
COMMUNICATION

TO: LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL FILE NO. 09-0969

FROM: WENDY GREUEL, VICE-CHAIR
BILL ROSENDAHL, MEMBER
BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

ED REYES, CHAIR
PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

COMMUNICATION FROM VICE-CHAIR and MEMBER, BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
and CHAIR, PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE relative to the Department
of City Planning's comprehensive fee study results and recommendations.

SUBMITS WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION the following recommendations of the Department of
City Planning relative to the Department's comprehensive fee study:

1. APPROVE amending the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 19.01 through
19.12 to revise fees to more accurately represent the cost of providing planning and land
use services and achieve full cost recovery, as outlined in the attached fee schedule
(Attachment A).

2. ESTABLISH a Department of City Planning Enterprise Fund by amending Sections 5.400,
5.484, and 19.13 of the LAMC.

Fiscal Impact Statement: The Department of City Planning (DCP) reports that the recommended
changes to the DCP fee schedule have the potential to increase City revenues by $7 to $8 million
annually. The Department's case processing functions will become fully cost recoverable and
reduce the burden to the General Fund by this same amount.

Community Impact Statement: None submitted

SUMMARY

At a joint meeting of the Budget and Finance (B&F) Committee and Chair of the Planning and Land
Use Management (PLUM) Committees, on June 1, 2009, the Committee members considered a
DCP report relative to the Department's comprehensive fee study. The fee study, completed by
Matrix Consulting Group (Matrix), found that the DCP is currently recovering approximately 40
percent of the estimated full cost of providing most fee related services. The study indicated an
overall subsidy is being provided to fee payers, where the annual revenue collected for all fee
related services is less than the estimated citywide costs of providing those services.

The DCP reports that the total cost of fee related services included in the fee study is approximately
$18 million. The DCP currently receives revenue for these items in the amount of $7 million and is,
therefore, only achieving 40 percent of total cost recovery. The report estimates that if the fees
were set to capture 100 percent of their cost, additional revenue of approximately $11 million could
be realized. Political and economic policy factors which often warrant adoption of fee levels at less



than 100 percent, as well as reduced case processing volume, would likely bring that estimate
down as much as 30 percent to $7 to $8 million in additional annual revenue.

Based on the fee study findings, the Department is recommending revising the LAMC to more
accurately represent the cost of providing planning and land use services. The Department is
additionally recommending establishment of a Department of City Planning Enterprise Fund to
capture revenues in a separate account and provide for full cost recovery of case processing staff
and resources. Fees deposited into the Fund would include: fees related to the processing of
applications for all planning and entitlement functions and appeals, as well as processing fees for
records, publications and maps. The Fund would also be used to purchase or pay for labor,
expenses, equipment, materials, and services in support of planning related functions. The DCA
reports that appropriations would be established by an expenditure plan through the annual budget
process. The DCA additionally recommends that the Department's Major Projects Trust Fund and
Expedited Permit Fund be consolidated into the Enterprise Fund.

The CAO reported, relative to the DCP's request to establish an Enterprise Fund, that the nature of
the activity itself does not lend itself to being in an Enterprise Fund. The CAO would like an
opportunity to further review the DCP recommendation with the Controller who also has concerns
regarding establishment of an Enterprise Fund. If the intent is to segregate the revenues and have
a special accounting of revenues and expenditures from the fund, the CAO suggested establishing
a special revenue fund in next years' budget which the CAO believes would accomplish much of
what the DCP wants.

During the Committees discussion, the Director of City Planning reported that the current planning
fee structure looks good when compared to surrounding cities; however, the proposed fee structure
would result in fees slightly higher than most, but not all, surrounding cities. The Chair of the B&F
Committee questioned the application of a 21 percent Cost Allocation Plan (CAP) rate for services
performed by other City departments as part of the planning process, i.e., the Bureau of
Engineering. The Chair, recognizing that a reduction in the CAP rate translates to a reduction in
General Fund revenue, wants to ensure that the CAP, when applied to services performed by other
City departments, is fair and reasonable. While the CAO reported that application of the CAP rate
is in line with the current City practice, the CAO is studying the CAP rate as it applies to the cost of
City services and the impact on fees. The CAO expects to complete its study in approximately
three months.

Following a lengthy discussion during which numerous questions were raised regarding many of the
fees, the Chair of the Planning and Land Use Management Committee and the Vice-Chair and
Member of the Budget and Finance Committee recommended to submit the matter to the Council
without recommendation. The Committee members felt that it would be more efficient to send the
matter forward to the Council for a full discussion inasmuch as the proposed fees will impact each
Council District, and a lengthy discussion is anticipated. Additionally, it was requested that a list of
questions asked in Committee be attached to the Committee report to facilitate the Council
discussion (Attachment B). This matter is now forwarded to the Council for its consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

WENDY GREUEL, Vice-Chair
Budget and Finance Committee



BILL ROSENDAHL, Member
Budget and Finance Committee

ED REYES, Chair
Planning and Land Use Management Committee

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITIEE

MEMBER
PARKS:
GREUEL:
SMITH:
ROSENDAHL:
HUIZAR:

VOTE
ABSENT (left prior to end 01discussion)
YES
ABSENT
YES
ABSENT

LB
09-0969_rpt_blc_ 06-12-09

Attachments

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITIEE

MEMBER
REYES:
HUIZAR:
WEISS:

VOTE
YES
ABSENT
ABSENT

·NOT OFFICIAL UNTIL COUNCIL ACTS·
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Attachment B

The Planning Department was asked to be prepared to address questions relative to the
following fees and issues:

1. Certified Farmers Markets fees
2. Service of Alcohol in a Small Restaurant fees
3. Coastal Development Permit fees
4. Development Agreement application fees
5. Mountain Fire District fees
6. Condo Conversion fees
7. Historic Preservation Overlay Zone fees
8. Mobile Home Park fees
9. Revocation fees
10. the proposed General Plan Maintenance Fee
11. consideration of adjusted rates for seniors, low income, etc.
12. will the significant increase in fees result in an increase in non-permitted projects?
13. application of a 21 percent CAP rate to the proposed fees
14. the impact on for-profit and not-for-profit developers of affordable housing
15. the practicality of increasing fees for developments that include 80 percent or more of

affordable rental units
16. how will the proposed fee increases affect incentives for development of "green"

buildings?
17. what is the difference between a surcharge and the proposed fees?
18. is there any fee(s) proposed by the Consultant that the Planning Department disagrees

with? '
19. what kind of additional personnel would be needed to adequately staff the Department to

process planning applications?


