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Overview
• Current park dedication and fee program

• Current program key issues

• Outreach

• Proposed ordinance



CURRENT PROGRAM



Current Program
• State Quimby Act (1965)

• New residents = need for new parks
• Enables cities to:

• Require land dedication or fee in-lieu
• New subdivisions

• LA Quimby (1971)
• Credit given for provided amenities
• Park improvements must be near residential 

project
• Affordable units exempt

• Finn Fee (1985)
• Council adopted
• Multi-family projects requesting a zone change 
• Pay equivalent Quimby in-lieu fee

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Quick Overview, 

Current Park Fee Program Consists of two different fee structures:

3. Quimby Fee which is required of projects requesting a subdivision. The Quimby Fee requires land dedication or in lieu fee.

3. Finn Fee is required of multi-family projects needing a Zone Change. The Finn is a fee-based program and does not require land dedication. 


Background of our Current Park Fee Program
Define subdivision - division of land or airspace
Quimby is dedication or in lieu fee
Finn fee supplement to Quimby – straight fee, not land dedication
Still have hole – MFDs without ZC 



Key Issues
• Outdated fees
• Ability to spend fees is 

limited
• Lack of land dedication

Calls to Action
• Mayor Directive
• 5 Council motions
• Plan for a Healthy Los 

Angeles
• Sustainable Cities pLAn

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some of the current Program Limitations include: (Refer to bullets in slide 1-3 issues).

2. A fourth issue,  focuses on the  Potential impacts of cumulative mitigation fees  and is not a direct Park Fee Program Limitation . 

3. However it is a policy issue that needs to be considered in light of the adoption of future development linkage fees. 




Map shows parks/1000 people. The darker the purple, the higher the park services. Green is a park. South LA and central Valley not well served.



Key Issue #1: Outdated Fee Structure 

• Outdated fees - currently assessed based on zoning
• Charge $2,789 - $8,044 per unit

(for subdivision/zone change projects)

• Not all units are required to pay park fee
• Non-subdivision developments (e.g., apartment projects)

• Fee deferral loophole 
• Entire project is deferred even with minimum number of affordable units
• Purpose is to incentivize construction of affordable housing

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Currently Park Fees are assessed based upon the Zone where the residential project is developed. 
Subdivision and Zone Change projects are charged fees that range between $2,700 and $8,000/unit. 

2. Not all units are required to pay fees
Non subdivision projects such as apartment developments are not assessed park fees.

3. Fee Deferral Loophole – Although the goal of the program is to encourage the construction of affordable housing, 

an unfortunate consequence of the Fee Deferral Loophole  is that in the case of an apartment complex providing  20% affordable units and 80% market rate units, the entire complex qualifies for the fee deferral. 

This results in the City’s delayed receipt of  park fees for the market rate units.  




• Service radius is highly restrictive

• Qualifying parks and facilities
• Public Recreation Plan defines following 

park types:
• Neighborhood
• Community
• Mentions Regional but does not define 

service  radius

• Types of facilities required at 
recreation sites:

• Shuffleboard
• Table games
• Lawn games

Key Issue #2: Limited Expenditure Ability

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another second issue is the limited expenditure ability which is caused by 
A restrictive service radius; and 

Restrictions on qualifying parks and facility types identified in the Public Recreation Plan



Key Issue #3: Lack of Land Dedication 
and Park Access

• State Quimby regulations – Cities may require park land 
dedication for projects of  50+ units

• Majority of developers elect to pay the in-lieu fee

• Credits for On-Site Recreational Amenities
• Award credits for on-site park and recreational amenities
• Outdated dollar amounts do not correspond to current construction costs

Presenter
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A third issue is a lack of Land Dedication and Park Access

Under Quimby regulations, park land must be dedicated for subdivision projects with 50 or more units
By the time Quimby fees are paid it is often too late in the project design for land dedication to be considered. 

The majority of developers elect to pay the in-lieu fee;  because

Its easier and cheaper to pay a fee vs. purchase land and develop it into park space. 

As a result, the responsibility falls on the city’s shoulders. 

Credits for on-site park and recreational amenities are outdated and do not correspond to current construction costs. 




PROPOSED ORDINANCE



Modernize Fees | Recalibrate To Cost

• Eliminate Finn Fee

• Establish new Park Impact Fee

• Require park fees for non-subdivision 
projects

• All net new residential development

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now for the solutions:

Eliminate the Finn Fee; and 

Establish a new Park Impact Fee which will be more  comprehensive as it will assess fees for non-subdivision projects.



• Currently $2,789 - $8,044 per unit
(for subdivision/zone change projects)

• Fee study: $18,364 per unit to 
maintain current 4.2 acres/1,000 people

• Feasibility study per unit:
Maximum $12,500 (subdivisions)
Maximum $7,500 (non-subdivisions)

• Exempted Units 
• Covenanted affordable <120% AMI
• Second Dwelling Units (SDUs)

Modernize Fees | Recalibrate To Cost

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Update fees that will charge a specific fee structure for subdivision projects and a separate fee for non-subdivision projects. 

2. Additionally, in the proposed ordinance: 

Affordable units and secondary dwelling units are exempt. 


Reconnect the fee to its intention. Why do we have these fees?

Fee study said that to maintain our current park service standard of 4.2 acres/1,000 people, it would cost every new unit a little over $18,000/DU! 
Feasibility study – different project types, densities, in different price point markets across the City- 
Conclusion – non subdivisions could absorb $7,500/DU & Subdivisions could absorb $12,500/DU
Absorb = leaving a 15% return on investment

Will exempt affordable units – 120% of  Annual Median Income, with 55 year recorded C&A

Because it costs so much and we collecting less per DU, over time, the park acreage per 1,000 will decline



• Proposing a more modest Park Fee increase
• Maximum $10,000 for subdivision
• Maximum $5,000 for non-subdivision
• Two year phase-in
• Additional adjustments possible in the future

• Ability for development to absorb additional fees is limited

• Provide a buffer for future mitigation fees to co-exist with 
Park Fees

• Any fee amount less than $18,364 will require City 
contribution

Balancing Multiple Priorities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The ordinance also proposes to provide a buffer for future mitigation fees to co-exist with park fees.

1. With that we are proposing a modest park fee increase: 

Maximum of $10,000/unit for subdivisions and $5,000/unit for non-subdivision projects. 



• Affordable Housing Linkage Fee

• Westside Transportation Impact Fees

• Updated application fees

• Costs associated with Clean Up Green Up development 
standards

Other Upcoming Cost Increases



City Amount Housing Types*

San Jose $7,700 - $38,900 All

Pasadena $15,566 - $28,815 All

Glendale $15,335 - $19,883 All

San Diego $7,500 – $12,500 All

Proposed Los Angeles $547 - $10,939 All

Existing Los Angeles $2,634 - $7,598 Subdivisions and MF zone change

Sacramento $1,518 - $5,534 All

Long Beach $3,563 - $4,613 All

*With certain exceptions, such as reduced fees for senior or affordable housing

$2,789 - $8,044

$547 -$10,939

Fees In Other Cities

$5,000 -$10,000

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sample of relevant CA sample cities, LA in bottom rung.
The only city where every new unit isn’t subject to the fee.

Increasing our fees as proposed brings City up a bit, but definitely not the highest charging. Arranged by the max.

Will be a fee or in-lieu dedication/opposite of Quimby



• Increase Radius

Neighborhood ½ mile 2 miles

Community 2 miles 5 miles

Regional undefined 10 miles

• Broaden Terms
• Remove amenities by park type
• Replace with broad language

Expand Expenditure

Presenter
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1. Another proposed solution is to expand where the $ can be spent.

2. The radius or distance from fee source will be expanded. 

3. And also define radii terms for Regional spaces. 

4. Since it was never defined, we never spent $ on Regional spaces.

Softened/blurring line definitions of park types so more discretion in spending the $.

The ordinance also previously defined amenities per park type – we’re removing that requirement.



• Subdivisions with 50 or more units

• Meeting prior to filing with DCP

• Satisfied through predevelopment meeting

Encourage Park Land | Early Consultation

Presenter
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1. Solution – require a meeting prior to filing for larger subdivisions. (those containing 50 or more units).

2. Planning, Rec & Park, & City Council reps may be available to discuss project and parks.
Foster an exchange of ideas of how to satisfy requirement



• Current
• $2.50 or $5.00/sf
• Beyond shuffle board, swimming 

pools, and putting greens…

• Proposed
• Private park: 35%
• Public park: 100%

Encourage Park Land | Update Credits
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1. In order to encourage park land dedication, the park credits will be updated.

2. The proposed ordinance will allow the applicant to satisfy 35% of calculated requirement by providing private park space or 100% if providing public park space.


to Little motivation to provide park land on site – credit is too little
Want to move beyond the very limited options now offered.

Moving away from limited list of credits & expanding how much each amenity counts towards total reponsibilty

Proposal allows applicant to satisfy 35% of calculated requirement by providing private park or 100% if providing public park.



• Policy Advisory Committee

• Focus groups

• Association meetings

• Briefings

• Open House and Public Hearing on October 22, 2015

• City Planning Commission approval on March 24, 2016

• PLUM Committee scheduled for May 17, 2016

Public Process

Presenter
Presentation Notes
PAC – met 3 times (park advocacy & developer reps)
Held numerous focus groups
Held numerous meetings with associations
Briefings as requested.



• Add flexibility
• Modernize fees
• Expand radii

• Encourage land 
dedication

• Provide a buffer for 
future mitigation fees

Summary: Effective Park Fee Program



QUESTIONS
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