MEMORANDUM
PLACER COUNTY HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Envirocnmental Health

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors

FROM: Richard J. Burton, M.D., M.P.H.

Placer County Health Officer and Director of Health & Human Services
Jill Pahi, Director of Environmental Health

DATE: April 29, 2008

SUBJECT: Public Hearing to consider Environmental Health Fee Adjustments

ACTION REQUESTED:

It is respectfully requasted that your Board;
a. Conduct a public hearing to consider revising the permit, anrual facility monitoring and inspection
fees, as well as one-time construction plan check and inspection fees;
b. Adopt a revised Envircnmental Health fee madal implamenting full fee recovery over a three year

period for Land Development and other servicas provided by the Health and Human Services
Department, Environmental Heaith Division;

c. Diract Staff to return with Resolutions containing the revised fee model: and
d. Diract Staff to return with an Ordinarce deleting and replacing Chapter 2, Section 2.116.100 of the
Piacer County Code regarding fees for Envirenmental Health.

BACKGROUND:
On Febnuary 26, 2008, the Department brought the attached itern to the Board of Supervisors requesting an

increasa in Environmental Health fees associated with Environmental Health services dalivered to permitted
facilities and associated with land use development,

Atthe February 26, 2008 public hearing the Board of Supervigors continued the hearing to April 29, 2008 and
directed the Department to continue to work with the community, develop operational changes that maximize

efficiency, develop more allemnatives for implementation, identify opportunities for incantivizing compliance, and
to charge non-compliant facilities for re-inspections when needed,

Since February 26, 2008, the Dapartment has:

1. Confimed that the Division has implemented over fifteen specific program efficiencies and service
improvements identified in two comprehansive external program and fiscal audits conducted in 2005
and 2006. Both audits raccmmended the Division update the curent fee schedule,

2. Documented that the use of technolegies such as field laptops have allowed eight staff to be able to
nspect 1,800 facilities where they previcusly had been able to inspect 1,200 facilities.

3. Reduced six staff positions in the Division's proposed Fiscal Year 2008-08 Budget and will only
concluct one inspection per year to decument compliance as part of the permitting process.

4. Proposed funding two Environmental Health Technicians and one Administrative Clerk position with
County General Fund because of the community-wide benefit and contribution to overall public health
and safely provided by these employees.

5. Proposed that foad facilities achieving 100% compliance will not be charged any fee increase for
Fiscal Year 2008-09 and then be chargad 50% of proposed fee increases, reprasenting 6% of the
food facilitias permitted.

8. Proposed that food facilities in compliance with alt the “Major” criteria and no more than two “Minor”

violations will be charged 75% of the proposed fee increases, representing 12% of the food facilities
pemitted
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7. Conducted seven community stakeholder meetings where the stakeholders were able to evaluate the
methodology and basis for 100% cost recovery. Community stakeholders supported a 100% cost
recovery fee structure implemented over & S-year parnod of time.

The Department has been very grateful for the participation and recommendations of the Food Safety Working

Groups and looks forward to their continuing participation in achieving maximum compiiance and opsrational
afficiencies.

The Dapariment is bringing forward three alternatives to phasing in fees that will result in 100% cost recovery for
permitting activities. The altermnativas represant maximally efficient operations, recagnition of business

excellence, and ongoing County General Funding dedicated to community benefit services. All aitematives
include the following characteristics.

v Service Modifications
# Al include minimal inspections per facility
» Al include re-inspection fees for non-compliant facilities
»  Allinclude reduced staffing from Fiscal Year 200708 level
» Al include communify-wide services to be funded by County General Fund

v Incentives motivating increased compliance
» Al includa financial incentives for facilities with no viclations, propose they be exempted from any
fea increass in 2008-2008 and are than charged 50% of the proposed fee increases
¥ Al include financial incentives for facilities with no “major” violations and no more than 2 “Minor”
violations, propose they are charged 75% of the proposed fee increases

v Fiscal Compcnents
¥ Al include County General Fund
» Al include achieving 100% cost recovery for pemmitting aclivities

The fee spacifics of the altemative models are described below:

April 29, 2008
Annual Fee Phase-In Models

| Example - Permit Fee = $500
{Madels Include 3% Annual Consumer Price Index Adjustment}

Fee Mode! CY 2007 CY 2008 CY 2008 CY 210 CY 2011 oY 2012
-Aqnual Fee | Annual Fee | Annual Fee | Annual Fee | Annual Fee | Annual Fee

Current Fee Model $500 5508 3523 %538 $555 5571

Option 1 :

12 Months 5500 $6aA 87T 5403 3920 3958

S0M00

Stafr

Recommendation . -

36 Nonths 500 623 3773 $903~ $920 5958
| 33.3/33,3/33.3 |

Option 3 .

&R Monithe $500 $047 sB22 $738 3853 058"

1015825125125

* Full Cost Recovery Achieved Through Fees




The Department recommends the Board of Supervisors adopt the Staff Recommendation, The Staff
Recommendation represents an incremental implementation of fee increases over a three-year period while also
maintaining County General Fund contribution for community-wide services and financial incentives rewarding
compliance. This recommendation also limits the General Fund subsidy to $4,048,000, which is 43% lass than
Option 3. The following chart demonstrates the General Fund subsidy associated with each of the fee modals.

Annual General Fund Required Subsidy
{This Chart Transitions to Budget Year Funding}

Cumulativea -
Fee Model FY 200708 | FY 2008-00 | FY 200010 | FY 2010-11 | FY 2014-42 | FY 201212 ‘3'?3:;“'
Subsidy
Gurtant Fee $1,905,000 | $2,054000 | $2.116,000 | $2.178,000 | $2,245000 | $2,312,000 | $12,501,000
Option 1 '
12 Months $1,905.000 | $1.027,000 30 $0 80 $0 $3,022,000
50/100
Staff )
Recomemendation
Hieralivinn $1,805,000 | $1,378,000 | $578,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,049,000
33.3/33.3133.3
Option 3
80 Months $1,005,000 | $1,840,000 | $1,585000 | $1.087,000 | $558 000 0 57,075,000
10/15/25125/25

* Note: All models include in excess of $230.000 per year Genesal Fund contribution to cover staff costs for activities
that provide communily-wide benefiis.

Upon Board adopticn of a fee adjustment model, Resclutions will be developed and presented to your Boarg

under consent agenda at a fulure meeting for implementation of the Beard's direction.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There |s approximately $2,054,000 in County General Fund subsidy in the Erwironmental Health Fiscal Year
2008-09 Proposed Budget. Any fee increases authorized would reduc:a the amount of County General Fund
subsidy required to deliver these mandated sarvices.
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" Jj . T T l lh COI N.ﬁRF‘\ THER:EER OF CORPMFRCE

February 20, 2008 RECEIVED
Robart M. Wevgandt FEB z 0 2008

Placer Couniy Supervizor, District 2

R T CLEHR ot
175 Folwetler Avenue BCOARD OF SHUPERVISDRS

Auburn, CA 45607

RE: PLACER COUNTY ENVIRONMUENTAL HEALTH
PROFPOSED FEE INCREASE

Dear Supervisor Weygandt and Members of the Placer Counry Board of Supervisors:

AL our most recent Government Affairs Comunitiee meeting for Lol Arca Chamber ot

Commerce, [t Burton of the Placer Couniy Health and Human Services Department, as well as
Tioe James, Manager, Local Government Relations and Califormia Grocers Association diseussed
the Proposed Food Facilities Fee Increase schedoled to be heard by the Board of Supervisors on
February 26, 2008 at 990 a.m.

I both, reading thew January i35, 2008 Memo addressed to Yimt Gandley the HHS Assistant
Dyirector, and listening to their comments we would hike to give cur recommendalions:

Dhue w the fact that fees had not been reviewed for over 15 vears, and from Dr. Burlon’s
comients, that they hoave been analvzed amd caloulated the aclual cost to gel a certin wob
completed {down to the hours worked on cach project 10 completion). it sounds like the
review of the Environmental Nealth Department services was thorough.
Stnee there have been no increases, with the exception of CPL we obviously understand
that there 15 a need to make some changes, but would encourage thal the fee increascs be
riered over a period of nume, and not all at once,

= We also support the ldea of incentives to tood facihiies that have ne violanons and agree
that a4 perfect record of compilance should be rewarded. Thewr proposal for these
facihties to maintain the current foes for ome year 15 a positive step lowards tetanung and
supporing businessesan Lincoln
We also like that the Environmental Health Department wil continue 10 wotk with the
newly fommed food advisory groups w develop ether prograns boprovements, and o
muarket safe food handling prachces and the facilities that use them.

Hest repards,

/f ”7‘79‘1’;.

Cindy Murmphy, Executive Manager for TR Commeraial
Chatr, Lineoln Area Chamber ol"(_',ommcrm
Clovernment Affurs Committes



RECEIVED
FEB 20 2008

Tehruary 20, 20048 BO.&H{[-}L& ¢'->-‘..:,'=. oA
Hon Jun Hoormes, Chgis

Placer Ccunly Board of Superasors

T Tulwener

Aubern CA B5603

Re: Proposcd Environmental Health Fee Increasea
Dear Supervisor Hotmes:

1 am wrming o behalf of the board of directors of the Recklin Area Chamber of Commerce and the members of the
chnamber's Government Alfars Commiltee 1o provide members’ Inpul concemng The proposed increase o the county's
ervirenmenta: heaith lees.

First of all. we would ke o express owr colletive appiesiaton 12 county stalf, ncluding Jdill Pakt, Enveonnignla Heallh
Cirgctor, for the proactive and forthrigh? manner she has represented the county s these discussions. This is jus ibe king
of parinarstp the community sheuld espect and recere from ds poblic sersants.

Secondiy. we wish to recognize that protecling tre public healtk is ane of the caunly’s mostmporant funchons.
Irspechng lood safely and (ood facies is an essenlial role of the county and key ta as pablic healih mizsian.

That being said, we wish to express some consgrn regarding e propesal before you:

While we understand the counly's intenticn 1o caplure revenue 10 cover the cos! of servicos, we urge ihe coenly (o
axgcise resirant and prudence when pursuing this strategy of "cosl recovery * Such aggressive porsuit of reverge from
the pudhc or from Dusiresses may berefil the counly's genera: fund inthe short term but may Farm (he laxpayers and e
‘osal ecanomy in e ong run.

Ve recognize the fagt thal the fes in queshon has not Geen raised 1or 15 yeas and that the poposed fee will be
comparabile 1o negnbonng caunties. However we urge the county ard the board 1 consider balr s des of the (edger -
costs as well as revenue - when delaremiring fees, ncludirg laber rules and biring pragtices that may limd the counly's
flexibity a3 an emplaye:.

We alsc encouwrage the board to consider the amendments proposed by tne Calfomia Grocers' Association anc clbwers 1o
ease the burden of complianse and provide fisatully to boibk the requlatar and (ke regulaicd business

+ Fhase in e cosh increase over lwi years o allive businesses ime 1o absorl cosis int aready impacted

budgels.

. Allgwy an annual inspection onée a usiness has received wo posdive inspechons

«  Offer high end service to new businesses

- Offar web poating of rasulls

- Encaurage standardizalian amang inspeciors

Trese amendments, when laken as a whole, will position Placer County as a responsiple requiator, praleching ihe public
heallh while presiding llexibitity. consisiency and aczoundability 10 business pwrers that subscnbe o goad business
pract ccs.

Thank yau in advance far your thoughtful considaralizn of cur v.ews,

Sincearealy,

Davil M. Butlar
Cnair, Rackin Chamber of Comunerce Gaovernmeant Alfars Commiltee

Members. Placer County Board of Supenisms
A Fanl, Director, Ervirormental Health Division
Tim James, Cahfaraia Grogess' Assn,

Wendy Gerng. Roseville Chamber of Commerce
Bobly Park. Lincein Chambwer of Commerce



RECEIVED
FEB 19 2008

CLEAY OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISOHS

WELL DRILLING COMPANY

Fehrteary 14, 2008

R T a3 .
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conm. 10 A

Jun Holmes, Distriet 3 Supervisor
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fuhweller Avome

Auburn, CA 935603
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Re: Proposed fee mcreases Dy Placer County Environmental Health

Dear Jin.

Unfortunatety T am going to be oot of the country when Placer County Iiwvironment
Health presents its fee inerease proposal before the Placer County Board of Supervisors
on IFebruary 20, 2008, You have probably sech a copy of this, 1 is slated that the
standard domestic well permitwill go from 5413 10 $669. The permint tor deepening a
well will go from $183 to 5372 and the permit lor deing any sort of repair on a well will
20 from $185 10 $298.

Actuaily the well drillers are getting off easier than other groups like the grocers and
restauraienrs who are experiencing over N percent increases. Placer Cownty
Frvironmental Health has old vs that the reason {or this s tha the Board of Supervisors
has ordered the Department to replace with fees $2.3 milhion that it gets cach vear {rom

the General Fund

There we a couple of points that nead 1o be made here. First, we are 1 an coonemic
crisis borh nattonally and locally. Placer County depends heavily on (e real esiate and
construction indusiries {for both jobs and tax base. To further suppress these mdustrics s
o ot the people that are hurting most, and the people most likely 1o get us our of
CCONeMIC Slagnation.

1t has been stated that the businesses slapped with these increased fecs will just pass the
costs onto their customers. If this were true the increased fees would constilute a wx
which should receive the same sort of legislative due process that other lux Increases
recelve. Huowever, I'm not sure that that 15 going 10 be what happens. A restaurateur
whose mspection tees and ticense fees from (he County double can’t just mcrease histher

| Board ot Superyisorg
Z5 County Executiveii

Cahf. Contractor's Lic. #398306
Nevada Contractor's Lic. #0034841



food prices accordingly. [ he or she does that, potenttal custonrers would just decide w
catat home. Similarly for well driblers, people would decide not to diidl and hook up
pubhic water instead, or not 1o build at all. (The cost of entitlements 1s tapdly outpacing
people’s ability 1o pav for new homes.) So, there are powerlul substitution possibibitics
wliich prevent the passing aloag of these imcreased fees.

second, and probabiy most important i3 the absence of any real analysis or prioritization
on the pact of Placer County Environmettal Health as (o what programs really need 1o be
maitlained and staffed o the extent they are now. All Placer County Envirommental
Healtl: has doue i (his fe increase proposal is draw a ling under what is necessary to
maintain their current budget, plus inflation and vartous other goodies. For people hike
vou and me, who have been in business and who have seen hard umes, we don’ get the
luxury of just raising our prices when the cconomy goes down and revenues fall. We
have to cut our costs. 1112 not at all clear w me that this 1s what has lappened at
Fnvironmental Healthe

What neeids to happen 15 a serious look ot the programs that Lovironmental Health stafls,
how ctlliciently they staft them and whether we really need all of these people andfor
cquipment. | ve been working with Placer County Envirommental Heabth for twenty-
e1ght vears. ve seenat grow from a handiu) of nspectors to a bloated and
commensurately ayrogant bureaucracy . The excuse alwavs 1< that “the State has
mandated programs which the County must stalt and fund.”

Well maybe and maybe uot. Levime give an example. In 1990 the State passed
legislanon that among other things required every county 1n the State (0 inspect the
mstallation of the anoular seal on every new waell. 1o 1990 our permii fees more than
doubled 10 accommodate the staff required 1o do this, (Tu 1990 well permil fees jumped
e $341 from $132 1in 1989 Every yvear thereafter there have been substaniial fee
tnercases well in excess of nflation until we got to the point where we are today,
However, oue thing has changed and that 1s Vnvoonmental Health hardiy ever mspects an
amular seal. That's right, in spite of “the State matdate” that scals be inspected fov
which substantial fees are collected, the wnnalar scals are almost never wilnessed. In
light of tlus T haven 't seen any Environmental Health officials being censured. demoted
or in any other wayv disciphined by the State or any other eniity for not fulfilling this
“Rmate mandae.” Placer County Environmentat Flealth has acitky recognized that the

ks



County’s currene well drillers do a pretty good job and have applied their stati other
places.

The point here 1s that there are thousands of State mandates out there and not enough
people to watch that they get {ullilled. Many of these "mandates™ are just plain stupid,
The practical reality is that the County in this sitvation can and does exercise the ability
o pick and choose whal mandates are the most important and how e will statf them. n
this light The Board necds to order un independent management review of the
Eavironmeial Health Department 1o Hgure out what parts of 115 mission arg most
nuportant, and how it can hnul resources to addressing these. To saddle businesses with
muereased costs, and the people of Placer County, with a crypto-tax increase. which these
fee increases represent. 1s (o fa1l our management responsibilities and o allow this
hureaucratic tumor 1o grow.

I hope vou will take a senous look at these proposed mercases and hopelully suggest
such a smdy, Thank you,

Very truly vours,

Dave Fulton

PS5, Placer County Lnvironmental Health has proposed staggering the foe mercases sa
that halt goces into effeet July I and hatf Jan 1, 2009, This hardly helps.



John A. Panelli ce
450 Gladveon Rd. #42 Ll
Colfax, CA 95713

February 7, 2008 BATE Ql Hp‘@

g Boart o 5 IPEQRECTS -
S Courty Evgoutive D.‘-.‘.G-.-_‘-?-
128 County Jounsg!

Rocky Rockholm 81 v e y’ﬂ

Placer County Board of Supervisors, District | §& iszzsie

175 Fulweiler Ave, " ——
Auburn, CA 95603 ACQENTA FTERE

%
Re: Environment Health [Hvision DA . ——
Fee Structure Revision LW, HE!ZIJ'H’\ fres

TERTR s '-“loar’v’“\

Dear Sir,

I strongly recommend no increase this vear in light of the economic conditions,
especially bad on small business sole proprietors.

That being said; let us continue to study the fee structure proposal for the balance of
this vear, and it economics change, consider implementation of 4 new proposal next vear.

If it 15 necessary to implement & fee now, consider the fee to be divided and adjusted
over the next tour or five vears with the CPI factored in.

On behalf of all small business. this is not the time (o raise fees, but it is the time 1o
reduce government and hold the line. Small Business 1s having to reduce statf and
tighten 11s belt.

Sincerely,

e

John A. Panelli
Giovanni’s/Shady Glen Inn

lolo



Dianc Howe
Caoffee and Collectibles

2641 Central Avenue RS
Roseville, Ca. 95747 o
e QUIOB
February 7, 2008 ¥ 025 of Supervisors - &
W County Exacutive Office
Supervisor Rocky Rockholm ¥ County Counsel
District p 0 ke Boylo
175 Fulweiler Avenue R merries HHS e
Auburn, Ca. 95603 ACGEIDA
_ By o
Ref: Proposed Environmental Health Fee Increase EUW. HQQJ‘HH #ég ]
Dear Supervisor Rockholm: i }TiIAT: —CLHMQJI
B —-‘-“J

I am wriling 10 cxpress my concern related to the propesed ingrease of Health Permit fees
by the Environmental Health Department to be presented to the Board of Supervisors on
Feb. 26, 2008 for approval.

As a smatl business owner I find the currently proposed increase of over 100% to be
detmmental to business and unaffordable: therefore I am opposed to the suggested
mereases. The justification for such an increase (which would need to pass on to
customers} would be hard to explain in the current economical enviconment.

If a fee increase of this large magnitude 1s to happen, I would respectfully request
considering a phasing approach over a four to five year period of time. At a four year
phasing [ would be paying the County 25% more per year which stiil 1s a rate that can not
be asked of customers.

It ts my understanding that the Environmental Health Department is working with a
group of business owners towards developing a sound firancial incentive plan that would
reward businesses for good inspections over time. Being a pood operator and requering
little of County inspection time [ am in favor of this direction in working together.

Thank you for your thorough consideration of this issue. .

Sincerely,

sl oewec 7%‘1’{(

Diane Howe

LT
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Diane Howe-Coffes a;nd Collectibles
2641 Central Avenue
Roseville, Ca. 95747

January 7, 2008

I
County of Placer
DPepartment of Health.and Human Serviges
Environmental Health Division
3091 County Center Dr , Suite 180
Auburn, Ca. 93603

Ref revision fo the Permit Terms and Pending Fee Revisions
Dear Dr. Burien/ Till iahl, REHS.

I am writing concerning the proposed fee revisions of various environmental health
facilities. | operate a booth at Denio’s Auction with approximately 400 sq. fi. with no
food prep—just distribution of coflee, tea, spices and herbs. At this facility T have paid
health permit fees over the past 15 years which increased vearly (by COLA to the
current $210.00 which [ paid for 2007. I realize that increases are necessary but based on
the amount of time spent yearly to do inspections at my individual location T am paying
over $800.00 an houyr.

it 1s my understanding that the proposed fee increases would be 126% for my pariicular
business. | feel that this is excessive at minimum. This amount of increase will be
detrimental to businesses in Placer County overall-—<ither driving businesses clsewhere,
putting them vut of business completely or certainly not encouraging them to begin
business in our Caum{

I would suggest that tl'{e County needs to ook at efficiency methods of balancing
Depariment budgets a$ well as creating more equitable categories in this fec area.
Recently the Transporlation Commission made the decision not to place a sales tax
increase on the ballot for our County because they recognized the negative impact that
4% would have in this downward spizaling economy. 1 believe that increases the
magnitude suggested would definitely present a negative impact. As a citizen in this
Counly, paying taxes, ] was under the assumption that the General Fund was to be used 10
“protect and provide for” me as a citizen. The increases suggested could, in fact, reduce
{ieneral Fund revenucrs it businesses depart from Placer County.

Please consider revie !ing other methods of budget balancing as well as more equiiable
catepories and phasing of increases over workable periods of fime (3-3 years minimum ).
Our current cconomy fas many businesses as well as governmental agencies struggling.

[ am very aware of thit as 1 sit on a Jocal school board and regardless of our needs as we
would see them, our mcreases in revenues are based on COLA (cost of living adjustment)
gach year and we have no ability to “collect” fees from our students. We continually

b3
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24340 Main St. P.O. Box 1464
Foresthill CA 95631
530-367-3245 fax 530-367-3338

February 20, 2008

Jilt Pahl, Director | ; . Oy qm |J.

Placer County Envirormenial Health Division ]L ‘ijﬂ:_‘*_"m_": __i':—._i;:‘h

3091 County Center Drive, #180 : e dﬂ;;.{rE Slaaicy
Auburn, CA 95603 34 Board of 5 ‘-gupemsom

04 County Exacutive Ofﬁca—,
¥ County Counset

[ Mike Goyle

B HHS ol

As a business owner [ am very concemed with how your department intends to increasc
inspection fees {or restaurants and other busimesses in Placer County; in some cases by
85% (Auburn Journal 2/14/08). 1 understand the Board of Supervisors has asked ali
depariments to cut their budgets by 1074 across the board.

RE: PROPOSED INSPECTION FEE REVISIONS

Blear Director Pahl:

We al]l know that the economy has bern in a downtum, people do not have the extra cash
to eat out as much as we had a year ago. The resuit 1s that restaurants and oiher
businesses are already under an increasing burden of diminishing revenue. Basically 1t
secms that since the Supervisers want you to cut your budget, what you are actuaily
doing is increasing your budget by trying to replace your lost revenue with inappropriate
fee increases. These fee increases will ultimately affect the local economy as a whole;
thereby reducing lax revenue in the long ren which will of course become a future budget
deficit problem for Placer County.

Just as individual businesses and households need to do some belt tightening during
economic downtumns, 50 do the various departments of cur local government.

b



With increased fuel cosis, delivery expenses. emplovee welated expenses, Bigher credit
card rates. ¢ic. combined with less business, our profit margins are shrinking day by day.
To add this increase in fees at this time, will altimately drive some out of business. You
are gueted in the Auburn Joumal (2/14/08) stating “Despite the criticism, the fee structure
wiil be forwarded as initially proposed.™  Although the next ling quotes you as saying “I
understand and empathize,” it is clear that you have already made up yvour mind
regardless of the evidence that shows that this is a bad decision.

Please reconsider the new fee structure and do all vou can te trim vour department just as
we have te tighten our belts.

Thank yon,

Rose Perez )
Owmer

Ce:  PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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A - '!g: RESTAURANT
TR e e j;- WL c;,ladi.a/h_,_T_ |  ASSQCIATION

February 22, 208 { Enviconmantad Hoalth s ,ﬂ

Supervisor Jim Holmes, Board Chair N R _g"_______'_'“_' '_—i:jl

Placer County T

175 Fulweiler Avenue

Aubum, CA 94603

RE: February 28, 2008, Agenda #4: Health & Human Sesvices/Enviornmental Health ~ OPPOSE

Dear Supervisor Holmes:

The Califomia Restaurant Association (CRA), on behalf of the intarests of over 22,000 member foodservice
establishments in California, strongly OPPOSES the fee increases propased by the Placer Caunty Environmental
Health Department. implementing such a drastic increase over a short penod of time is unreasonable and unduly
burdensame and we oppase this measure.

Mzny restaurants simply cannot afford an ingrease of this magnitude. In some cases, the increase is 100% to
200% more than the current fee. This is beyond the scepe of what is considered reasonable and would be
avervhelmingly burdensome, especially fo! small mom & pop restaurants.

Based on the nalure of our business, we are a vulnerable industry that is lough to survive in already. On average,
restaurants make less than a nickel for every dollar in sales and wilh the recent increase in the stale’s minimum
wage, another increase in cost makes it much more difficult to survive in an already difficult industry,

While we understand the goals of the County to reduce costs, we respectiully ask the Board for 2 reasonable and
responsible approach.

For these reasons, we strongly oppose the fee increases proposed by the Placer County Environmental Health
Depanment and uge your "NQO" vote.

Sincerely,

Johnnise Fosler Downs
Legistative Director

o Members, Board of Supervisors

W HARD T BC INSRIRED.
K2 13t Sereil Satcamesta O GLENA T BEOOTE5 4847 F MG AAYAIRZ  whare o aliect arg
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NELSON BOOKKEEPING SERVICES
LAURA NELSON
6775 TRAILHEAD CT.
FORESTHILL., CA 95631
PHONE: 530-852- 0761 FAX: 530-367-3717
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February 15, 2008 Ll F | Phaniv @J_@lﬂ} E‘S lﬂ
L levirwental ety Hh r&gi
Jilt Pah]: Duecl[.:-r N o TRt :.; p— q%@m A
Placer County Environmental Health Division '. 5.,__74____,r____,._ﬁ_,:::_.__,\__r_.,_'_ﬁm:;_I
3091 County Center Drive, #180 T - [___‘_f_g______
Auburn, CA 95603 KR OF Sopanasons - 2
G County 12 soutive Oifice
RE:  PROPOSED INSPECTION FEE REVISIONS & Couiiy Counsel
X Mike Bovle
Dear Director Pahl: 7 HHS el

As a business owner 1 am very concerned with how your department intends to increase inspection fees
for restaurants and other businesses in Placer County; in some cases by 85% (Auburn Journal 2/14/08).
1 understand the Board of Supervisors has asked all departments 1o cut their budgets by 10% across the
board

We all know that the economy has been in a downturn, people do not have the extra cash to cat out as
much as we had a year ago. The result 1s that restaurants and other businesses are already under an
increasing burden of diminishing revenue. Basically it seems that since the Supervisors want you to cut
your budget, what you are actually doing is increasing your budget by trying to replace your [ost
revenue with inappropriate fee increases. These tee increases will ultimately affect the local economy
as a whoie; thereby reducing tax revenuc in the long run which will of course become a future budL.u:
deficit problem far Placer County.

Just as individual businesses and households need to do some belt tightemng during cconomic
downturns, so do the various depariments of our local governiment.

With increased fuel costs, delivery expenses, employee related expenses, higher credit card rates, efc.
combined with less business, our profit margins are shrinking day by day.

To add this increase in fees at thus tme, will ultimately drive some out of business. You are quoted in
the Aubumn Journal {2/14/08) stating “Despite the cnticisin, the fee structure will be forwarded as
initially proposed ™ Although the next line quotes you as saving I understand and empathize.” it 15
clear that you have already made up your mind regardless of the evidence thai shows that this is 2 bad
decision.

Please reconsider the new fee structure and do all you can to tam vour department just as we have to
tighten our belts.

Thank vou,

M[m{@\) Ao o0 TREP#epcr CF FuntorniL  Divide

C e MR-

Cc. PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Placer County Scard of Saperaisors

T Flwelier :
Auburn, ©A DEGGE

Re: Proposed Envirgonmental Health Fee Increase
Jear Supenvisor bowmes:

I arn whbing an seralf of the beard of directors of the Rocklin &rea Chamber of Commerce and the members 27 the
chamiers Goveramenr 4%as Commidtee to provice members inew! confening iR8 proposes mersdse (o the oousy's
gruvrgnmenal ~ealln {ees,

Zirslof all, we windd se [0 express oud collective azorecalior o counly staff, cludimg Jill Panl Envirenmernial Health
Dnrector for e proactive and lorthoght maaner sho has representss the county n these JI5Cussions  This s us! tne <ing
of parrarstn the ommar iy shculd eXo0ct anc reseve TCM S ubie Senarts,

Zocondly, we wish to recogrize thal prolechng the ouafic heaitn s one af the county's mashimrparant funclions
nspecticng oo safery and food Famtings 5 an assential rale af the coundy and key 1@ a5 oudle nealn Fssisn

That being said, we wish 1o exaress same soncera regareing 1he propesal belfare you!

Wrile we pndersiand the counly's intention 1o £3plers Cvenue to cover the cost of senvices. we g the county (o
paglfise (853Nt 310 predenst when pursuirg b Strategy 6° oas! reocveny © Such aggross ve oursut of revenue fam
e GLout o7 from busingsses may beneht the Sounty's geresa fund i the shg teqrr bul may hamn the taapayers and the
wzal groromy o e lorg reo.

We rgoogmze the fagt thas the feeir question has not been raisad far 5 vears ang ina the groppsed fee will be
comparable o apighbanng Counbes mowevar, we 9@ e counly 2 1Ne Ecard (o conside” bol- G688 of [ne i26ger —
cosls as wel as reverys - when celenmining feas, N2uong laon: rales and binng prachces mat nay s the county §
flexitiiity a5 ar erplsyer

WWa disg encourage (e Doard (0 cansider the amendmenis orgbesed by the Callarnia Grongrs’ Azsocatan and ethers 1o
ease the burden of comphiance and grow oe flexblty b5 Boll the regulatzor angd she regu ated business

. Prase n the cosl ngraase over v yesrs (Q allow ousinesses fime 1o absard costs im e alrsady impaziec

budgels.

. Allpw an annuan nspechsn oncé a busingss has regeved “wi poiilive INSgeci ons

- Offer mign end serace (o new Dusinessas

= QbFer wah posting of resuls

. Enzourage standardizabion among INS0EC'ars

These amendments, when faker 33 2 whgle, will positon Placer Sounty 3s ¢ resporsible ragulator, pralecting the pubec
healih waile areyed:rg dowbiity, cons:siercy anc acoouniaolily 1o business gwrers that subsgcribe 1o geod business
AractCes

Thars yov N advance §Gr your [Mgugt it SonsIceralion ol Our views.

Cawud N Buiisr
Char Rocken Crambe: of Semmarce Government a%airs Commitas

tdarmbers Fiaces County Board of Superssos
Lt Fahl Dhrectar, Enw ronmenta’ Hagiih Oieesior
Tim Jares, Salifora'e Groners' Asan,

VWendy Geng. Fcsevile Chamner of Commaize
Sohb Park. Lincoln Chambas of Commerce




=
February 15, 2008 RECENED

FEB 22 2008
Jill Pahl, Director
Placer County Environmental Health Division AH%‘;!_%';H '
3091 County Center Drive, #180 ? ]
Auburn, CA 95603 AGENIDA E’E‘?}hﬁ
T ACA N
RE: PROPOSED INSPECTION FEE REVISIONS ‘#Af
1 ' L

(. A fe i

Dear Director Pahl: rrvam fbpan. i:

We have been reading about how your department intends to increase mspecnc:-n tees for
restaurants and other businesses in Placer County; in some cases by 83% (Aubum Journal
2/14/08). Bruce Kranz informed us of an increase that your department was requesting.
He also stated that the Board of Supervisors had asked ali departments to cut their
budgets by 10% across the board.

We all know that the economy has been in a downturn, people do not have the extra cash
to eat oul as much as we had a year ago. The result is that restaurants and other
businesses are already under an increasing burden of diminishing revenue. Basically it
seems that since the Supervisors want you to cut your budget, what you are actually
doing 1s increasing your budget by trying to replace your lost revenue with inapproprate
fee increases. We do not recall any news story about ANY business in Placer County
that has been a scrious health risk to the pubiic For you to increase your inspection fees

yourself and you should have the moxy to CUT THE DEADWOOD IN YOUR
DEPARTMENT!!!t This includes personnel as well as paperwork.

We also understand that you have introduced a new electronic record keeping system (lap
top computers} which has increased the inspection time. Would it not secm reasonable
that “improving” the technology of your department woutd then streamline your
department and make it MORE efficient and therefore LESS costly??? In fact like all
government bureaucracies it is obvious that you are doing all you can to protect your
department by becoming less efficient and more redundant in your operations.

TAXES PAY YOUR SALARIES, WE DEMAND THAT YOU CUT YOUR BUDGET
BY 10% AS INSTRUCTED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. We hire them to
manage yon! 11!

‘S'incere]y,
s CoTha (A uﬁﬁ“@ﬂﬁ?ﬁp 593)
RO‘P’ & TACRAWEST E(’ a1 BpErASOrs -
P.O. BOX 292, A[_:BURN. CA 93604 Cpun y Exatut e -‘{—'}' i
\. nUl l '., .Ef}\’
Cc:  PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - n.c“:ﬁun" nesistant)
:"LJ-JQ"-' v _)"'(_ \'4\‘“ L"‘-\-\ bdg{l.[ bes 1}1—-' % - 4 v
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