61,218 $ 78,136 -3.8% $ 75,167 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of San Mateo Social Worker II $ 71,384 $ 89,230 -17.5% $ 73,615 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Social Worker II $ 55,578 $ 74,651 -2.0% $ 73,158 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Alameda Social Worker II $ 69,159 $ 82,307 -11.4% $ 72,924 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 City and County of San Francisco Social Worker $ 70,980 $ 86,268 -17.4% $ 71,257 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

8 County of San Bernardino Social Worker II $ 49,317 $ 67,662 1.9% $ 68,948 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Riverside Social Services Practitioner II $ 43,379 $ 64,160 1.9% $ 65,379 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

10 County of Fresno Social Worker II $ 44,980 $ 57,538 4.7% $ 60,242 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Ventura Social Worker II $ 46,548 $ 59,376 -0.7% $ 58,961 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 
12 County of San Diego Social Worker II $ 46,717 $ 57,491 $ 57,491 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of Kern Social Service Worker II $ 41,976 $ 51,240 1.2% $ 51,855 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 76,394 $ 72,091 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.9% -25.4% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Social Worker III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Children's Social Worker III $ 66,896 $ 100,478 -3.8% $ 96,660 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Santa Clara Social Worker III $ 90,293 $ 109,252 -16.8% $ 90,898 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda1 [Social Worker III/ Social Work Supervisor] $ 84,776 $ 101,666 -11.4% $ 90,076 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Social Work Specialist $ 87,540 $ 106,416 -17.4% $ 87,900 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of San Mateo Social Worker III $ 84,197 $ 105,204 -17.5% $ 86,794 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Social Services Practitioner III $ 53,476 $ 83,439 1.9% $ 85,024 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Contra Costa2 [Social Worker II/Social Work Supervisor I] $ 79,399 $ 92,088 -11.1% $ 81,866 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Sacramento Human Services Social Worker $ 60,322 $ 73,310 0.1% $ 73,383 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Social Worker IV $ 50,856 $ 71,280 -0.7% $ 70,781 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 
11 
12 

County of Fresno 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Social Worker III 
Social Worker III 
Social Service Worker III 

$ 50,570 
$ 54,122 

$ 48,744 

$ 64,714 
$ 66,539 

$ 59,508 

4.7% 

1.2% 

$ 67,756 
$ 66,539 

$ 60,222 

11/2/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 92,088 

-38.4% 

$ 85,024 

-27.8% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at 
the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Solid Waste Site Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Landfill Operations Superintendent $ 77,958 $ 104,749 -2.0% $ 102,654 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
2 County of San Diego Solid Waste Site Supervisor $ 66,165 $ 81,266 $ 81,266 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Riverside Solid Waste Landfill Supervisor $ 48,439 $ 71,710 1.9% $ 73,072 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

4 County of Fresno Disposal Site Lead Supervisor $ 48,204 $ 61,724 4.7% $ 64,625 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 71,710 $ 73,072 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 11.8% 10.1% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Staff Accountant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Sacramento Accountant $ 65,960 $ 80,179 0.1% $ 80,259 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Orange Accountant/Auditor I $ 62,712 $ 77,958 -2.0% $ 76,399 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Accountant I $ 75,084 $ 91,260 -17.4% $ 75,381 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Ventura Accountant I $ 53,213 $ 74,498 -0.7% $ 73,976 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Riverside Accountant I $ 46,717 $ 69,077 1.9% $ 70,390 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Alameda1 [Accounting Technician/ Accountant] $ 67,954 $ 77,957 -11.4% $ 69,070 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 
7 County of San Diego Staff Accountant $ 49,712 $ 67,350 $ 67,350 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Santa Clara Accountant I $ 66,810 $ 80,714 -16.8% $ 67,154 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

9 County of San Mateo Accountant I $ 64,936 $ 81,181 -17.5% $ 66,974 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa Accountant I $ 60,799 $ 73,901 -11.1% $ 65,698 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Los Angeles Accountant I $ 56,289 $ 64,468 -3.8% $ 62,019 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Accountant I $ 46,462 $ 56,472 4.7% $ 59,126 10/17/2019 unknown unknown 

13 County of San Bernardino Accountant I $ 40,539 $ 54,392 1.9% $ 55,425 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

14 County of Kern Accountant I $ 43,248 $ 52,800 1.2% $ 53,434 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 74,498 $ 67,154 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.6% 0.3% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Staff Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Registered Nurse $ 141,518 $ 185,848 -17.4% $ 153,510 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Registered Nurse $ 124,777 $ 155,829 -11.1% $ 138,532 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Public Health Nurse $ 90,609 $ 135,631 -3.8% $ 130,477 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Public Health Nurse II $ 128,509 $ 155,780 -16.8% $ 129,609 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of San Mateo3 [Ambulatory Care Nurse/Community Mental Health Nurse] $ 133,679 $ 149,445 -17.5% $ 123,292 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda1 [Registered Nurse I/ Registered Nurse II] $ 104,655 $ 118,966 -11.4% $ 105,404 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

7 County of San Bernardino Registered Nurse II-ARMC/Mental Health Nurse II $ 75,858 $ 101,982 1.9% $ 103,920 8/15/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura Registered Nurse II $ 86,194 $ 103,076 -0.7% $ 102,354 4/4/2021 4/17/2022 3.25% 

9 County of Sacramento Registered Nurse II $ 80,659 $ 98,052 0.1% $ 98,150 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno2 [Staff Nurse II / Mental Health Nurse II] $ 76,414 $ 92,872 4.7% $ 97,237 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

11 
12 
13 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Registered Nurse II 
Staff Nurse 
Staff Nurse 

$ 76,023 
$ 72,966 

$ 62,712 

$ 93,416 
$ 89,606 

$ 84,469 

1.9% 

-2.0% 

$ 95,190 
$ 89,606 

$ 82,779 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.50% 

14 County of Kern Staff Nurse $ 59,808 $ 73,008 1.2% $ 73,884 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 103,076 

-15.0% 

$ 103,920 

-16.0% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of Fresno: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
3 - County of San Mateo: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. Bottom of range is step 3 for higher paid class. 
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Statistician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Data Scientist $ 100,478 $ 135,409 -3.8% $ 130,264 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Bernardino Statistical Analyst $ 62,421 $ 85,842 1.9% $ 87,473 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Orange Research Analyst III $ 65,354 $ 88,088 -2.0% $ 86,326 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 
5 
6 

City and County of San Francisco 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda1 

Statistician 
Statistician 
[Management Analyst Assistant/ Management Analyst] 

$ 82,810 
$ 66,685 

$ 68,734 

$ 100,646 
$ 81,890 

$ 88,494 

-17.4% 

-11.4% 

$ 83,134 
$ 81,890 

$ 78,405 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/27/2020 

1/8/2022 
unknown 

12/26/2021 

.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

7 County of Riverside Statistician $ 40,730 $ 60,226 1.9% $ 61,370 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 88,291 

-7.8% 

$ 84,730 

-3.5% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Stock Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Assistant Storekeeper $ 55,354 $ 67,288 -17.4% $ 55,580 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Warehouse Worker I $ 40,644 $ 54,648 -3.8% $ 52,571 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Warehouse Materials Handler $ 50,885 $ 61,320 -16.8% $ 51,019 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Alameda Supply Clerk I $ 46,254 $ 55,049 -11.4% $ 48,773 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Orange Store Clerk $ 37,606 $ 49,650 -2.0% $ 48,657 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside Stock Clerk $ 30,138 $ 47,007 1.9% $ 47,901 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Sacramento Stock Clerk $ 38,252 $ 46,500 0.1% $ 46,547 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Ventura Inventory Management Assistant II $ 32,481 $ 45,406 -0.7% $ 45,089 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

9 County of San Mateo Storekeeper I $ 43,284 $ 54,079 -17.5% $ 44,615 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Contra Costa Storeroom Clerk $ 40,272 $ 48,952 -11.1% $ 43,518 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of San Bernardino Storekeeper $ 30,243 $ 41,205 1.9% $ 41,988 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
12 County of San Diego Stock Clerk $ 31,554 $ 38,834 $ 38,834 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of Kern Stock Clerk $ 29,304 $ 35,784 1.2% $ 36,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno Stock Clerk $ 30,264 $ 33,358 4.7% $ 34,926 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 48,952 $ 46,547 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -26.1% -19.9% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Storekeeper 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Storekeeper $ 60,736 $ 73,788 -17.4% $ 60,949 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Materials Supply Specialist $ 58,916 $ 71,610 -16.8% $ 59,580 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Warehouse Worker II $ 45,240 $ 60,912 -3.8% $ 58,597 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Storekeeper $ 51,942 $ 63,136 -11.1% $ 56,128 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Storekeeper I $ 42,224 $ 56,597 -2.0% $ 55,465 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Sacramento Storekeeper I $ 44,725 $ 54,351 0.1% $ 54,405 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Mateo Storekeeper II $ 52,727 $ 65,914 -17.5% $ 54,379 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Storekeeper $ 33,828 $ 52,818 1.9% $ 53,822 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Alameda1 [Supply Clerk II/ Storekeeper I] $ 50,544 $ 60,489 -11.4% $ 53,593 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

10 County of San Bernardino Stores Specialist $ 34,778 $ 47,798 1.9% $ 48,707 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Ventura Inventory Management Assistant III $ 34,900 $ 48,805 -0.7% $ 48,463 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 
12 County of San Diego Storekeeper $ 35,797 $ 44,054 $ 44,054 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
13 County of Kern Storekeeper I $ 29,460 $ 35,964 1.2% $ 36,396 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 58,543 $ 54,392 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -32.9% -23.5% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Storekeeper II (T) 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Orange Storekeeper II $ 47,154 $ 62,899 -2.0% $ 61,641 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Storekeeper $ 60,736 $ 73,788 -17.4% $ 60,949 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Warehouse Worker II $ 45,240 $ 60,912 -3.8% $ 58,597 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Storekeeper $ 51,942 $ 63,136 -11.1% $ 56,128 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Mateo Storekeeper II $ 52,727 $ 65,914 -17.5% $ 54,379 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Riverside Storekeeper $ 33,828 $ 52,818 1.9% $ 53,822 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 County of Alameda1 [Supply Clerk II/ Storekeeper I] $ 50,544 $ 60,489 -11.4% $ 53,593 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 
8 County of San Diego Storekeeper II (T) $ 39,645 $ 48,693 $ 48,693 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Ventura Inventory Management Assistant III $ 34,900 $ 48,805 -0.7% $ 48,463 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 61,906 $ 55,254 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -27.1% -13.5% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Substance Abuse Assessor 

Rank 

1 County of Contra Costa 
2 County of San Diego 
3 City and County of San Francisco 

4 County of Alameda 

5 County of Fresno 

6 County of Kern 

7 County of Los Angeles 

8 County of Orange 

9 County of Riverside 

10 County of Sacramento 

11 County of San Bernardino 

Comparator Agency Classification Title 

Public Defender Client Services Specialist 
Substance Abuse Assessor 
N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

N/C 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 73,327 
$ 62,130 

Top Annual 

$ 89,130 
$ 76,378 

Geographic 
Differential 

-11.1% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 79,237 
$ 76,378 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
unknown 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 
unknown 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

Top Annual 

$ 89,130 

-16.7% 

1 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 79,237 

-3.7% 

1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Agricultural/Standards Inspector 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo2 [Biologist/Standards Specialist III/Deputy Director Of Agricultural Services] 
2 County of San Diego Supervising Agricultural/Standards Inspector 
3 County of Contra Costa Deputy Agriculture Commissioner 

4 County of Alameda1 [Agricultural and Standards Investigator III/ Deputy Agricultural Commissioner/ Sealer of Weights and Measures] 

5 County of Santa Clara Supervising Agricultural Biologist 

6 County of Ventura Supervising Agricultural Inspector/Biologist 

7 County of Riverside Supervising Agricultural & Standards Investigator 

8 County of San Bernardino Supervising Agricultural/Standards Officer 

9 County of Fresno Supervising Agricultural/Standards Specialist 

10 County of Kern Supervising Agricultural Biologist/Weights and Measures Inspector 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

$ 98,424 
$ 78,894 

$ 89,631 

$ 88,362 

$ 91,327 

$ 62,884 

$ 57,392 

$ 59,883 

$ 64,870 

$ 58,620 

$ 123,040 
$ 96,990 

$ 108,947 

$ 106,278 

$ 111,060 

$ 88,038 

$ 84,970 

$ 82,326 

$ 78,858 

$ 71,568 

-17.5% 

-11.1% 

-11.4% 

-16.8% 

-0.7% 

1.9% 

1.9% 

4.7% 

1.2% 

$ 101,508 
$ 96,990 

$ 96,854 

$ 94,163 

$ 92,402 

$ 87,422 

$ 86,584 

$ 83,891 

$ 82,564 

$ 72,427 

12/13/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

12/27/2020 

6/28/2021 

12/26/2020 

5/1/2021 

7/31/2021 

4/19/2021 

4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 

6/27/2022 

12/27/2021 

5/1/2022 

7/30/2022 

unknown 

unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 

3.00% 

2.00% 

2.00% 

3.00% 

unknown 

unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 88,038 $ 87,422 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 9.2% 9.9% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                      
                  
                  

                           

                  

                 

                   

                  

                 

                    

               

             

            

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
    

 
                                     

 
                                      

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 

2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Supervising Air Quality Inspector* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Program Supervisor $ 101,971 $ 136,655 0.1% $ 136,792 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 
3 
4 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Supervising Air Quality Inspector 
Supervising Air Quality Inspector* 
Supervising Air Quality Inspector 

$ 103,939 
$ 84,677 

$ 78,768 

$ 126,339 -17.4% $ 104,356 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 
$ 104,104 

$ 106,644 -2.8% 

$ 104,104 

$ 103,658 

6/18/2021 
1/1/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Orange N/C 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 126,339 $ 104,356 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -21.4% -0.2% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Air Resources Specialist* 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Program Supervisor $ 101,971 $ 136,655 0.1% $ 136,792 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District Supervising Air Quality Engineer $ 97,944 $ 131,628 -2.8% $ 127,942 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

3 
4 
5 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Supervising Staff Specialist 
Supervising Air Resources Specialist* 
N/C 

$ 120,322 
$ 97,718 

$ 146,253 
$ 120,037 

-17.4% $ 120,805 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                     

                    
                   
            

            

             

                 

               

            

               

           

            

            

            

            

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

$ 120,037 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Ventura N/C 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

9 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

12 County of Santa Clara N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Alameda N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 136,655 $ 127,942 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.8% -6.6% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Supervising Animal Care Attendant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa Animal Center Operations Supervisor $ 68,615 $ 83,402 -11.1% $ 74,144 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Riverside Animal Services Supervisor $ 43,102 $ 67,259 1.9% $ 68,537 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 City and County of San Francisco Animal Care Assistant Supervisor $ 63,752 $ 77,506 -17.4% $ 64,020 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Supervising Animal Care Attendant $ 48,090 $ 64,813 -2.0% $ 63,517 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
5 County of San Diego Supervising Animal Care Attendant $ 49,317 $ 60,653 $ 60,653 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of Kern Senior Animal Care Worker $ 31,896 $ 38,940 1.2% $ 39,407 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 67,259 $ 64,020 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.9% -5.6% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Animal Control Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Animal Services Field Manager $ 105,756 $ 128,602 -16.8% $ 106,997 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Orange Supervising Animal Control Officer $ 68,432 $ 92,248 -2.0% $ 90,403 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Sacramento Supervising Animal Control Officer $ 69,050 $ 83,917 0.1% $ 84,001 6/22/2020 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco Animal Control Supervisor $ 80,210 $ 97,500 -17.4% $ 80,535 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of Los Angeles Animal Control Officer IV $ 60,319 $ 81,282 -3.8% $ 78,193 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Supervising Animal Control Officer $ 57,866 $ 71,053 $ 71,053 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 County of Ventura Supervising Animal Control Officer $ 47,267 $ 66,113 -0.7% $ 65,650 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Supervising Animal Control Officer I $ 42,037 $ 57,762 1.9% $ 58,859 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Kern Senior Animal Control Officer $ 38,364 $ 46,836 1.2% $ 47,398 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 82,599 $ 79,364 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.3% -11.7% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Appraiser I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Supervising Appraiser $ 87,086 $ 117,357 -3.8% $ 112,897 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Supervising Appraiser I $ 89,398 $ 109,907 $ 109,907 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Orange Senior Appraiser $ 83,408 $ 112,091 -2.0% $ 109,849 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

4 County of Contra Costa Supervising Appraiser $ 96,099 $ 123,015 -11.1% $ 109,360 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Supervising Real Property Appraiser $ 89,471 $ 108,743 0.1% $ 108,852 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Mateo2 [Senior Appraiser/Principal Appraiser] $ 97,737 $ 122,218 -17.5% $ 100,830 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Fresno Senior Appraiser $ 72,072 $ 92,170 4.7% $ 96,502 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Alameda1 [Appraiser III/ Supervising Appraiser I] $ 87,604 $ 105,929 -11.4% $ 93,853 12/27/2020 6/27/2021 3.00% 

9 County of Kern Senior Appraiser $ 62,244 $ 75,984 1.2% $ 76,896 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 110,417 $ 104,841 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -0.5% 4.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification 
at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Supervising Appraiser II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Principal Real Property Appraiser $ 119,288 $ 156,078 -17.4% $ 128,920 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Managing Appraiser $ 92,893 $ 125,070 -2.0% $ 122,569 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Santa Clara Supervising Appraiser $ 120,709 $ 146,723 -16.8% $ 122,074 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Contra Costa1 

County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

[Supervising Appraiser/Principal Appraiser] 
Supervising Appraiser II 
Supervising Appraiser 

$ 107,263 
$ 98,384 

$ 80,443 

$ 137,312 
$ 120,952 

$ 118,263 

-11.1% $ 122,071 
$ 120,952 

$ 117,435 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% -0.7% 

7 County of Riverside Supervising Appraiser $ 65,675 $ 97,250 1.9% $ 99,098 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

8 County of San Bernardino Supervising District Appraiser $ 70,512 $ 96,990 1.9% $ 98,833 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

9 County of Fresno Senior Appraiser $ 72,072 $ 92,170 4.7% $ 96,502 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Alameda Supervising Appraiser I $ 83,117 $ 100,963 -11.4% $ 89,453 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

11 County of Kern Supervising Appraiser $ 67,752 $ 82,704 1.2% $ 83,696 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Los Angeles N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 109,613 

9.4% 

$ 108,266 

10.5% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification 
at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Supervising Assessment Clerk 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Assessment Clerk $ 78,919 $ 95,901 -16.8% $ 79,789 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Principal Clerk $ 75,946 $ 92,352 -17.4% $ 76,283 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Fresno Supervising Assessment Technician $ 59,800 $ 72,696 4.7% $ 76,113 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Orange Principal Assessment Technician $ 54,974 $ 73,528 -2.0% $ 72,057 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of San Bernardino Records Technician Supervisor II $ 49,317 $ 67,662 1.9% $ 68,948 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 
7 
8 

County of Contra Costa1 

County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

[Supervising Assessment Clerk/Clerk-Recorder Services Supervisor] 
Supervising Assessment Clerk 
N/C 

$ 61,566 
$ 47,570 

$ 76,610 
$ 58,490 

-11.1% $ 68,106 
$ 58,490 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 75,069 

-28.3% 

$ 74,085 

-26.7% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is the higher of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Audit-Appraiser 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Supervising Audit Appraiser $ 98,384 $ 120,952 $ 120,952 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 City and County of San Francisco Principal Tax Auditor-Appraiser $ 119,292 $ 144,972 -17.4% $ 119,747 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Santa Clara Supervising Auditor-Appraiser $ 117,193 $ 142,451 -16.8% $ 118,519 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Ventura Supervising Auditor-Appraiser $ 70,443 $ 118,263 -0.7% $ 117,435 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

5 County of Orange Senior Auditor-Appraiser $ 83,408 $ 112,091 -2.0% $ 109,849 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Contra Costa Supervising Auditor-Appraiser $ 96,099 $ 123,015 -11.1% $ 109,360 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Mateo Principal Auditor-Appraiser $ 105,932 $ 132,493 -17.5% $ 109,307 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Sacramento Supervising Auditor Appraiser $ 89,471 $ 108,743 0.1% $ 108,852 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

9 County of Alameda Supervising Auditor-Appraiser II $ 95,680 $ 116,230 -11.4% $ 102,980 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

10 County of Riverside Supervising Auditor/Appraiser $ 66,319 $ 98,203 1.9% $ 100,069 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

11 County of San Bernardino Supervising Auditor Appraiser $ 70,512 $ 96,990 1.9% $ 98,833 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

12 County of Fresno Senior Audit-Appraiser $ 72,072 $ 92,170 4.7% $ 96,502 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Supervising Auditor-Appraiser $ 67,752 $ 82,704 1.2% $ 83,696 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Los Angeles N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 114,161 $ 109,079 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 5.6% 9.8% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Child Support Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Child Support Officer $ 95,909 $ 116,624 -16.8% $ 97,031 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Child Support Officer III $ 95,676 $ 116,244 -17.4% $ 96,018 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of San Mateo Child Support Supervisor $ 85,798 $ 107,201 -17.5% $ 88,441 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Supervising Child Support Specialist $ 67,060 $ 90,375 -3.8% $ 86,941 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Riverside Child Support Services Supervisor $ 56,466 $ 83,606 1.9% $ 85,195 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

6 County of Alameda Child Support Supervisor I $ 76,918 $ 93,475 -11.4% $ 82,819 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

7 County of Ventura Supervising Child Support Services Specialist $ 57,584 $ 82,524 -0.7% $ 81,947 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 County of Sacramento Supervising Child Support Officer $ 66,962 $ 81,390 0.1% $ 81,471 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Contra Costa Child Support Supervisor $ 75,148 $ 91,343 -11.1% $ 81,204 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Orange Supervising Child Support Specialist $ 59,738 $ 80,538 -2.0% $ 78,927 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

11 
12 
13 

County of Fresno 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Supervising Child Support Specialist 
Supervising Child Support Officer 
Supervising Child Support Officer 

$ 57,902 
$ 63,128 

$ 51,334 

$ 74,074 
$ 77,522 

$ 70,658 

4.7% 

1.9% 

$ 77,555 
$ 77,522 

$ 72,000 

11/2/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

14 County of Kern Supervising Child Support Specialist $ 51,492 $ 62,868 1.2% $ 63,622 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 83,606 $ 81,947 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.8% -5.7% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Communicable Disease Investigator 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Supervising Public Health Investigator 
Supervising Communicable Disease Investigator 
Senior Disease Control Investigator 

$ 69,586 
$ 68,349 

$ 80,990 

$ 93,779 
$ 84,032 

$ 98,436 

-3.8% 

-17.4% 

$ 90,215 
$ 84,032 

$ 81,308 

1/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
1/8/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

.50% 

4 County of San Bernardino Supervising Communicable Disease Investigator $ 52,666 $ 72,301 1.9% $ 73,675 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Alameda Senior Public Health Investigator $ 68,141 $ 82,805 -11.4% $ 73,365 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Fresno Supervising Communicable Disease Specialist $ 48,542 $ 62,062 4.7% $ 64,979 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 82,805 $ 73,675 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.5% 12.3% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
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July 2021 

Supervising Community Health Promotion Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Supervising Program Specialist $ 88,733 $ 118,810 -11.4% $ 105,265 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Senior Health Educator $ 103,636 $ 125,970 -17.4% $ 104,051 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 
4 
5 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Chief Public Health Education 
Supervising Community Health Promotion Specialist 
Supervising Health Education Specialist 

$ 91,165 
$ 68,557 

$ 57,096 

$ 114,003 
$ 84,219 

$ 78,416 

-17.5% 

1.9% 

$ 94,052 
$ 84,219 

$ 79,906 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

6 County of Fresno Health Educator $ 52,234 $ 66,846 4.7% $ 69,988 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Kern Senior Health Educator $ 50,724 $ 61,932 1.2% $ 62,675 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 96,209 $ 86,979 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -14.2% -3.3% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Correctional Counselor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Probation Counselor $ 123,727 $ 150,401 -16.8% $ 125,133 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Supervising Correctional Counselor 
Supervising Correctional Counselor 
N/C 

$ 72,182 
$ 74,901 

$ 95,848 
$ 91,978 

1.9% $ 97,669 
$ 91,978 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

3-4% 
unknown 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 123,124 $ 111,401 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -33.9% -21.1% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Criminalist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Criminalist III $ 148,668 $ 180,696 -17.4% $ 149,255 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Contra Costa Forensic Supervisor $ 131,158 $ 163,409 -11.1% $ 145,270 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 
3 County of San Diego Supervising Criminalist $ 115,003 $ 141,232 $ 141,232 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Sacramento Supervising Criminalist $ 114,569 $ 139,249 0.1% $ 139,388 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Supervising Criminalist $ 134,418 $ 163,394 -16.8% $ 135,944 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Alameda Supervising Criminalist $ 123,635 $ 150,342 -11.4% $ 133,203 11/1/2020 10/31/2021 2.00% 

7 County of San Bernardino Supervising Criminalist $ 94,598 $ 130,374 1.9% $ 132,851 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

8 County of Ventura Supervising Forensic Scientist $ 90,088 $ 132,730 -0.7% $ 131,801 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

9 County of Los Angeles Supervising Criminalist I $ 106,605 $ 136,077 -3.8% $ 130,906 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of San Mateo Supervising Criminalist $ 120,076 $ 150,069 -17.5% $ 123,807 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 

11 County of Kern Supervising Criminalist $ 90,924 $ 111,000 1.2% $ 112,332 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Orange Supervising Forensic Specialist $ 85,030 $ 114,587 -2.0% $ 112,295 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 139,249 $ 132,851 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 1.4% 5.9% 

Number of Matches 11 11 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Deputy Public Administrator-Guardian 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
Next Salary 

Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Deputy Public Guardian $ 108,948 $ 132,434 -16.8% $ 110,185 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Contra Costa Conservatorship and Guardianship Program Supervisor $ 93,622 $ 113,798 -11.1% $ 101,167 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Supervising Deputy Public Guardian/Sup Deputy Public Conservator-Administrator I $ 75,119 $ 101,221 -3.8% $ 97,375 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Supervising Assistant Public Guardian-Conservator $ 89,274 $ 108,451 -11.4% $ 96,088 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of Orange1 [Sup Deputy PA/Sup PG] $ 69,597 $ 93,766 -2.0% $ 91,891 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside2 [Supervising Deputy Public Administrator/ Supervising Deputy Public Guardian] $ 54,452 $ 80,559 1.9% $ 82,090 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

7 
8 
9 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Sacramento 

Supervising Deputy Public Guardian 
Supervising Deputy Public Administrator Guardian 
Supervising Deputy Public Guardian/Conservator 

$ 57,096 
$ 64,917 

$ 62,243 

$ 78,416 
$ 79,810 

$ 75,627 

1.9% $ 79,906 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

0.1% 

$ 79,810 

$ 75,703 

6/18/2021 
6/21/2020 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

10 County of Kern Supervising Deputy Public Administrator $ 58,620 $ 71,568 1.2% $ 72,427 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

11 County of Ventura Senior Deputy Public Administrator-Guardian-Conservator $ 52,004 $ 72,758 -0.7% $ 72,248 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 87,163 

-9.2% 

$ 86,990 

-9.0% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Orange: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the higher of the 
matches. 
2 - County of Riverside: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is the same for both 
matches. 
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Supervising Electronic Instrument Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Program Supervisor $ 101,971 $ 136,655 0.1% $ 136,792 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 Bay Area Air Quality Management District Supervising Air Quality Instrument Specialist $ 103,939 $ 126,339 -17.4% $ 104,356 11/8/2020 unknown Unknown 

3 South Coast Air Quality Management District Principal Air Quality Instrument Specialist $ 78,768 $ 106,644 -2.8% $ 103,658 1/1/2020 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Los Angeles 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Head Instrument Technician 
Supervising Electronic Instrument Technician 
N/C 

$ 77,748 
$ 71,157 

$ 104,772 
$ 87,506 

-3.8% $ 100,791 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 
unknown $ 87,506 6/18/2021 unknown 

7 County of Ventura N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

10 Imperial County Air Pollution Control District N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Fresno N/C 

15 County of Kern N/C 

16 County of Sacramento N/C 

17 County of San Mateo N/C 

18 County of San Bernardino N/C 

19 County of Riverside N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 116,491 $ 104,007 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -33.1% -18.9% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Principal Environmental Health Inspector $ 127,426 $ 154,856 -17.4% $ 127,911 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 126,152 $ 153,348 -16.8% $ 127,586 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Environmental Health Program Supervisor $ 118,266 $ 147,802 -17.5% $ 121,937 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 113,776 $ 136,136 -11.4% $ 120,617 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Environmental Specialist IV $ 107,574 $ 117,998 0.1% $ 118,116 6/30/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 99,648 $ 121,124 -11.1% $ 107,679 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Chief Environmental Health Specialist $ 82,285 $ 110,892 -3.8% $ 106,678 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 69,534 $ 102,933 1.9% $ 104,888 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Ventura Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 75,082 $ 105,378 -0.7% $ 104,640 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 
11 
12 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 
Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 
Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 

$ 78,374 
$ 82,056 

$ 70,990 

$ 105,622 
$ 100,859 

$ 97,781 

-2.0% 

1.9% 

$ 103,510 
$ 100,859 

$ 99,639 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

7/1/2022 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

3.50% 
unknown 

3.00% 

13 County of Fresno Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 71,760 $ 91,832 4.7% $ 96,148 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

14 County of Kern Environmental Health Specialist IV $ 69,456 $ 84,792 1.2% $ 85,810 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 110,892 $ 106,678 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.9% -5.8% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Health Information Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 
2 
3 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Riverside 

Senior Community Health Planner 
Supervising Health Information Specialist 
Senior Health Educator 

$ 94,430 
$ 68,557 

$ 55,591 

$ 117,996 
$ 84,219 

$ 82,276 

-17.5% 

1.9% 

$ 97,347 
$ 84,219 

$ 83,840 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
5/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
5/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

2.00% 

4 County of San Bernardino Supervising Health Education Specialist $ 57,096 $ 78,416 1.9% $ 79,906 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Orange Health Educator $ 57,762 $ 77,605 -2.0% $ 76,053 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 80,346 $ 81,873 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 4.6% 2.8% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Human Services Control Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Program Specialist Supervisor $ 101,322 $ 123,214 -17.4% $ 101,775 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Eligibility Work Supervisor $ 91,780 $ 111,076 -16.8% $ 92,415 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 

4 
5 

County of Alameda 

County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Supervising Eligibility Technician 

Supervising Human Services Control Specialist 
Human Services System Quality Review Supervisor I 

$ 80,205 
$ 57,720 

$ 46,592 

$ 97,219 
$ 70,970 

$ 63,960 

-11.4% 

1.9% 

$ 86,136 
$ 70,970 

$ 65,175 

9/6/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 104,148 $ 89,276 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -46.7% -25.8% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Human Services Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Program Specialist Supervisor $ 101,322 $ 123,214 -17.4% $ 101,775 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Orange Social Services Supervisor II $ 70,658 $ 95,139 -2.0% $ 93,236 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of San Mateo Human Services Supervisor $ 88,585 $ 110,758 -17.5% $ 91,375 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Supervising Eligibility Technician $ 80,205 $ 97,219 -11.4% $ 86,136 9/6/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Sacramento Human Services Supervisor $ 69,468 $ 84,439 0.1% $ 84,523 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Eligibility Work Supervisor $ 72,043 $ 92,002 -11.1% $ 81,789 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Ventura HS Client Benefit Supervisor $ 65,020 $ 73,629 -0.7% $ 73,113 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

8 
9 
10 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Eligibility Supervisor 
Supervising Human Services Specialist 
Eligibility Worker Supervisor I 

$ 42,902 
$ 55,078 
$ 44,658 

$ 66,982 
$ 67,642 
$ 61,464 

1.9% 

1.9% 

$ 68,254 
$ 67,642 
$ 62,632 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.00% 

11 County of Kern Human Services Supervisor $ 47,304 $ 57,756 1.2% $ 58,449 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 88,220 $ 83,156 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -30.4% -22.9% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Industrial Hygienist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Industrial Hygienist $ 134,186 $ 175,396 -17.4% $ 144,877 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Los Angeles Head, Industrial Hygienist $ 99,488 $ 134,074 -3.8% $ 128,979 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Supervising Industrial Hygiene Engineer $ 109,346 $ 130,853 -11.4% $ 115,936 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 
4 County of San Diego Supervising Industrial Hygienist $ 86,320 $ 106,142 $ 106,142 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
5 County of Fresno Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 71,760 $ 91,832 4.7% $ 96,148 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Kern Hazardous Materials Specialist IV $ 59,808 $ 73,008 1.2% $ 73,884 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of Contra Costa N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 130,853 $ 115,936 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -23.3% -9.2% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Nurse 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Assistant Nurse Manager $ 164,299 $ 220,401 -16.8% $ 183,374 10/19/2020 11/1/2021 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Clinical Services Manager II - Nursing $ 154,707 $ 193,395 -17.5% $ 159,551 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Supervising Clinic Nurse I $ 96,127 $ 143,891 -3.8% $ 138,423 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Fresno Head Nurse $ 94,822 $ 121,290 4.7% $ 126,991 11/2/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of San Bernardino Assistant Unit Manager II $ 85,384 $ 117,458 1.9% $ 119,689 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Orange Supervising Public Health Nurse I $ 86,840 $ 116,584 -2.0% $ 114,252 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

7 County of Sacramento Supervising Registered Nurse $ 90,348 $ 109,787 0.1% $ 109,897 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
8 County of San Diego Supervising Nurse $ 87,755 $ 107,806 $ 107,806 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Kern Supervising Nurse $ 78,684 $ 96,060 1.2% $ 97,213 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Contra Costa N/C 

13 County of Riverside N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 119,374 $ 123,340 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -10.7% -14.4% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Supervising Occupational/Physical Therapist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Occupational Therapist III/Physical Therapist III $ 128,856 $ 155,961 -16.8% $ 129,759 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Los Angeles Occupational Therapist Supervisor I/Physical Therapist Supervisor I $ 96,354 $ 129,848 -3.8% $ 124,913 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Supervising Therapist I $ 82,927 $ 122,039 -0.7% $ 121,184 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Riverside1 [Supervising Occupational Therapist/ Supervising Physical Therapist] $ 72,837 $ 116,851 1.9% $ 119,071 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of Sacramento Supervising Therapist $ 97,698 $ 118,765 0.1% $ 118,884 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Bernardino Supervising Rehabilitation Therapist $ 83,720 $ 115,232 1.9% $ 117,421 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Kern Supervising Therapist $ 94,632 $ 115,572 1.2% $ 116,959 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

8 
9 

10 

County of Alameda 
County of San Diego 
County of San Mateo 

Supervising Therapist 
Supervising Occupational/Physical Therapist 
Supervising Therapist 

$ 103,771 
$ 88,504 

$ 104,518 

$ 125,819 
$ 108,805 

$ 130,663 

-11.4% 

-17.5% 

$ 111,476 
$ 108,805 

$ 107,797 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
10/4/2020 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

11 County of Contra Costa Supervising Pediatric Therapist $ 95,589 $ 116,189 -11.1% $ 103,292 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Fresno N/C 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 120,402 

-10.7% 

$ 118,153 

-8.6% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Riverside: Functional Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties of the class are performed by more than one class at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is 
the same for both matches. 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                      

                 

                    

                

                  

                

                
                  
                 

                  

               

            

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                    
  

Page 426 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
              

                

              

               

               

               
               
            

            

             

            

             

             

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    
 

                         
              

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Office Assistant 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda Supervising Clerk III $ 77,189 $ 93,517 -11.4% $ 82,856 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 City and County of San Francisco Principal Clerk $ 75,946 $ 92,352 -17.4% $ 76,283 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Ventura Clerical Supervisor III $ 50,221 $ 70,345 -0.7% $ 69,853 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 County of Contra Costa1 [Clerical Supervisor/Office Manager] $ 60,538 $ 77,309 -11.1% $ 68,728 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Orange Senior Office Supervisor A/B $ 50,918 $ 68,162 -2.0% $ 66,798 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

6 County of Riverside Supervising Office Assistant II $ 36,711 $ 57,244 1.9% $ 58,331 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
7 County of San Diego Supervising Office Assistant $ 45,198 $ 55,515 $ 55,515 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 73,827 $ 69,290 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -33.0% -24.8% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Supervising Park Ranger 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Park Ranger Supervisor $ 109,458 $ 133,078 -16.8% $ 110,721 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of San Mateo Park Ranger IV $ 91,789 $ 114,751 -17.5% $ 94,670 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 City and County of San Francisco Head Park Ranger $ 84,214 $ 102,388 -17.4% $ 84,572 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

4 County of Orange Supervising Park Ranger II $ 62,442 $ 84,074 -2.0% $ 82,392 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Kern Supervising Park Ranger $ 61,320 $ 74,856 1.2% $ 75,754 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of San Bernardino Assistant Park Superintendent $ 51,771 $ 71,032 1.9% $ 72,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

7 County of Riverside Park Ranger Supervisor - Parks $ 46,743 $ 68,982 1.9% $ 70,292 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
8 County of San Diego Supervising Park Ranger $ 55,661 $ 68,411 $ 68,411 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Ventura Supervising Park Ranger $ 44,408 $ 62,199 -0.7% $ 61,763 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Alameda N/C 

11 County of Contra Costa N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Los Angeles N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 79,465 $ 79,073 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.2% -15.6% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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July 2021 

Supervising Pest Management Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Senior Integrated Pest Management Specialist $ 88,140 $ 107,146 -17.4% $ 88,503 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 
3 
4 

County of Alameda1 

County of San Diego 
County of Los Angeles 

[Vegetation Technician/ Weed and Pest Control Supervisor] 
Supervising Pest Management Technician 
Pest Exterminator Working Supervisor 

$ 96,013 
$ 60,944 

$ 50,878 

$ 97,760 
$ 74,901 

$ 68,565 

-11.4% 

-3.8% 

$ 86,615 
$ 74,901 

$ 65,959 

12/27/2020 
6/18/2021 
1/1/2021 

12/26/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

5 County of Kern Pest Control Advisor/Applicator $ 37,236 $ 45,456 1.2% $ 46,001 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 83,162 

-11.0% 

$ 76,287 

-1.9% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. 
The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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July 2021 

Supervising Public Health Microbiologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Microbiologist II $ 122,330 $ 148,668 -17.4% $ 122,800 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Ventura1 [Microbiologist III/ Public Health Lab Director] $ 82,838 $ 116,066 -0.7% $ 115,253 unknown unknown unknown 

3 County of Los Angeles Public Health Microbiology Supervisor I $ 87,303 $ 117,649 -3.8% $ 113,179 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Contra Costa Public Health Laboratory Manager $ 101,039 $ 122,814 -11.1% $ 109,181 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of San Mateo 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Supervising Public Health Microbiologist 
Supervising Public Health Microbiologist 
Supervising Public Health Microbiologist 

$ 104,289 
$ 84,718 

$ 78,374 

$ 130,393 
$ 104,083 

$ 105,622 

-17.5% 

-2.0% 

$ 107,574 
$ 104,083 

$ 103,510 

10/4/2020 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 

8 County of Riverside Supervising Public Health Microbiologist $ 68,571 $ 101,568 1.9% $ 103,497 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Kern Supervising Microbiologist $ 83,532 $ 101,976 1.2% $ 103,200 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Sacramento Supervising Public Health Microbiologist $ 82,539 $ 100,349 0.1% $ 100,449 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of San Bernardino Supervising Public Health Microbiologist $ 70,990 $ 97,781 1.9% $ 99,639 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

12 County of Alameda Supervising Microbiologist $ 90,022 $ 108,930 -11.4% $ 96,512 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Fresno Senior Public Health Microbiologist $ 75,452 $ 91,702 4.7% $ 96,012 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 107,276 

-3.1% 

$ 103,504 

0.6% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Ventura: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the 
comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Sheriff's Emergency Services Dispatcher 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Santa Clara Supervising Communications Dispatcher $ 133,078 $ 161,772 -16.8% $ 134,594 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Riverside Sheriff's Communications Supervisor B $ 66,091 $ 117,907 1.9% $ 120,147 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Ventura Supervising Sheriff's Technical Communications Specialist $ 81,559 $ 114,195 -0.7% $ 113,396 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco Public Safety Communications Supervisor $ 107,926 $ 131,118 -17.4% $ 108,303 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of San Mateo Supervising Communications Dispatcher $ 104,747 $ 130,913 -17.5% $ 108,003 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

6 
7 
8 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Supervising Radio Dispatcher 
Supervising Sheriff s Emergency Services Dispatcher 
Emergency Services Dispatch Supervisor 

$ 74,235 
$ 78,728 

$ 90,646 

$ 100,027 
$ 96,699 

$ 108,805 

-2.0% $ 98,027 
$ 96,699 

$ 96,401 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 
11/1/2020 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

10/31/2021 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% -11.4% 

9 County of Contra Costa Supervising Sheriff's Dispatcher $ 86,449 $ 107,706 -11.1% $ 95,751 7/1/2021 7/1/2022 5.00% 

10 County of San Bernardino Sheriff's Supervising Communications Dispatcher $ 62,130 $ 85,426 1.9% $ 87,049 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Los Angeles Supervising Public Response Dispatcher $ 63,684 $ 85,810 -3.8% $ 82,549 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

12 County of Fresno Supervising Communications Dispatcher $ 64,012 $ 77,818 4.7% $ 81,475 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Sheriff's Dispatch Supervisor $ 56,892 $ 69,456 1.2% $ 70,289 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 108,256 $ 97,214 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -12.0% -0.5% 

Number of Matches 12 12 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Stores & Mail System Specialist, Auditor & Controller 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Classification Title 

Supervising Stores & Mail System Specialist, Auditor & Controller 
Warehouse Coordinator 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 49,587 
$ 39,310 

Top Annual 

$ 60,944 
$ 55,039 

Geographic 
Differential 

-0.7% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 60,944 
$ 54,654 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
12/27/2021 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

2.00% 

3 County of Kern Supervising Mail Clerk $ 31,896 $ 38,940 1.2% $ 39,407 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 46,989 $ 47,030 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 22.9% 22.8% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda1 [Treasurer-Tax Collector's Specialist III/ Treasurer-Tax Collector Supervisor] $ 73,399 $ 87,612 -11.4% $ 77,624 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

2 County of Santa Clara Supervising Tax Collection Clerk $ 76,685 $ 93,186 -16.8% $ 77,531 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Supervising Cash Management Specialist $ 73,235 $ 91,539 -17.5% $ 75,520 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Tax Services Supervisor I $ 49,887 $ 69,075 -3.8% $ 66,450 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Accounting Technician 
Supervising Treasurer Tax Collector Specialist 
N/C 

$ 53,495 
$ 49,109 

$ 65,020 0.1% $ 65,085 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
$ 60,320 $ 60,320 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 87,612 

-45.2% 

$ 75,520 

-25.2% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  

                

                

                

             
                
               

             

            

            

            

            

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                              
    

-

Page 433 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  
                  

                

               

             

            

            

            

            

           

           

            

            

           

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising Vector Ecologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Supervising Vector Ecologist $ 87,360 $ 107,390 $ 107,390 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of Santa Clara Vector Control Operations Supervisor $ 99,083 $ 120,444 -16.8% $ 100,210 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Alameda Vector Control Biologist Supervisor $ 85,842 $ 104,333 -11.4% $ 92,439 12/27/2020 12/26/2021 3.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 112,389 $ 96,324 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -4.7% 10.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising, Trial Support Unit 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Sacramento Supervising Forensic Multimedia Examiner $ 79,031 $ 96,069 0.1% $ 96,165 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 
2 County of San Diego Supervising, Trial Support Unit $ 78,270 $ 96,138 $ 96,138 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

4 County of Alameda N/C 

5 County of Contra Costa N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 96,069 $ 96,165 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 0.1% -0.0% 

Number of Matches 1 1 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Supervising, Vector Control Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Riverside Supervising Environmental Health Specialist $ 69,534 $ 102,933 1.9% $ 104,888 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 
2 County of San Diego Supervising, Vector Control Technician $ 60,944 $ 74,901 $ 74,901 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Bernardino Supervising Vector Control Technician $ 51,771 $ 71,032 1.9% $ 72,382 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 86,982 $ 88,635 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -16.1% -18.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Tax Payment Enforcement Officer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Investigator, Tax Collector $ 92,352 $ 112,216 -17.4% $ 92,690 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Kern Tax Collector's Investigator II $ 62,244 $ 75,984 1.2% $ 76,896 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Collection Enforcement Deputy II $ 63,083 $ 76,733 -11.4% $ 67,985 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of San Mateo Revenue Collector II $ 65,768 $ 82,179 -17.5% $ 67,798 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

5 County of Santa Clara Revenue Collections Officer $ 65,859 $ 79,535 -16.8% $ 66,173 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Orange Collection Officer II $ 49,442 $ 66,602 -2.0% $ 65,270 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 
7 County of San Diego Tax Payment Enforcement Officer $ 52,790 $ 64,834 $ 64,834 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
8 County of Contra Costa Tax Compliance Officer $ 53,024 $ 64,451 -11.1% $ 57,297 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Sacramento Collection Services Agent II $ 46,354 $ 56,355 0.1% $ 56,411 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 76,358 $ 66,986 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -17.8% -3.3% 

Number of Matches 8 8 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Tax Payment Processor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Los Angeles Tax Services Clerk II $ 40,251 $ 55,603 -3.8% $ 53,490 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Sacramento Account Clerk II $ 41,969 $ 51,010 0.1% $ 51,061 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
3 County of San Diego Tax Payment Processor $ 39,603 $ 48,693 $ 48,693 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Orange Property Tax Technician $ 36,858 $ 48,485 -2.0% $ 47,515 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

5 County of Kern Fiscal Support Technician $ 32,868 $ 40,128 1.2% $ 40,610 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 49,747 $ 49,288 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -2.2% -1.2% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Technical Writer 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification 
Title 

Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Technical Writer $ 125,222 $ 152,212 -16.8% $ 126,641 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 
2 County of San Diego Technical Writer $ 73,133 $ 89,918 $ 89,918 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Riverside Staff Writer $ 63,565 $ 79,991 1.9% $ 81,511 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 116,102 $ 104,076 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -29.1% -15.7% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Telecommunications Technician III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of San Mateo IS Communications Specialist - Senior $ 114,377 $ 142,956 -17.5% $ 117,938 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Alameda Senior Telecommunications Technician $ 93,600 $ 114,130 -11.4% $ 101,119 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Senior Telecommunications Technician $ 92,082 $ 111,413 -16.8% $ 92,696 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Ventura Telecommunications Network Specialist III $ 72,990 $ 91,905 -0.7% $ 91,262 1/10/2021 1/9/2022 2.00% 

5 
6 
7 

County of Contra Costa 
County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Senior Communications Equipment Specialist 
Telecommunications Technician III 
Senior Communications Technician 

$ 83,772 
$ 73,320 

$ 64,418 

$ 101,826 
$ 90,126 

$ 86,840 

-11.1% 

-2.0% 

$ 90,523 
$ 90,126 

$ 85,103 

7/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
7/1/2022 

unknown 
unknown 

3.50% 

8 County of Kern Communications Technician III $ 57,756 $ 70,500 1.2% $ 71,346 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Bernardino N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 101,826 $ 91,262 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -13.0% -1.3% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Telecommunications Technician IV 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo IS Communications Supervisor $ 121,802 $ 152,232 -17.5% $ 125,592 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

2 City and County of San Francisco Telecommunications Technician Supervisor $ 119,600 $ 145,418 -17.4% $ 120,115 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

3 County of Contra Costa1 [Senior Communications Equipment Specialist/Telecommunications Manager] $ 98,163 $ 119,318 -11.1% $ 106,074 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Sacramento Telecommunications Systems Supervisor $ 84,230 $ 102,375 0.1% $ 102,477 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of Orange 
County of San Diego 
County of Ventura 

Supervising Communications Technician 
Telecommunications Technician IV 
Telecommunications Network Supervisor 

$ 75,691 
$ 80,621 

$ 63,527 

$ 101,837 
$ 99,050 

$ 89,151 

-2.0% 

-0.7% 

$ 99,800 
$ 99,050 

$ 88,527 

7/2/2021 
6/18/2021 

12/26/2020 

7/1/2022 
unknown 

12/27/2021 

3.50% 
unknown 

2.00% 

8 County of Kern Telecommunications Engineer $ 65,424 $ 79,872 1.2% $ 80,830 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 102,375 

-3.4% 

$ 102,477 

-3.5% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Toxicologist I 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo Criminalist I $ 86,859 $ 108,532 -17.5% $ 89,539 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 
2 County of San Diego Toxicologist I $ 66,726 $ 82,014 $ 82,014 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Contra Costa Forensic Toxicologist I $ 79,827 $ 88,009 -11.1% $ 78,240 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

5 County of Alameda N/C 

6 County of Fresno N/C 

7 County of Kern N/C 

8 County of Los Angeles N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 98,271 $ 83,889 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -19.8% -2.3% 

Number of Matches 2 2 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Toxicologist II 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Forensic Toxicologist $ 113,074 $ 137,462 -17.4% $ 113,544 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Criminalist II $ 108,158 $ 135,197 -17.5% $ 111,538 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 
3 County of San Diego Toxicologist II $ 81,453 $ 100,152 $ 100,152 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
4 County of Contra Costa Forensic Toxicologist II $ 86,922 $ 105,654 -11.1% $ 93,926 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Los Angeles Toxicologist $ 57,555 $ 77,559 -3.8% $ 74,612 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 120,426 $ 102,732 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -20.2% -2.6% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Toxicologist III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Mateo1 [Criminalist II/Supervising Criminalist] $ 114,117 $ 142,633 -17.5% $ 117,672 12/13/2020 12/12/2021 2-4% 
2 County of San Diego Toxicologist III $ 92,914 $ 114,234 $ 114,234 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Contra Costa Forensic Toxicologist III $ 100,640 $ 122,328 -11.1% $ 108,750 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Los Angeles Senior Toxicologist $ 63,840 $ 86,020 -3.8% $ 82,752 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Alameda N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Orange N/C 

10 County of Riverside N/C 

11 County of Sacramento N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 122,328 $ 108,750 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -7.1% 4.8% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level 
classification at the comparator agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Treasurer-Tax Collector Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Alameda1 [Treasurer-Tax Collector's Specialist II/ Deferred Compensation Technician] $ 64,428 $ 78,216 -11.4% $ 69,299 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

2 County of San Mateo Cash Management Specialist $ 61,608 $ 77,021 -17.5% $ 63,542 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Santa Clara Revenue Collections Clerk $ 53,781 $ 64,908 -16.8% $ 54,004 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Los Angeles Tax Services Clerk II $ 40,251 $ 55,603 -3.8% $ 53,490 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

5 
6 
7 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Account Clerk II 
Treasurer Tax Collector Specialist 
N/C 

$ 41,969 
$ 37,918 

$ 51,010 
$ 46,571 

0.1% $ 51,061 
$ 46,571 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 64,908 

-39.4% 

$ 54,004 

-16.0% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Alameda: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Trial Support Specialist 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Orange 

Classification Title 

Trial Support Specialist 
Video Producer 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 74,485 
$ 64,813 

Top Annual 

$ 91,562 
$ 87,381 

Geographic 
Differential 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 91,562 
$ 85,633 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
7/2/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
7/1/2022 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

3.50% -2.0% 

3 County of Sacramento Forensic Multimedia Examiner II $ 65,354 $ 79,407 0.1% $ 79,486 6/21/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Santa Clara Investigative Graphic/Media Specialist $ 72,355 $ 87,454 -16.8% $ 72,761 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Kern Investigative Technician II $ 46,608 $ 56,892 1.2% $ 57,575 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

7 County of Alameda N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                  
                

                  

                 

                 

               

            

             

            

             

           

            

            

           

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 83,394 $ 76,124 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 8.9% 16.9% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Specialist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Quality Improvement Coordinator - SCVMC $ 153,762 $ 196,298 -16.8% $ 163,320 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Contra Costa Utilization Review Coordinator $ 135,348 $ 164,517 -11.1% $ 146,256 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of San Mateo1 Clinical Nurse $ 135,905 $ 160,635 -17.5% $ 132,524 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Alameda Clinical Review Specialist $ 102,259 $ 120,541 -11.4% $ 106,799 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 County of Sacramento Medical Case Management Nurse $ 85,817 $ 104,337 0.1% $ 104,441 8/2/2020 unknown unknown 

6 

7 
8 

County of Fresno 

County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Utilization Review Specialist 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Specialist 
N/C 

$ 81,458 
$ 80,912 

$ 97,968 
$ 99,466 

4.7% $ 102,572 
$ 99,466 

11/2/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                 

                 

                 

                  

                 

                    
               

            

             

            

            

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

            

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 140,588 

-41.3% 

$ 119,662 

-20.3% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of San Mateo: Bottom of range is step 2. 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Utilization Review Quality Improvement Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Contra Costa1 [Utilization Review Coordinator/Utilization Review Manager] $ 143,806 $ 174,798 -11.1% $ 155,395 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of San Mateo2 [Clinical Nurse/Quality Assurance Manager] $ 127,294 $ 159,887 -17.5% $ 131,906 2/7/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Alameda Clinical Review Specialist Supervisor $ 109,803 $ 134,805 -11.4% $ 119,437 12/27/2020 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Sacramento 
County of San Diego 
City and County of San Francisco 

Supervising Medical Case Management Nurse 
Utilization Review Quality Improvement Supervisor 
N/C 

$ 96,319 
$ 85,030 

$ 117,074 
$ 104,437 

0.1% $ 117,191 
$ 104,437 

6/21/2020 
6/18/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of San Bernardino N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

     
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 
                 

                

               

                
                 
               

            

            

             

            

            

             

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    
 

                             
     

                             
     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 147,346 

-41.1% 

$ 125,672 

-20.3% 

Number of Matches 4 4 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 
2 - County of San Mateo: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator 
agency. The salary displayed is an average of the matches. 

Page 448 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Vector Control Technician 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Alameda Vector Control Officer $ 67,069 $ 80,041 -11.4% $ 70,916 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

2 County of Santa Clara Vector Control Technician II $ 69,688 $ 84,198 -16.8% $ 70,053 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

3 County of Ventura Resource Management Agency Technician II - Environmental Health $ 48,265 $ 67,402 -0.7% $ 66,930 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of Riverside 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Environmental Health Technician II 
Vector Control Technician 
Vector Control Technician I 

$ 38,982 
$ 50,232 

$ 43,597 

$ 60,876 
$ 61,755 

$ 59,925 

1.9% 

1.9% 

$ 62,032 
$ 61,755 

$ 61,063 

5/1/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

5/1/2022 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

2.00% 
unknown 

3.00% 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Contra Costa N/C 

9 County of Fresno N/C 

10 County of Kern N/C 

11 County of Los Angeles N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Sacramento N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                   

                      

                  
                  
                   

               

             

            

            

             

            

            

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 67,402 $ 66,930 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -9.1% -8.4% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Vector Control Technician Aide 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Santa Clara Vector Control Technician I $ 60,411 $ 72,956 -16.8% $ 60,699 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

2 County of Riverside Environmental Health Technician I $ 36,977 $ 57,710 1.9% $ 58,807 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

3 County of Alameda Vector Control Officer, Trainee $ 61,958 $ 64,965 -11.4% $ 57,559 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

4 County of San Bernardino Vector Control Technician Trainee $ 37,710 $ 50,502 1.9% $ 51,462 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

5 County of Contra Costa Vector Control Technician $ 42,780 $ 51,999 -11.1% $ 46,227 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 
6 County of San Diego Vector Control Technician Aide $ 40,602 $ 43,118 $ 43,118 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Fresno N/C 

9 County of Kern N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 57,710 $ 57,559 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -33.8% -33.5% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Vector Ecologist 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Bernardino Vector Ecologist $ 68,245 $ 96,262 1.9% $ 98,091 3/13/2021 3/26/2022 3.00% 
2 County of San Diego Vector Ecologist $ 77,667 $ 95,493 $ 95,493 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
3 County of Santa Clara Vector Control Ecologist $ 92,991 $ 112,522 -16.8% $ 93,618 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

4 County of Alameda Vector Control Biologist $ 77,808 $ 94,559 -11.4% $ 83,779 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

5 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

6 County of Contra Costa N/C 

7 County of Fresno N/C 

8 County of Kern N/C 

9 County of Los Angeles N/C 

10 County of Orange N/C 

11 County of Riverside N/C 

12 County of Sacramento N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 96,262 $ 93,618 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -0.8% 2.0% 

Number of Matches 3 3 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Veterans Services Representative 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 City and County of San Francisco Veterans Claims Representative $ 87,542 $ 106,418 -17.4% $ 87,901 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of San Mateo Veterans Services Representative II $ 79,413 $ 99,256 -17.5% $ 81,886 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

3 County of Contra Costa Veterans Service Representative II $ 69,328 $ 84,269 -11.1% $ 74,915 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 
5 
6 

County of Santa Clara 
County of San Diego 
County of San Bernardino 

Veteran Services Representative II 
Veterans Services Representative 
Veterans Service Officer II 

$ 72,933 
$ 53,706 

$ 46,904 

$ 88,207 
$ 65,957 

$ 64,501 

-16.8% 

1.9% 

$ 73,388 
$ 65,957 

$ 65,726 

6/14/2021 
6/18/2021 
7/31/2021 

6/13/2022 
unknown 
7/30/2022 

3.00% 
unknown 

3.00% 

7 County of Orange Veterans Claims Representative $ 49,442 $ 66,602 -2.0% $ 65,270 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

8 County of Riverside Veterans Services Representative II $ 46,959 $ 63,058 1.9% $ 64,256 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Los Angeles Veterans Claims Assistant II $ 49,399 $ 66,566 -3.8% $ 64,037 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Ventura HS Veterans Claims Officer II $ 45,030 $ 60,046 -0.7% $ 59,626 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

11 County of Alameda Veterans Service Representative $ 56,676 $ 67,227 -11.4% $ 59,563 6/27/2021 6/26/2022 3.25% 

12 County of Sacramento Veterans Claims Representative $ 45,727 $ 55,603 0.1% $ 55,659 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

13 County of Kern Veterans Service Representative I $ 43,248 $ 52,800 1.2% $ 53,434 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

14 County of Fresno Veterans Services Representative II $ 41,626 $ 50,596 4.7% $ 52,974 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 

                

                

                
               
                

              

               

                

                

              

              

               

               
 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 66,566 $ 64,256 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -0.9% 2.6% 

Number of Matches 13 13 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Veterinarian 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Riverside Chief Veterinarian $ 119,076 $ 201,223 1.9% $ 205,046 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

2 County of Orange Veterinarian $ 120,931 $ 163,072 -2.0% $ 159,811 7/2/2021 7/1/2022 3.50% 

3 County of Los Angeles Veterinarian $ 116,205 $ 165,343 -3.8% $ 159,060 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Kern Veterinarian $ 113,232 $ 138,300 1.2% $ 139,960 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

5 County of Ventura Veterinarian $ 98,009 $ 137,213 -0.7% $ 136,253 unknown unknown unknown 

6 City and County of San Francisco Shelter Veterinarian $ 119,990 $ 156,832 -17.4% $ 129,543 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

7 County of Sacramento Veterinarian $ 102,771 $ 124,904 0.1% $ 125,029 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 
8 County of San Diego Veterinarian $ 100,901 $ 124,051 $ 124,051 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
9 County of Contra Costa Animal Shelter Veterinarian $ 112,960 $ 133,304 -11.1% $ 118,507 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Santa Clara Veterinarian $ 111,833 $ 135,972 -16.8% $ 113,128 6/14/2021 6/13/2022 3.00% 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of San Bernardino N/C 

14 County of San Mateo N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators $ 138,300 $ 136,253 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -11.5% -9.8% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 453 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Victim Advocate 

Rank 

1 
2 

Comparator Agency 

County of San Diego 
County of Santa Clara 

Classification Title 

Victim Advocate 
Victim/Witness Advocate 

Annual 
Minimum 

$ 52,894 
$ 60,773 

Top Annual 

$ 71,635 
$ 73,867 

Geographic 
Differential 

-16.8% 

Adjusted 
Top Annual 

$ 71,635 
$ 61,457 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 
6/18/2021 
6/14/2021 

Next Salary 
Increase 

unknown 
6/13/2022 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
unknown 

3.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Victim Services Representative II $ 46,922 $ 63,216 -3.8% $ 60,814 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Riverside Victim Services Advocate I $ 40,280 $ 59,560 1.9% $ 60,692 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

5 County of San Bernardino Victim Advocate I $ 42,536 $ 58,489 1.9% $ 59,601 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 

6 County of Contra Costa Victim and Witness Assistance Program Specialist $ 52,867 $ 64,260 -11.1% $ 57,127 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 County of San Mateo District Attorney's Office Victim Advocate I $ 54,557 $ 68,160 -17.5% $ 56,232 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

8 County of Kern Victim/Witness Services Specialist II $ 45,456 $ 55,500 1.2% $ 56,166 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

9 County of Ventura Victim Advocate II $ 39,141 $ 54,890 -0.7% $ 54,506 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

10 County of Sacramento Victim Witness Claims Specialist $ 44,057 $ 53,557 0.1% $ 53,611 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

11 County of Fresno Victim-Witness Advocate $ 40,898 $ 49,738 4.7% $ 52,076 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

12 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

13 County of Alameda N/C 

14 County of Orange N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
  

 
   

 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                 
                

                  

                 

                 

                    

                    

                 

                

                 

               

               

            

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 59,025 $ 56,680 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 17.6% 20.9% 

Number of Matches 10 10 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Victim/Witness Assist Program Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Los Angeles Program Administrator, Victim-Witness Assistance $ 92,863 $ 125,140 -3.8% $ 120,385 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

2 County of Riverside Victim Services Assistant Director $ 70,620 $ 106,963 1.9% $ 108,995 7/1/2021 7/14/2022 2.00% 

3 County of San Mateo Victim Programs Services Manager $ 104,747 $ 130,913 -17.5% $ 108,003 12/13/2020 unknown unknown 

4 City and County of San Francisco Assistant Chief Victim/Witness Investigator $ 104,806 $ 127,426 -17.4% $ 105,254 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

5 County of Sacramento Victim and Witness Assistance Program Coordinator $ 95,234 $ 104,985 0.1% $ 105,090 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

6 County of Contra Costa Victim and Witness Assistance Program Manager $ 95,310 $ 115,850 -11.1% $ 102,991 7/1/2021 unknown unknown 

7 

8 
9 

County of San Bernardino 

County of San Diego 
County of Alameda 

Victim Services Assistant Chief 

Victim/Witness Assist Program Manager 
N/C 

$ 64,480 
$ 71,552 

$ 88,608 
$ 87,901 

1.9% $ 90,292 
$ 87,901 

7/31/2021 
6/18/2021 

7/30/2022 
unknown 

3.00% 
unknown 

10 County of Fresno N/C 

11 County of Kern N/C 

12 County of Orange N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                  

                   

                     

                  

                     

                   

                   
            

            

            

            

             

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 115,850 $ 105,254 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -31.8% -19.7% 

Number of Matches 7 7 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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Victim/Witness Assistance Program Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 City and County of San Francisco Victim/Witness Investigator III $ 96,512 $ 117,364 -17.4% $ 96,943 7/1/2021 1/8/2022 .50% 

2 County of Santa Clara Supervising Victim/Witness Advocate $ 91,495 $ 111,209 -16.8% $ 92,526 6/28/2021 6/27/2022 3.00% 

3 
4 
5 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Contra Costa1 

Supervising Victim Advocate 
Victim/Witness Assistance Program Supervisor 
[Victim and Witness Program Specialist/Victim and Witness Program Manager] 

$ 58,427 
$ 64,854 

$ 74,088 

$ 80,309 1.9% $ 81,835 7/31/2021 7/30/2022 3.00% 
unknown 
unknown 

$ 80,413 

$ 90,055 -11.1% 

$ 80,413 

$ 80,059 

6/18/2021 
7/1/2021 

unknown 
unknown 

6 County of San Mateo District Attorney's Office Supervising Victim Advocate $ 75,024 $ 93,806 -17.5% $ 77,390 10/4/2020 unknown unknown 

7 County of Los Angeles Supervising Victim Services Representative $ 55,194 $ 74,382 -3.8% $ 71,555 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

8 County of Riverside Victim Services Supervisor $ 47,291 $ 69,928 1.9% $ 71,257 5/1/2021 5/1/2022 2.00% 

9 County of Kern Program Supervisor $ 50,988 $ 62,244 1.2% $ 62,991 4/21/2021 unknown unknown 

10 County of Ventura Victim Advocate III $ 43,644 $ 61,374 -0.7% $ 60,945 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

11 County of Alameda N/C 

12 County of Fresno N/C 

13 County of Orange N/C 

14 County of Sacramento N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                    

                  

                  
                 
                        

                     

                   

                 

                

                 

            

            

            

            

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     

 
   

 
                       

     

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

$ 80,309 

0.1% 

$ 77,390 

3.8% 

Number of Matches 9 9 

N/C - Non Comparator 

1 - County of Contra Costa: Span of Responsibility Match: This hybrid match represents that the duties are bridged by a higher and lower level classification at the comparator agency. The salary 
displayed is an average of the matches. 
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Wastewater Facilities Supervisor 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of Sacramento Wastewater Treatment Plant Operations Supervisor $ 116,991 $ 128,976 0.1% $ 129,105 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Ventura Water/Wastewater Services Supervisor $ 79,783 $ 107,707 -0.7% $ 106,953 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

3 County of Los Angeles Wastewater Treatment Plant Supervisor $ 108,361 $ 108,361 -3.8% $ 104,243 1/1/2021 unknown unknown 

4 County of Fresno Supervising Water/Wastewater Specialist $ 81,042 $ 98,514 4.7% $ 103,144 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

5 

6 
7 

County of San Bernardino 

County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Water and Sanitation Supervisor (SD) 

Wastewater Facilities Supervisor 
Wastewater Specialist I 

$ 69,389 
$ 77,626 

$ 54,396 

$ 95,638 
$ 95,451 

$ 66,408 

1.9% 

1.2% 

$ 97,456 
$ 95,451 

$ 67,205 

7/18/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

unknown 
unknown 
unknown 

8 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

9 County of Alameda N/C 

10 County of Contra Costa N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                 

                   

                 

                    

                  
                

               

            

             

            

            

             

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 103,111 $ 103,694 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -8.0% -8.6% 

Number of Matches 6 6 

N/C - Non Comparator 

Page 457 of 459 Appendix II: San Diego Market Findings 



County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Wastewater Plant Operator III 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 
Increase 

1 County of Sacramento Senior Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator $ 97,489 $ 107,469 0.1% $ 107,576 6/21/2020 unknown unknown 

2 County of Fresno Water/Wastewater Specialist III $ 70,512 $ 85,722 4.7% $ 89,751 4/19/2021 unknown unknown 

3 County of Ventura Senior Water/Wastewater Services Worker $ 66,486 $ 89,756 -0.7% $ 89,128 12/26/2020 12/27/2021 2.00% 

4 
5 
6 

County of San Bernardino 
County of San Diego 
County of Kern 

Treatment Plant Operator IV (SD) 
Wastewater Plant Operator III 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator III 

$ 60,923 
$ 67,267 

$ 50,472 

$ 81,952 
$ 82,618 

$ 61,620 

1.9% 

1.2% 

$ 83,509 
$ 82,618 

$ 62,359 

9/26/2020 
6/18/2021 
4/21/2021 

10/9/2021 
unknown 
unknown 

2.50% 
unknown 
unknown 

7 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

8 County of Alameda N/C 

9 County of Contra Costa N/C 

10 County of Los Angeles N/C 

11 County of Orange N/C 

12 County of Riverside N/C 

13 County of San Mateo N/C 

14 County of Santa Clara N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

    
     

  

          

 

 

 

    
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

  

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

 
                   

                 

                  

                    
                   
                   

               

            

             

             

            

            

             

             

 

     
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

        

     
 

    

Median of Comparators $ 85,722 $ 89,128 

% County of San Diego Above/Below -3.8% -7.9% 

Number of Matches 5 5 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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County of San Diego 
Appendix II: Market Compensation Findings 

July 2021 

Watershed Manager 

Rank Comparator Agency Classification Title Annual 
Minimum Top Annual Geographic 

Differential 
Adjusted 

Top Annual 

Salary 
Effective 

Date 

Next Salary 
Increase 

Next 
Percentage 

Increase 
1 County of San Diego Watershed Manager $ 77,917 $ 95,805 $ 95,805 6/18/2021 unknown unknown 
2 City and County of San Francisco N/C 

3 County of Alameda N/C 

4 County of Contra Costa N/C 

5 County of Fresno N/C 

6 County of Kern N/C 

7 County of Los Angeles N/C 

8 County of Orange N/C 

9 County of Riverside N/C 

10 County of Sacramento N/C 

11 County of San Bernardino N/C 

12 County of San Mateo N/C 

13 County of Santa Clara N/C 

14 County of Ventura N/C 

Summary Results Top Annual Adjusted 
Top Annual 

Median of Comparators 

% County of San Diego Above/Below 

Number of Matches 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/A 

N/A 

0 

N/C - Non Comparator 
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ERI Methodology for Cost of Labor 



 

 
      

 
             

          
           

            
           

     
 

            
               

             
          

           
 

                
              

             
               

               
            

            
            

        
 

 
           

           
             

                
            

               
                

              
 

 
           

   
 

  
              

             
             

            
 

  
          

               
             

         
                

     
 

  

Methodology 
The Geographic Assessor® & Pay Survey 

ERi Economic Research Institute was founded over 25 years ago to provide compensation applications 
for private and public organizations. ERi's applications are available to management, analysts and 
consultants and are now widely used by client organizations. Subscribers include corporate 
compensation, relocation, human resources, and other professionals, as well as independent consultants 
and counselors, and US and Canadian public sector administrators (including military, law enforcement, 
city/county, state/provincial, and federal government pay administrators). 

ERi compiles the most robust salary, cost-of-living, and executive compensation survey data available, 
with current market data for more than 1,000 industry sectors. The majority of the Fortune 500 and 
thousands of other small and medium sized organizations rely on ERi data and analytics for 
compensation and salary planning, relocations, disability determinations, board presentations, and setting 
branch office salary structures in the United States, Canada, and worldwide. 

ERi is a leader in the collection, and analysis of compensation, occupation, and cost-of-living data. All 
data are employer-provided and come from a variety of sources. Survey data are collected through 
internally conducted salary surveys and the purchase of third party salary surveys. Additional data are 
gathered through the digitization of Proxy and 10-K data and Freedom of Information Requests in the US. 
Compensation data are compiled in terms of mean and median salaries for jobs of similar duties, 
responsibilities, skills, and functions through an extensive job matching process. ERi produces surveys 
and application analyses by which managers, advisors, and Boards of Directors may make 
recommendations and/or decisions. ERi does not provide fee-for-service consulting; our sole focus is 
providing valid and reliable information to our subscribers. 

Overview 
The Geographic Assessor & Pay Survey application and databases present in-depth time series 
regression analyses of base salary and wage differences among and between different cities and areas. 
ERi researchers have utilized these regression techniques for decades, the difference from the orig inal 
publication being the extent and quality of survey data that are available today. Geographic cost of labor 
regressions represent analyses of the demand and supply of labor (as opposed to cost -of-living's 
reflection of the demand and supply of goods and services). ERi has been collecting and analyzing salary 
surveys since its founding; over 20 million position incumbents' data are now included in ERi's survey 
databases. For those interested, we refer the reader to ERi's founder's original published arti cle on this 
subject: 

Thomsen, D. J. (1974). Geographic Differentials in Salaries Within The United States, Personnel 
Journal, 53, 9, 670-4. 

Salary/Wage Differentials 
The Geographic Assessor & Pay Survey application is an easy-to-use program that aids with the 
assessment of branch location wage and salary competitiveness and the setting of salary structures. 
ERi's Geographic Assessor & Pay Survey application calculates wage and salary differentials between 
any of over 7,300 North American cities and almost 1,300 European cities. 

Cost-of-Living Analyses 
The Geographic Assessor & Pay Survey application and databases presents cursory cost-of-living 
information. This information is limited to renters' spending patterns and is intended to provide only a first 
look at the relative buying power of wages/salaries in different areas. ERi recommends using salary 
differentials for salary structure adjustments; however, the Geographic Assessor does report summary 
cost-of-living differentials to develop a more comprehensive picture of a location (or potentially for use in 
conjunction with the salary differentials). 

Statistical Methodology 



 

            
                 

                
                

                 
               

             
              

          
 

 
           

 
      

     
      
      

      
     
     
   

 
             

                
           

 
              

            
            

              
        

 
 

  
 

               
  

 
             
               
            

               
             

            
            

              
               

                
 

 
                   

                
               

                 
    

The Geographic Assessor & Pay Survey application consists of linear regression analyses programs. 
Eight trend lines are created for any area. Local area salary data are compared to the corresponding 
national salary by job or job family to create a series of differentials per area. A sample of these 
differentials by job or job family is displayed on the Graphs tab. To create a single differential across 
jobs (one that can vary by salary level), the average, conditional on salary level, is computed via a simple 
linear regression (the regression line is also displayed on the Graphs tab). Since these differentials vary 
both by salary and salary structure, a separate regression is performed for each salary structure. The 
user only needs to input the salary level for the base location; the program automatically assigns the 
structure based on the ranges below and returns the corresponding differential. 

Structures 
These regression equations are expressed in terms of "structures," as follows: 

Wage Earner Structure Min - 24,000 
Low Salary Structure 24,000 -36,000 
Mid Salary Structure 36,000 - 48,000 
High Salary Structure 48,000 - 72,000 
Management Salary Structure 72,000 - 108,000 
Executive-1 Structure 108,000 - 144,000 
Executive-2 Structure 144,000 - 192,000 
Executive-3 Structure 192,000+ 

The Wage/Salary area structures are the formulae resulting from ERi's regression analyses of all 
available data for the area. The program will automatically assign the correct structures by city on the 
Two City Comparison table, the Comparison List table, and the Graphs table. 
Sources 
Data used in the cost-of-labor calculations come from salary survey sources. ERi collects available 
salary survey data for jobs and areas; evaluates survey data for validity and reliability; and compiles 
mean and median salaries for positions with similar duties, responsibilities, skills, and functions. 
Because ERi has decades of experience collecting and evaluating salary data, we have refined methods 
for validating both the source data and results. 

Selected FAQs 

Who uses the Geographic Assessor application and databases? How do they use it and how 
should I? 

Companies setting salary structures, who pay different rates in different locations, use it. Branch pay 
differentials allow you to take advantage of the differing labor markets to minimize operating costs while 
maintaining the ability to attract, retain, and motivate employees in each area. Most often, companies 
use the labor cost differentials reported by the Geographic Assessor to make data-based decisions and 
manage complexity by adjusting existing structures based on local labor cost differentials or, when the 
differentials are sufficiently large, to develop new structures. Companies also use the labor cost 
differentials to research general overall labor cost differences associated with opening new branch 
offices. In addition to using the Geographic Assessor with salary structures, there are other uses of 
labor cost differentials, such as to adjust salary survey results directly, say from state or region to the 
national equivalent (or the inverse) when data at the desired geographic level or area is not directly 
available. 

While these are all valid uses of labor cost differentials per se, each planning situation is different. So it 
is important to keep in mind the current planning context such as consistency with prior methods, 
compensation philosophy, and organizational culture, and so on when deciding how to best leverage the 
differentials reported. We at ERi are happy to answer questions on the data and general uses, but we 
do not do consulting. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

      
    

    
       

              
         

             
     

 
 

      
 
 

     
    

         
    

 
          

 
               

           
              

            
                

             
 

                 
             

              
            

                 
     

 
          

 
             

           
           

           
        

 
            

 
               

            
             

              
 

          
 

             
                 

            
        

 
          

sclosures about reliance on ERi data are 
monials) and corporate proxies 

odically appear in other authorized 
tings of the names of its subscribers ERi 

has thousands of subscribers, including the majority of the Fortune 500 and several large government 
agencies. Subscribers include corporate compensation, relocation, and human resources specialists, 
plus other professionals, as well as independent consultants and counselors, and US and Canadian 

nt, city/county, state/provincial, and federal 

eturn examples of uses of the 

from national surveys and applied 
ary ranges. We considered the 

We would then use the geographical differentials([+] or-) from 
where we had offices." 

Where do the numbers for salaries and wages come from? 

Since its founding, ERi's methodology has been designed so as to be a premier provider of quality 
information and survey data. All salary surveys sources for jobs have been carefully evaluated for 
validity, reliability, and use. Unreliable data sources and questionable data are identified and excluded 
from ERi's analysis. Many of ERi's Assessor Series applications (including the Geographic Assessor) 
look at trends over time and multiple sources, allowing for a more thorough validation process than could 
be established using a single source or at a single point in time. 

ERi methodology has evolved over the decades in our pursuit of the highest quality standards in our 
expanded offering of products. During this time, ERi has won the patent for online interactive salary 
surveys and managed that patented survey for over a decade, built trusting relationships where we 
exchange data and products with other survey firms, and contracted for leased proprietary datasets. ERi 
has also developed its series of traditional salary surveys to become a leader in both online data 
collection and traditional salary survey methodologies. 

Where do the numbers for cost of living come from? 

ERi collects, compiles, and analyzes data relating to cost of living from available sources and researches 
areas which are not commonly surveyed individually. ERi compiles actual housing sales data from 
commercially available sources. Gasoline, consumables, medical care premium costs, and effective 
income tax rates are also just as accurately collected from authoritative online databases, and ERi 
research staff audit these sources with additional detailed study. 

Why does the Geographic Assessor's Two City Comparison profile 'renter only' analyses? 

Too many variables affect a home ownership analysis for ERi to make an appropriate set of assumptions 
for a cost-of-living comparison based solely on inputted earnings levels. However, the Relocation 
Assessor application and databases are designed to allow you to input the many additional variables 
(down payment and interest rate information, for example) that affect a home ownership comparison. 

Why do the differentials change at different base salary values? 

The Geographic Assessor analyses illustrate that salary differentials are not constant for an area. That 
is, a single number is not sufficient to describe the relationship between geography and pay across all 
salary levels. To account for this variation, the Geographic Assessor uses regression analyses to 
report the most accurate differential as salary level changes. 

What is the difference between cost-of-living and geographic pay differentials? 



 

               
               

                   
               

                    
                

                   
               

               
              

              
           

 
               

              
                
               

 
 

                
                 

             
            

                 
                 

            
               

             
               

         
             

 
 

              
                 

             
               

           
        

 
        

                  
               

               
                

                  
                 

                
                

              
               

                 
              

             
                  

A more complete differentiation can be found in Help under Assessor Series FAQ #3, but this question 
arises often enough that an abbreviated response should be included here. Put simply, wage and salary 
differentials reflect the local demand for and supply of labor, whereas cost of living is dictated by the local 
demand for and supply of goods and services. Because different factors affect the supply and demand of 
labor than affect the market basket of goods (the basis of cost of living), these two differentials will not, in 
most cases, be the same. Research has shown they often do move in the same direction, but not 
always. Take the case where there is a net increase in workers due to migration. The increase in labor 
supply could put downward pressure on the labor differential while putting upward pressure on housing 
costs, thereby increasing cost of living. Even when the differentials are in the same direction, the 
magnitudes can be very different. In urban centers, for example, both types of differentials are often 
higher; but, since workers can commute from areas with less expensive housing, the COL differentials 
tend to be much higher than the labor differentials in these cases. 

Besides the underlying difference in the supply and demand, another reason why users focus on cost of 
labor differentials is that cost-of-labor differentials often more closely correspond to the labor market 
scope of the salary structure. In other words, COL can vary greatly from neighborhood to neighborhood 
within the same city, but companies would not restrict the recruitment labor market to a single 
neighborhood. 

While employees may find it more desirable for their pay to be adjusted for local cost-of-living variances, 
this is an extremely unusual practice, and in many cases will not be cost effective for the employer. That 
is, in many cases, the employer would be competing against organizations with relatively lower 
compensation costs and, thus, be at a competitive disadvantage. Most compensation professionals 
agree that, when a company is hiring from the local work force (that is, when no transfer or relocation 
occurs), wages and salaries are set according to market pricing of wages and salaries only. In a recent 
informal polling of webinar attendees, most used salary differentials when adjusting salary structures, 
while a much smaller subset used both types in conjunction (perhaps where required). None used cost 
of living exclusively. While the cost-of-labor differentials are best utilized when adjusting pay structures 
(as the underlying data are congruent), in practice, there may be other contextual factors such as 
compensation philosophy or contractual requirements that need to be considered. 
The program allows me to easily compute cross-country comparisons, but are such comparisons 
valid? 

The cross-country comparisons are statistically valid; however, it is not advisable to take a pay system 
from, say, the United States and try to adjust it for a Canadian branch office using the general geographic 
differentials because U.S. and Canadian economies value jobs quite differently (as do most international 
economies). It is important to review pay by job and job description, rather than by general salary level. 
Cross-country comparisons, however, can give some general insight into labor cost differences where 
such information may be difficult to obtain otherwise. 

Reliability Statistics - A Note for Expert Witnesses 
In 1975, the US Congress passed Federal Rule of Evidence 702 so that a threshold standard for the 
admission of expert witness testimony might exist in federal courts. Based on the concept that experts 
should use methodologies that are "generally accepted" by a discipline's practitioners, the rule states: "If 
scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence 
or to determine a fact in issue, a witness qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training, 
or education, may testify thereto in the form of an opinion or otherwise." Following this, the Supreme 
Court issued an opinion in Daubert v. Merrill-Dow Pharmaceuticals, 509 U.S. 579, 113 S. Ct. 2786, 125 
L.Ed.2d 469 (1993) that has become the standard for the admission of "general acceptance". In this Case 
(which standard is now adopted by federal and most state courts), the admittance of expert witness 
testimony and evidence required a two-step analysis: A) Evidence must be relevant, and B) Evidence 
must be reliable. The "relevance" is a subjective judgment, but simple logic may be applied (salary survey 
data for use in labor cost differentials, proxy compensation data for use in maximum reasonable 
compensation cases, etc.) For the latter, "reliability", the Supreme Court established four separate, 
non-exclusive tests: 1) it can be illustrated that the theory or technique can be tested, 2) the data has 



  

                  
         

 
          

            
           
              

 
 

               
             

            
  

 
      

              
             

                
            
                 

                
               

        
 

      
              

               
            
             

               
               

 
 

        
 

             
             

                
           

             
     

 
 

                 
              

            
           
             

              
             

 
    

         
  

  
 

been subjected to peer review and publication, 3) there is a known or potential rate of error, and (4) there 
a level of general acceptance in that particular discipline's community. 

ERi Statement as to the Relevance and Reliability of Data 
Relevance is totally determinable by the circumstances and situation presented. ERi provides outsourced 
analyses and presentations of salary, executive compensation, benefit, and cost-of-living survey data. 
Reliability is described in a four part, non-exclusive summary to match the Daubert challenge: 

Testable 
To illustrate how the technique can be tested is straightforward. The technique and data sources are 
described in this methodology, and replicating the results is a matter of performing similar regressions 
through similar salary data. Using smaller data samples will likely give similar, albeit less robust and 
comprehensive, results. 

Subject to Publication and Peer Review 
Assessor Series application databases are published on a quarterly basis. Unique monthly Internet visits 
now exceed 500,000 to http://www.erieri.com and related sites, with approximately five million unique 
visitors each year. ERi's peers are its competitors, those firms that also provide data analyses to their 
clients. Unlike ERi, that solicits an annual subscription, most compensation and benefits consulting firms 
charge an hourly rate for their research services. Suffice it to say, all the major consulting firms have 
purchased subscriptions so that their consultants could utilize ERi analyses. ERi data are used by these 
firms when consulting with their clients.. ERi data and analyzes are under constant review and critique by 
its competitors. ERi, unlike these firms, provides no fee-for-service/time consulting. 

Known or Potential Rate of Error 
Each Assessor Series application database illustrates, via a "Reliability Statistics" link, the beginning of 
a statistical overview of ERi data. Statistics are reported as derived from just one survey source for all 
salary and compensation presentations (so that copyright restrictions are not violated). ERi accumulates 
many survey sources to compile its analyses. Hence the data illustrated may be, in ERi's estimate, 
considered to be the highest possible standard error that might exist with each analysis. Assessor 
Series application database results are, by logic, more robust than the standard error displayed and 
reported. 

General Level of Acceptance within the Discipline's Community 
ERi has thousands of subscribers, including the majority of the Fortune 500 and several large 
government agencies. Many of these organizations are entering their third decade of being subscribers. 
ERi exhibits at major tradeshows. ERi data are used as source data by major publications and job 
boards. WorldatWork, NASBA, and HRCI accept ERi Distance Learning Center courses for professional 
maintenance and recertification continuing education credit. Major US employers rely upon ERi data as 
cited in corporate proxy filings (see http://www.erieri.com/ExecutiveCompensationProxyData). 

ERi Economic Research Institute is a licensed user of postal code and latitude and longitude data from 
the United States Postal Service (USPS). Canadian Postal Codes are adapted from Statistics Canada 
Postal Code0M Conversion (2013) which is based on data licensed from Canada Post Corporation. 
Contains data adapted from Statistics Canada, National Household Survey, 2011. This does not 
constitute an endorsement by Statistics Canada of this product. Contains Ordnance Survey data © 
Crown copyright and database right 2017. Contains Royal Mail data © Royal Mail copyright and 
database right 2017. Contains National Statistics data© Crown copyright and database right 2017. 

ERi Economic Research Institute 
111 Academy Drive, Suite 270, Irvine, CA, 92617 USA 

Telephone (800) 627-3697 
Email info.eri@erieri.com 

http://www.erieri.com 
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Assessor Series application and database access by license agreement only. 

Copyright © 1989-2017 ERi Economic Research Institute, Inc. 
Patent Nos. 6,862,596 and 7,647,322 
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Assessor Series FAQ 3 
Frequently Asked Questions 

QUESTION: What is the difference between cost-of-living and geographic pay 
differentials 

Wage and salary differentials reflect the local demand for and supply of labor. 

Cost of living is dictated by the local demand for and supply of goods and services. 

ERI subscribers may also come across the term "buying power," which is the inverse of cost 
of living. Cost of living is the cost of purchasing goods and services, as determined by the 
demand and supply of goods, services, and property. For example, if the cost of living is 
10% higher in an area, the buying power is approximately 10% less in that area. 

This demand for and supply of goods and services are defined in terms of the data ERI 
surveys for Assessor Series cost-of-living databases. This data is downloaded from existing 
sources and includes: rental rates, housing prices, income taxes, property taxes, gasoline 
prices, medical costs/services, major retail grocery and drug store prices, etc. Cost-of-living 
differentials, as reported by ERI, reflect cost models at different income levels (e.g., an auto 
of "x" value driven "x" miles/kilometers, home rental with no mortgage income tax 
deductions, home ownership with income tax mortgage deductions, etc.). Local wages and 
salaries do not indicate the local cost of living. Cost of living indicates the comparable local 
buying power for any given salary. 

Most compensation professionals agree that when a company is hiring from the local work 
force (that is, when no transfer or relocation occurs), wages and salaries are set according 
to market pricing of wages and salaries only. In general, branch pay should be dictated by 
market pricing of wage/salary differentials only. 

While employees may find it more desirable for their pay to be adjusted for local cost-of-
living variances, this is an extremely unusual practice, and in many cases will not be cost 
effective for the employer. That is, in many cases the employer would be competing against 
organizations with relatively lower compensation costs and, thus, be at a competitive 
disadvantage. 

In most cases, cost-of-living is considered only when an employee incurs new expenses due 
to an "internal" move from one branch office to another. In this situation, the new salary 
would be set according to the destination market (local wage and salary level). Then, any 
cost-of-living allowance would be awarded separately from salary and for a finite period of 
time. 

It is undesirable to build a cost-of-living adjustment into salary, as the integrity of the current 
salary administration program will be compromised. For instance, the transfer of personnel 
into an office where locally hired employees would be earning lower salaries than the 
transferee's "cost-of-living adjusted salary" is an undesirable and avoidable situation. The 
transfer of personnel into an area where local competitors' employees would be earning 
higher salaries than the transferee's "cost-of-living adjusted salary" is an equally undesirable 
and avoidable situation. Better solutions would include the award of a one-time (lump sum) 



 

             
 

 
                

  
               

   
 

       
 

 
              
 

 
                  

  
 

                
  

 
  

 
 

   
                 

 
                

 

 
 

 
   

               
 

 
               

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
              

moving bonus or a gradually decreasing three-year cost-of-living allowance, which is 
awarded separately from the new locally adjusted competitive salary. Each organization's 
unique situation (tax considerations, cash-flow, etc.) will dictate the best method for handling 
cost-of-living allowances. 

A random telephone survey by ERI's Director found that only 2% of ERI subscribers pay "the 
same for all jobs nationally, but vary levels by the cost of living." All other surveyed 
subscribers stated that they ignore cost of living and concentrate on the demand and supply/ 
local market pricing to administer geographic pay differentials. 

Cost of Living v Market Pay Rates 

There are many reasons why employers decide to pay the local market pay rate (what it 
takes to attract, retain and motivate a competent worker) instead of paying according to local 
costs: 

No two employees have the same living costs. Even if they hold the same job and earn the 
same money, their family circumstances and spending practices vary. 

The cost of living depends on family lifestyle and the total budget available from all income 
earners in the family. Family expenses differ according to many variables, such as the 
number of income earners, the total budget available, size of home, whether renting or 
buying, how many dependents, number and value of automobiles, and more. Every cost-
of-living statistical model uses a different standard market basket of goods and services. 

It is quite difficult to come up with only one cost figure that properly fits every employee 
lifestyle, but it is quite simple to determine what other employers pay for the job you do. 

Pay is usually set once a year according to local salary levels, corporate pay strategy, and 
budget, but costs change constantly. Prices go up and down all the time, and employees 
would be quite upset if their wages were cut because the price of bread dropped this 
week, for example. 

Companies pay for you to do work, at a competitive rate, rather than give you amounts 
based on your expenses. Employers are not even legally allowed to question job 
applicants about their family circumstances, so they are not about to set pay according to 
your spending pattern. 

People don't usually live where they work. Most employees live in a town where the costs 
fit their family budget and where the prices are lowest for their lifestyle. They work where 
their employer is located, and that usually is not within walking distance of home. Basing 
pay on home location and family expenses would require different pay scales for every 
worker and even different rates for the same job done by people in the same community, 
if, for example, one was a single renter and the other was a homeowner with five 
dependents. 

Relevant living costs are already covered by pay surveys. If wages and salaries are 
influenced by living costs, then the competitive market pay surveys reflect those costs. If 



 

 
              

  
 

 

you wish to research livings costs, see ERI's Relocation Assessor, which calculates cost-
of-living levels based on earnings level, family size, home size, and automobile usage. The 
application reports the cost-of-living differential between a base city and destination city to 
determine the amount an employee must earn in the new location to "remain whole" (not 
lose buying power). 
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