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June 18, 2009

Honorable Members of the City Council
c/o Office of the City Clerk

Room 395, City Hall

Mail Stop 160

Attention: Lauraine Braithwaite, Legislative Assistant

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING FOLLOW-UP REPORT ON THE
COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY - CF 09-0969

On April 17, 2009, the Department of City Planning submitted its comprehensive fee
study and fee recommendations to the Mayor and City Council. The report was heard
at a joint Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) and Budget and Finance
Committee meeting on June 1, 2009. The two Committees made a decision to forward
the item to City Council without recommendation. In addition, the Department was
requested to provide additional input on various guestions from members of the
respective Committees.

The Department is hereby attaching three documents in response to the joint
Committee request as follows: 1) List of responses to questions from the joint meeting;
2) Revised Attachment A from the original report adding estimated annual case volumes
and fees without the Cost Allocation Plan (CAP) rate and; and 3) Sample Case Fee
Calculations. :

In considering this additional information, the Council should be aware that any
reduction or contribution from the General Fund to offset the fees will result in less
revenue to the Department. The original report estimated that the new fee schedule
could result in additional annual revenues of $7 — 8 million. In the 2009-10 Adopted
Budget additional revenue in the amount of $6 million was included in the Department's
projection to account for a nine-month implementation period. If CAP rates are not
included in the fees, total estimated annual revenue will be reduced to approximately
$6.7 million. A nine-month implementation period on that amount would be $5 million.
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In addition, while individual fee items may appear high, the report also recommended a
multiple application policy which would charge fees as follows: 100% of the highest fee;
50% of the second highest fee; and 25% for every additional request. This policy will
reduce individual fee amounts when multipie entitlement actions are required.

On June 11, 2009, Department staff met with staff from the CAQ, City Attorney and
Controller’'s Office to discuss options for creating a fund to segregate the Planning and
Land Use fees. While the Department initially recommended an Enterprise Fund, we
have determined that a Special Revenue Fund wouid serve the same purpose to set
aside the fees specifically for use by the Department for case processing services.

If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact me at (213) 978-1271
or Deputy Director of Planning Eva Yuan-McDaniel of my staff at (213) 978-1273.

Sincerely,

Of B0 BJMW

S. GAIL GOLDBERG, AICP
Director of Planning

Attachments: Responses to Questions from Joint Committee Meeting
Revised Attachment A - Proposed Fee Schedule
Sample Case Fee Calculations
City Planning Comprehensive Fee Study Resuits and Recommendations

ce: Raymond P. Ciranna, Interim City Administrative Officer
Gerry Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM JOINT PLUM AND BUDGET AND FINANCE
MEETING OF JUNE 1, 2009

Why didn’t we raise the fees earlier? (Rosendahl)
The City has increased the entitliement application fees by 20% in Fiscal Year 2008-09
and by 15% in Fiscal Year 2007-08. Before that time, the fees were increased by 5%
each year in Fiscal Years 2003-04, 2004-05 and 2005-06. Even with these increases,
the fee study has shown that the City is still subsidizing planning applications by as

much as 60%.

How do we compare with other cities? (Reyes)
In the recent fee analysis, the City of Los Angeles was compared with seven western
cities and six regional cities/agencies. In the western cities analysis, the City’s current
fees are comparable; however, the proposed fees will be higher. In the regional cities
analysis, some jurisdictions have higher fees (Santa Clarita and Pasadena), but most of
the other cities have lower fees compared to both the current and proposed fees.

Should we be charging the CAP overhead rate on the fees like we charge for 7

federal grants? (Parks)

This is ultimately a policy decision by the City Council. The CAP 30 overhead rate used
in the Fee Study was 41.56%, which is the Citywide Central Services rate for City
Planning. A revised fee scheduled is attached showing what the fees would be without

the CAP rate.

What was the thought process for the density bonus fees? (Reyes)

Ali fees were calculated based on the amount of staff time required to process
applications, plus benefits and overheads. It is less expensive to process density bonus
applications that are on-menu compared to those requests for off-menu services.

Did we increase the budget to include these fees? (Greuel)
Yes, revenues for the Planning Department in the amount of $6 million were added to
the 2008-10 adopted budget to account for these fee increases.

| have concerns over the following fee charges: (Greuel)

Fee Current Fee Proposed Fee without
Fee CAP

Certified Farmer's Market 586 2,641 2,035
Relief from Fence Height 794 4,525 3,488
Service of Alcohol in a Small

Restaurant 229 6,040 4,656
Development Agreement 4,074 29,690 23,008
Coastal Development Permit for

SFD Residential with exceptions 1,285 7,057 5,440
Historic Preservation Overlay 1,361 136,656 107,384




Mobile Home Impact Report 2,484 13,992 10,906

Affordable Housing (Density
Bonus — On Menu) 1,278 7,115 5,530

All fees were calculated based on the amount of staff time required to process
applications, plus benefits and overheads. It is ultimately a policy decision by the City
Council to subsidize any specific fee items.

While individual fee items may appear high, the Department’s report recommends
discounting multiple entitlements as follows: 100% for the highest fee; 50% for the
second highest; and 25% for every additional application. This discount will
substantially reduce individual fee amounts if they are submitted in combination with
other entitlements (see question and attachment below).

Can you pick certain categories and provide examples? (Greuel)

See Sample Case Fee Calculations attachment showing a cost comparison of three
cases at the current fees, proposed fees without the CAP, and full cost recovery
proposed fees.

Will these fees prohibit lower income residents from filing permits? Should we
look at a concept like Lifeline fo provide a discount? (Parks)

The City's entitlement fee structure has never been based on income or other
categories. However, City Planning is recommending a 50% subsidy to homeowners of
single family dwellings and additional subsidies for certain historic applications and
appeals. Subsidizing entitlements based on income or other category could be made
by the City Council as a policy decision.

How will this impact non-profits and for-profits to build affordable housing?
(Rosendahl) _
Planning application fees are only a smalt portion of the costs for developers building
affordable housing regardless of whether they are being buiit for-profit or for a non-profit
entity.

Explain the difference between surcharges and fees. (Rosendahl)

Fees are charges for services provided by a government agency to a public citizen or
group normally set on a per unit/per project basis. Surcharges are generally assessed
as a percentage of fees or some other metric, such as valuation, and are meant to
recover costs from entire groups who receive overall benefits from services rather than
individual clients.

Are there any fees proposed by the consultant that the Department doesn’t agree
with? (Rosendahl)

The Department concurs with all the fee recommendations from the consultant since
our staff was instrumental in providing the time estimates. After the final report was
received, the Department recommended subsidizing fees for single family dwelling
applications, certain historic resources applications, and appeals.




Why is the Department down by 100 staff? (Rosendahl)

Over the past couple of years, the Department has been fortunate in acquiring new
positions raising our position authorities to just over 400. However, due to the Managed
Hiring Policy, combined with attrition, the Department has been unable to fill the 100+
vacancies, leaving us with a 25% vacancy rate.

Are you applying or receiving any Economic Stimulus funding? (Rosendahl)
The Department has received approval for stimulus funding for the SurveyLA match in
the amount of $300,000 and for the Mixed Income CEQA work in the amount of
$400,000.

Provide a report with case type and volume by Council District. (Rosendahl)
The revised Attachment A provides estimated annual volumes by case type. The
Department does not have the capacity to break these out by Council District.






















~ MPLE CASE FEE CALCULATION

Case Type

Sample Case #1

Current Fee

Proposed Fee
without CAP

Full Cost
Recovery
Proposed Fee

Includes muitiple application policy

Praject Permit with Design Review Board (Single
Family) 1,187 2,097 2,698
Project Permit Compliance with Specific Plan
Review 1,187 740 952
Categorical Exemgption 79 63 81
Subtotal 2,453 2,900 3,731
OS8S Surcharge - 2% 50 58 75
Development Surcharge - 6% 147 174 224
Operating Surcharge - 7% 172 203 261
General Plan Maintenance Surcharge - 3% 87 112
Historic Resources Surcharge - 1% 29 37
TOTAL 2,822 § 3451 $. 4,440
Percentage Increase 22% 57%
Sample Case #2
Zone Variance (ZV) 5,879 4,970 6,448
Zone Variance (3 Combination Permits) 5,001 4970 6,448
Zoning Administration Interpretation (ZAl) 397 1,124 1,458
Environmental Assessment Finding (EAF) 923 1,774 2,280
Subtotal 12,200 12,838 16,634
O8S Surcharge - 2% 244 257 333
Development Surcharge - 6% 732 770 998
Operating Surcharge - 7% 854 899 1,164
General Plan Maintenance Surcharge - 3% 385 499
Historic Resources Surcharge - 1% 128 166
Publication Fee for ND/MND 946 946
TOTAL 14,030 $ 16,223 $ 20,740
Percentage Increase 16% 48%
Sample Case #3
Zone Variance (ZV) 5,879 2,485 3,224
Zoning Administration Adjustment 1,667 1,035 1,343
Site Plan Review 1,278 6,064 7,806
MND - Reconsideration Request 146 548 703
Subtotal 8,970 10,132 13,076
088 Surcharge - 2% 180 203 262
Development Surcharge - 6% 539 608 785
Operating Surcharge - 7% 628 709 915
General Plan Maintenance Surcharge - 3% 304 392
Historic Resources Surcharge - 1% 101 131
Publication Fee for ND/MND 946 946
Expediting Fee 6,500 6,500 6,500
TOTAL § 16,817 § 19,503 $ 23,006
Percentage Increase 16% 37%
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